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College of Education

This study examines the factors that influence the participation anchaedgement of U.S.
intercollegiate athletic coaches in professional development expesiefitie qualitative
study is guided by theoretical considerations about self-directed adaolhipas well as
emerging concepts regarding the preparation of coaches for an increasmglgxand
dynamic environment. The research uses grounded theory methodology to examirerdata f
semi-structured interviews with 18 intercollegiate women’s rowing asachWashington
and Oregon. The major findings of the study are: (1) the coaching field lackaeddsdreer
pathway, clearly-articulated professional competencies and rigorousgooial
development programs; (2) coaches are self-directed learners who rtfaiagarticipation
in learning opportunities to develop their professional competencies with Irtte di
feedback or evaluation; (3) coaches expect to develop competencies througly{bgni
doing, value in situ experiences, and depend to a great extent on informal learning
experiences; (4) coaches at all collegiate levels and coropdditrisions describes criteria
for successful job performance as a combination of positive student-athletieesge and
competitive success; and (5) an initial analysis of the mentor relationstamayreveals a
tension between an education focus regarding the development of the apprenhtiseskilac
set and a performance focus prioritizing team performance resultse8slaaf this

research, a new model emerged that highlights the centrality of the caaskl&sdirected



learner, closely integrates position competencies with learning expesjeama examines
external influences on the individual’s participation in professional developngwities.
The research also identified areas of congruence with the current findyagding coaching
education for international high-performance coaches. Implementation of the
recommendations resulting from this research have the potential to crefiteaaf
learning throughout the full spectrum of coaching positions that entails a gatatate than
self-directed individuals pursuing training in relative isolation. In additionetfiedings
along with subsequent research provide the opportunity to shape the design and
implementation of professional development programs that coaches and adioisisteav
as essential for improving the quality and effectiveness of coaching th$heollegiate

setting.
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INTRODUCTION

Recent trends in U.S. collegiate coaching demographics and changes in the U.S.
collegiate coaching environment indicate a need to examine how coaches pepare f
these complex and demanding careers. Currently, there is not a well-definegiprafe
development path for aspiring U.S collegiate coaches. Little is known aboattbesf
influencing collegiate coaches' decisions around their professionabpeant,
including the role of self-directed learning.

An examination of the literature on the history of intercollegiate coaching,
coaching education, and the social-cultural context that drives our current approach t
sports and coaching in the United States is revealing. First, the dependencetios aihle
promote the university, combined with a growing expectation of the entertairectont f
has intensified the job responsibilities of today’s coaches. The complexity of the
coaching role has increased, including expectations that collegiate caabiese high
levels of performance (winning) with their teams, maintain a focus on studerieathle
development, and manage a program that steers clear of scandal or ruliemsfract
Second, this examination reveals an athletic department structure thdeksotesformal
education criteria when hiring new coaches than to network connections that highlight
candidates groomed through apprentice-like experiences. Today’s postedgoachin
requirements indicate minimal criteria related to academic or profedfackground,
and evaluation feedback appears to consist primarily of markers indicdbiageace to
compliance regulations and, most significantly, a winning record. Third, myiexton

describes a profession without a regulatory body to manage overall inteatellegi



coaching quality or credentials. Without a clear professional track, anakpFessure to
engage in structured professional preparation, coaches are left to their ows tievice
determine what will benefit their professional development. Educational opp@sunit
currently available for coaches primarily focus on sport technique andgaamd do
not address the broad scope of job responsibilities. Specific credentialssareaifa
requirement for obtaining or maintaining employment. And yet, in the facesodtBi.
picture of coaching, there is an emerging international movement that haeatlie
complex, multi-faceted role demanded of today’s high-performance coaches and i
beginning to identify how the effective preparation of coaches needs to integtiate
formal and informal professional preparation tied to actual coaching activity.

The purpose of this study is to better understand the factors that influence the
participation and self-management of U.S. collegiate coaches within theisgoofal
development. Ultimately, my purpose in examining these issues is to expand our
understanding of how to refine the elements of professional development to provide
enhanced opportunities for coaches to succeed in their career developmenizenaxim
learning to build professional competencies. It can be argued that, ultintai@thes
who have been well prepared are best positioned to build programs that enrich the

student-athlete experience.



CHAPTER 1: BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION OF THE PROBLEM

The following chapter will (1) highlight the historical origins of U.S.
intercollegiate coaching, (2) describe the structure and environment oflktEca
departments, (3) identify trends in preparing coaches for the collegitey, (4) outline
the influence of sports’ governance organizations, and (5) examine research ingoachi
education from the U.S. and international perspectives. With the goal of enhancing the
student-athlete experience, | conclude that factors revealed in thaseairgt toward a
need to examine how collegiate coaches view their opportunities for professional
development and currently manage their career path. This understandungak c
because of the unique nature of the intercollegiate athletics environment imoshithes

operate and how the factors that create the professional career path thegvigae.

Historical Origins of U.S. Intercollegiate Coaching

With a steady increase every year, 421,000 student-athletes currentlyeompet
17,800 collegiate teams in the United States (NCAA, 2010). Based on statistics
describing the 1,200 NCAA member schools gathered for diversity reports blyitlap
(2010) and Carpenter & Acosta (2010), there were an estimated 18,500 head coaches and
29,800 assistant coaches active in intercollegiate athletics during the 2002léMiaca
year. This total does not include the large number of additional volunteer coaches or
graduate assistants who work with many of the teams or coaches involved with the
additional 350 National Association of Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIAJ &00 National

Junior College Athletic Association (NJCAA) institutions.



Although the news frequently highlights stories of record-breaking sslaniest
coaches are not in this upper echelon of fame or notoriety. While many U.S.atellegi
coaches are now able to work full-time in this profession, there are still ausner
programs with part-time coaches or those working full-time for a mininpargdi for the
season. More common at the Division Il or Division Il level, but seeminglyrdeg]
are coaches who have positions that combine coaching duties with some admeistra
functions related to the general operations of the athletics department ttdowateat
their status in the institution, intercollegiate coaching at any levelresgaiibalance of
managing high-pressure demands and providing a valuable opportunity to student-
athletes.

“Coaching a modern college athletic program is a demanding and intense
profession. The rigors of recruiting, of coaching, of working with student-
athletes, of handling the enormous public attention — particularly that from

the press — and of adhering to the complex rules governing athletes and

athletics are challenging. Coaching requires extraordinary commitment, long
hours of work, and demanding travel schedules. It often brings frustration and
disappointment. While the celebrity coaches in highly visible football and
basketball programs are usually paid at astronomical levels,... For the
majority of coaches in intercollegiate athletics, the real reward lies not in the
income but rather in the enjoyment of working with talented student-athletes,

of seeing their progress, and of watching them succeed, both on the field and
in the classroom.” (Duderstadt, 2003, p.62)

While the level of pressure and the complexity of the positions reach ngiidei
today’s coaches in 4,352 degree-granting colleges and universities (NCES,rBeid® e
from a long history with origins in the nine Colonial Colleges chartered pribeto t
Revolutionary War. American intercollegiate athletics first appearéuki first Colonial
Colleges in the late 1700's. Initial sports competition organized by the students

themselves (football and rowing) had a solid hold by the mid 1800's. Frequently, the team



captain functioned as the primary leader whose “responsibilities weresswhitiar to

those of a latter-day professional coach. The captain set up training precedgaaized
practice, chose the starting line-up, and made important decisions during’d@rtest,

1988, p.119). Students supported their activity through dues or in some cases fundraising
drives. Soon enough, the students would collaborate with local businessmen to create
commercial events to draw spectators and establish additional sources of r&eitine (
1988, Flowers, 2007).

In seeking an edge over their rivals, the students did not take long to seek outside
expertise and advice. “After the Yale crew challenged Harvard to anmatteem 1864, it
decided to hire a professional to train the men for the contest. William Wood, a New
York City gymnastic and physical education instructor, became the firggsronal
trainer for an American college team” (Smith, 1988, p.35). Not long after traiontof
competition, campus alumni became involved as spectators, financial supporters and
sometimes served as coaches (Flowers, 2007). Coaches, either recruited fisen outs
campus or returning alumni, operated under direct agreement with the students. In 1885,
Walter Camp, an alumni advisor with Yale and later known as “The ‘Father of éaneri
Football’, said that ‘neither the faculties nor other critics assisted idibgithe structure
of college athletics. In fact, they put some obstacles in the way. It is austfpadded
Camp, ‘which students unaided have builded (sic), and with pride they point to their
labor, and love it more dearly for its very difficulties” (as quoted in Smith, 1983, p.152).

Very quickly there was concern expressed by the faculty and the admaonsstrat
about the burgeoning athletics programs. Responding to violence or brutality on the

playing field, students spending too much time away from class, participgtedaroni



or professional athletes, and the employment of professional coaches, mamyonsti
established faculty athletic committees to provide oversight and redutad¢hietic

activity (Smith, 1983). At the same time the students and alumni were becoming more
interested in developments (e.g., facility enhancements, improved training pspgram
increased coaching support, and participation in commercial events) that coutd lead t
increased public attention and improve their opportunities for victory on the plagidg fi
They resented any efforts by campus administrators and faculty to impiogtioes or
rules, but faced a losing battle, especially when there was an increasetionginéss
practices and incidents of serious injury, and even death, on the playing field.

The challenges for wresting control of athletics included the lack of a governing
body on a regional or national level. (Flowers, 2007) “Each institution drew up its own
athletic rules. Conflicts arose when the regulations of one college gavehietita
advantage over another. Individual institutional athletic committees agifihgut some
form of inter-institutional controls led to almost constant arguments ovdiktygrules
and conditions of competition, such as the choice of officials or the use of professional
coaches” (Smith, 1983, p.154).

The initial athletic department, an offspring of the faculty advisory cormesitt
was also designed as a regulator to try to control what some identifiedudeat st
activity fraught with violence and scandal. In contrast to the initial Ishgem men’s
athletics by the students themselves, women'’s sports emerged (sooroaftar hecame
part of the college setting in the late 1800’s) with a significantly differegit @n the
men’s side athletics was accepted, or at least tolerated, as a means todvaidtec and

to strengthen the body and soul to prepare men for future success in their professional



careers and as leaders in society. Women'’s athletic programs vty idesigned to
prepare the female student to cope with the stresses of the academic envirdhment
women physical educators were the driving force in the philosophy and program
development for women'’s athletics. It was a delicate balance and prograens we
curtailed if the athletics were perceived to compromise the delicateifenphysique or
endanger the reproductive system. Although there was some competition inrttod for
intramural Play Days and competitive events between teams from diftarapuses
occurring in some locations, the call from leaders, and the espoused goals of the
programs, valued participation (in moderation, of course) over competition.

Concerns about securing funding and recruiting students rose as the number of
colleges increased dramatically in response to the Morrill Land Gralstg€dhct of
1862. “Athletics would come to be an important part of the success equation, providing
visibility to attract students and public support” (Flowers 2007, p.129). With control of
college athletics now on campus and under the leadership of a new entity, the “athletic
department”, senior administrators took seriously the new role of athleticsnimgra
public interest and support. “Presidents and university boards looked for a bridge that
could link the ‘high culture’ of academia with the general public and attehpt@lly an
otherwise ambivalent public that often neither understood nor necessarily valued the
academic mission of the university in its zeal to become ‘vicarious’ alumni and
demonstrate hometown (or home state) pride. The ‘Big Game’ was to become mass
entertainment...” (Flowers, 2007, p.129).

While early efforts to create an inter-institutional governance sti¢ailed to

reach consensus about whether collegiate athletics should remain under studarcontr



shift to institutional control, a number of meetings attempted to draft regnusan
manage the growing issues. The concept of a professional coach was fysauéms
agenda. In 1883, Dudley Sargent, a Harvard University physical education pioneer and
member of Harvard’s athletic committee, was charged with gatheringpopifiom
various campuses regarding professional coaches (Smith, 1995). The consensus of the
faculty members was that college teams should not employ professional coaches
Contributing to this attitude was concern around the class and social stguttang
from the frequent link of many professional sports with the working class, and even m
concerning, ties to gambling and other vices. Faculty members had concerneghat t
“rougher elements” would be working directly with, and influencing the development of
the impressionable future leaders of business and society. Eventually, the campus
committees overseeing the growing athletic activity establishiel®lgnes imposing
restrictions pertaining to the employment of coaches and stressomgjraued focus on
“amateurism.”

Many within the colleges had adopted the ideal that amateurism was important to
preserve within the athletics arena. This concept of amateurism wasddeoivethe
British system of differentiating between recreational pursuits undertgkepper class
gentlemen and the paid, professional athletic contests frequently part of Kiegnabass
culture. Smith points out that although this ideal was frequently espoused nji¢lge ¢
administrators, “the attempt to place those ideals into a fiercely cdivpetvin-
oriented, and less class-restrictive American society was to prove urssutg&mith,
1988, p. 144). This idea would be used to control both the involvement of the

professional coaches and to regulate the participation of lower- and wol&gsgyoung



men who were being recruited to play on the college teams with increagjogrioy.

The temporary or seasonal hiring of professional coaches was evenambdh

although there was an allowance for the alumni coach who might also have bewuretai
as a temporary or seasonal employee or the coach who became a leditiivtates
employee of the college.

Coaches for women'’s teams were the women physical education instructors who
were able to teach sports skills and carefully monitor the experience te émestuthe
exertion was not too extreme for what was deemed the delicate nervousssyfsteen
women. Rules for the games were modified by these coaches to provide a dgive pl
field,” minimize the dominance of a star player, and decrease any chanceexeotiien
or undue strain on the reproductive system. Basketball, a sport that quickly became the
dominant activity in many women'’s athletic programs by the early 1900smedified
to increase the patrticipation (e.g., limiting the number of dribbles) and detinease
chance for domination by a stronger player (e.g., restricting movemeny ofdavidual
player to half of the court). A clear philosophy was adopted that “women’s sportd shoul
contribute the ‘greatest good to the greatest number; not the greatest good talldst sm
number...” (Hill, 1903, p.5).”

At the same time, the concept of the college gaining from glory on the athletic
field resulted in the growing acceptance of athletics place within theutretiand
yielded to the pressure to allow professional coaches to work with the maja& men’
teams. When Yale gained domination on the football gridiron in the late 1800’s,
Harvard’s president, “overcame his doubts about the educational value of football and

hired William Reid as a coach” (Guttman, 2004, p.144). Foreshadowing the practices of
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today, the coach was paid 30% more than the institution’s highest paid faculty member
(Guttman, 2004). At the same time that the prestige of athletics was growing, the
complexity of the athletics programs increased, with a more sciemggioach to skill
development and training regimens. Coaches also played a key role in the promotion of
the “big games” within the community and developing a strong connection with an
expanding group of athletic boosters. When the University of Chicago’s President
William Rainey Harper realized the impact of athletics on the image aifdtigition,

“he hired Amos Alonzo Stagg to coach the team, gave him professorial status, and told
him to put the fledgling university on the academic map. ‘I want you to develop teams
which we can send around the country and knock out all the colleges.’ Stagg complied”
(Guttman, 2004, p.144).

With a rash of injuries and fatalities, predominantly in the rapidly expanding spor
of football, the 1905 season proved to be the driver in addressing inter-institutional
control. With 18 players killed and another 159 seriously injured during the '05 season,
some institutions actually dropped football, including Stanford, the University of
California, Columbia, and the University of Chicago (Smith, 1998). The collegdly fina
came together under pressure from United States President Theodore Ramskvelt
formed the Intercollegiate Athletic Association of the United States. drigianization
would evolve into the National Collegiate Athletic Association in 1910 with a stated
purpose of “the regulation and supervision of college athletics throughout the United
States, in order that the athletic activities in the colleges and universities Qhited
States may be maintained on an ethical plane in keeping with the dignity and high

purpose of education” (Spears, 1978, p.184). Women'’s athletics also were expanding and
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became engrained in the structure of the colleges. The tight controlgfytbieal

education department continued and supported the broader philosophy about the role of
education for women. “What Catherine E. D’'Urso calls, ‘the ideology of educated
motherhood’ led to the proliferation of college-level courses in domestic scietice a
simultaneously, to programs of physical activity designed to improve healé whi

avoiding overexertion and the dreaded spectre of exercise-induced igtg@Littman,

1991, p.136).

Between the turn of the century and the late 1930’s, athletic coaches within the
collegiate system for both the men and women'’s teams were frequently part of the
physical education system that was growing in both the interscholastic acdllatgate
settings. “As the strategy of the game became more important, the coack’s asle
recruiter, game-planner, motivator, and publicist — - came to overshadow thesplayer
(Guttman, 2004, p.146). During this period, coaches for both men and women were
frequently involved with teaching in the institution’s recreation or physidatation
department. However, qualifications to hold these positions were not as defined as might
be assumed. It appears that especially on the men’s side, a coach migbtadaeulty
appointment, but the criteria or requirements for these appointments were suspect. A
1925 report on intercollegiate athletics prepared by Dr. Howard J. SavageCairtiegie
Foundation questioned this practice.

“A development of recent years has been the appointment of coaches on

college faculties...Appointment as a member of a faculty as contrasted with

employment on a part-time or seasonal basis confers no mystical assurance
that the work of any coach shall succeed in developing habits of honesty,
uprightness, courage, or self-reliance among the young men entrusted to his

care. Of all the field of higher education, physical education shows the largest
number of members with the rank of professor who have only the bachelor’s
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degree or no degree whatever. In short, faculty status of itself guarantees to
the institution nothing whatsoever with respect to the ability and character of
the coach” (Cowley, 1999, p.498-499).

Another part of Savage’s report lists the average salary of coaches(at, st
under the dean’s average of $6,409 and above both averages for professors at $5,158 and
the director of physical education at $5,095 (Cowley, 1999). After a long career on the
sidelines, coaches would frequently complete their careers serving assa@ars
within the athletics department at their institution, a practice that nsnaday, although
to a lesser degree.

In the 1950’s and 1960’s areas of specialization began to emerge within the

physical education curriculum (e.g., biomechanics, sport psychology, motontgarni
sport sociology) especially in the non-teaching and non-coaching arefieiibach,
2010). In a close examination of these historical trends in the professional poepairat
physical educators and coaches, Dieffenbach and Wayda (2010) identifgktio¢ la
specialized courses emerging in the area of coaching education asttbkbsstaparation
between physical education and athletics. They point towards the additional
reinforcement for this divorce that arises from the low status of teachetieduaad the
growing “dumb jock” image. The continued professionalization of teaching (requiring a
teaching license following a prescribed regime of courses) and emengias related to
the expanding scientific study of physical education (e.g., athletic tasport
psychology, and exercise physiology) would continue on a steady progress$iont\ait
parallel system in the coaching dimension (Dieffenbach, 2010).

In 1971, the female physical educators formed the Association for Interatdlegi

Athletics for Women (AIAW), as a response to the growing power of the NCAA
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(Guttman, 2004, Gems 2009). The unifying concern for the women was the inequity
between the men’s and women'’s college programs. Despite the majority group that
continued to oppose competitive programs and hoped to lead reform throughout college
athletics, the tide of change was too strong to hold back. Title IX of the Emluéati of
1972 contributed to the growing population of women athletes and created a dramatic
increase in the need for additional coaches. “The unintended consequence of the sudden
increase in the number of women’s teams created a demand that the pool of female
educators was unable to meet. As the absolute number of female coachestsnandge
officials rose, the women’s percentage fell. ‘In 1972, 90 percent of those apachin
women’s intercollegiate athletics were women. By 1987, only 50 perceniweeren’™
(Guttman, 1991, p. 222). As women'’s athletics gained parity and prominence in many
athletic departments, these new positions appealed to men just entering thegcoachi
field.

As most coaching positions are no longer linked with physical education or
recreation activity teaching duties, there is even less pressure to reqdieenac
preparation related to these areas of study. What has increased is the prgssytep
dollar to hire a “winner.” There is also a temptation to discount a lack of professional
preparation on a candidate’s resume or even compliance infractions in his or her past
when an athletic director is filling a vacant position or attempting to retaghgphofile
coach. The growing entertainment and revenue dimensions of big-time collegiesthl
(primarily in football and basketball) that strongly influence public gations have
continued to shape how coaches are viewed. “Even more significant than the growth of

television dollars was the way that college sporting events were imgagiewed as
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public entertainment, as commercial products, rather than as competitive &Vamting
coaches and players rapidly assumed celebrity status, surrounded by theide@at ca
fans and subject to all of the associated temptations and pressures of fametgtadhde
2003, p.75-76).

Even for coaches at programs not in the media spotlight, the responsibilities have
expanded and become much more complex in the last couple of decades. Staying
engaged with the seemingly non-stop recruiting activities, navigating theexompl
compliance requirements, supporting fundraising efforts, developing relatiomsthips
boosters, managing their budget, and supervising assistant coaches aréibSpons
addition to those directly linked to practice sessions and game-time respoesibilit
Additionally, some have recognized that today’s coaches are working with a pmpulat
of athletes with different characteristics and expectations than thdse pddt (Mangan,
1995, Lombardo, 2010). “Athletes today are very different. They ask more questions and
they’re more aware of their rights. Some of the old coaching methods won’t wark wit
them” (Mangan, 1995, p.A36). With the NCAA, the university and the public watching
closely, coaches are seen as responsible for supporting student-athtetes wh track
to achieve academically, developing young people who will enter societgdiscpve
citizens of good character, and, of course, managing a team that wins on artonsiste
basis.

The previous survey provides a historical overview and highlights changes in the
role of coaches and the increased scope of responsibilities in today’s working
environment. Today’s U.S. collegiate coaches are engaged in positions ¢nalt ext

beyond the competencies related to physical education or related ezerers= areas.
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Coaching on the field and teaching activity classes have been more fregeplatted
with the equivalent of managing a business and engaging in a variety of high profile
activities to garner financial support for the team and, at times, the attéptrtment.
Neither a centralized system for educating coaches nor a clear patteéor those
preparing to enter the profession currently exists. This lack of a cldan@aningful
career path may reduce the effective preparation of coaches enteringféssipn and
inhibit their ability to succeed once in the industry. Additionally, it incredseshance
for situations to develop that produce scandals or conditions providing diminished

experiences for the student-athletes.

The Structure and Environment of the Athletics Department

The second important aspect of today’s collegiate coaching environment is the
dynamic of the athletic department on college campuses and the role of governisg bodie
in directing the preparation of coaches. This structure may contribute toteosiina
which the coach functions without supportive oversight. Athletic department senior
administrators without a clear strategy to identify and evaluate coaanmgetencies
may yield to the pressure of focusing predominately on the win column and thegxisti
coaches’ network to identify qualified candidates.

Athletics is a visible and powerful feature of many colleges and universities
throughout the country. “The athletic department is often the largest unit on acolleg
campus. As economic, social, and political agents in American higher educatieti¢ athl
departments have become highly influential” (Putler, 1999, p.303). Writing frequently

about athletics within higher education, Suggs provides a rich description of atldetics a
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the “front porch of the university” (Suggs, 2005, p. 9-10). This image acknowledges that
for many people, connection and access to the university is through the sports events and
programs they attend in person or follow through the media. While athletics have long
been a part of college and university activities, “The marquee sports have evaived int
thekeypoint of reference to the university for many important audiences, an outcome

that the university has fostered through its use of college sports in careparsdlif

external relations” (Toma & Kezar, 1999, p. 81). As stated earlier, the desire totprom

the university and increase community support was a driving force in the initgj afr
“professional coaches” to work with the athletic teams.

According to Gerdy (2002, pp.33-34), for more than 100 years, college presidents
have espoused variations on the following justifications for athletics’ place egeoll
campuses:

“1. Athletics generates revenue, visibility, and prestige for the university.

2. Athletics provides entertainment and serves a unifying function for an
increasingly fragmented university community.

3. Athletics is educational (character building) for the students
participating” (Gerdy, 2002, p.33-34).

Whether these elements are actually true has long been debated, but they have
significant impact on how athletic departments are situated within the broagausa
environment. It appears that many athletic departments can be describedewith a
proposed by organizational researcher Weick, as “loosely coupled” with tiod res
campus. Weick’s use of the term loosely coupled was intended “to convey the image that
coupled events are responsive, but that each event also preserves its own identity and

some evidence of its physical or logical separateness” (Weick, 1976, p. 28). TétcAthl

Director often reports directly to the University President or anotherleigt-
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administrator. Especially at major institutions with large athletic deygents, the

athletics unit may operate as an independent entity. Although the type and kdvetof
support varies, these departments may function as self-sustaining units amtel wpkra
tremendous amount of autonomy in terms of facility operations, program operations,
personnel, and development efforts, media relations and control of the studens-athlete
daily activities. They may also maintain administrative functions in-haikerrthan

through centralized campus services. Students in the athletics progranceiag re
medical, strength training and conditioning, computer lab resources, coursssiiges,

and academic advising distinct from those provided to other students on campus. Even
the physical isolation that may initially result from the need for sgade\telop athletics
fields and stadia can compound the psychological distinction and be reinforced through
language used to identify the various areas. For example, on the University of
Washington campus, the academic territory is often referred to as “uppausam
reflecting the physical placement across a major boulevard and on the top ofcantadja
plateau.

An area of concern within higher education is the increasing distinctiondretwe
the academic and athletic dimensions of the institution. This loose couplingaaricall
local adaptation, unique modifications, and even monetary efficiencies byrajltve
athletic department to operate in its own interest and with a nimblenessrsesieist in
large bureaucratic institutions. Loose coupling provides an environment in which “one
element can adjust to and modify a local unique contingency without affecting thee whol

system” (Weick, 1976, p. 32). The concept of self-determination as a characi®rist
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evident in the fact that the athletic department is left to its own... as long as¢hnamr
is not bringing negativattention to the University.

However, there are also potential dangers in this distancing of the athletic
department from the main campus organization. It is possible that instead of fungctioni
as a linked component within the higher education experience, the athletic aggpartm
views itself in isolation. This may lead to a stated or implied mission ditora that of
the broader campus, one that may drift from the education focus and move closer to an
environment which puts the highest priority on competitive success. The athletic
department focused primarily on winning sports competition, and the measures to support
that singular goal, can be in conflict with conditions supportive of academicssience
development for the student-athlete. Adjusting academic entry requiretmémisg in
talented athletes, participating in the intercollegiate athletics le@esof facilities and
coaches’ salaries, excessive time demands for team practices and toptavkauts,
and missing classes to travel and prepare for competition are just a fesvpoéssures
that run counter to a healthy, balanced academic setting.

On the other hand, the appeal and use of athletics events to attract donors and
campus supporters cannot be underestimated. Access to good game ticketenmtatat
events with high-profile coaches and athletes, and the tie to an institutioa mational
championship title are valuable incentives readily used by development skeff the
athletic department and often throughout the campus community. “What issdleat i
when universities view their athletic teams not only as a means of making,rbahey

also the mechanism for improving the status of the entire institution, the presaime t
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grows very intense indeed. The single most likely outcome is that acadandarsls
will be a major casualty of the process” (Bok, 2003, p. 51).

In discussing the need to better prepare coaches, one athletic conference
commissioner describes the current lack of connection, “In many cases, a duaeth is
on a Monday, shows up for work on Tuesday and is out recruiting the next day...these
are some of the most visible people on campus, and yet often they have little
understanding of the campus culture” (Mangan, 1995, p.A36). Eitzen (1997)
summarized this dilemma, “The overarching contradiction is that we have zedani
commercial entertainment activity within an educational environment. And in thesgroc
educational goals are compromised” (p.126).

Once a coach does obtain a position in an athletic department, he or she joins a
sub-group of the athletic department that may also be isolated and functionetg as y
another loosely-coupled unit of the organization. A part-time coach may work
individually, not engaging with other coaches or department staff on arégsla. In
larger programs, coaches work primarily within their team of head, assisthmteer
coaches and/or support staff. There is a significant amount of the local adafstati
Weick (1976) defines as one function of loose coupling, as the teams determine their
plans for hiring coaching staffs, recruiting athletes, awarding schqarsgtuheduling
training activities, and organizing competition details.

This coaching group is often hired and fired through contractual agreements
detailing the specific metrics for evaluation in the areas of teamssydaedraising,
adherence to compliance rules, and graduation rates. Sometimes theseweghilgd

metrics are related to winning titles, increased revenue generation, anggiresef



20

compliance eligibility rather than elements tied directly to the studblgtatexperience.
There is no doubt that the ability to manage a winning team (often defined as
achievement at a specified level of performance within a defined timefrautinge) most
significant element of this contract. Assistants and support staff cendér&cfrequently
tied to the head coach, so their employment will end if the head coach departs. Howeve
the mixed messages described earlier and the “weight” of a winning resrsts
achievements in other criteria listed in the contract (e.g., graduatisnstatdent-athlete
satisfaction, adherence to compliance rules and protocols, etc.) may not lye clear
defined in the contract, or it may be contradicted by the actual feedback amatiewnal
messages of the senior administrators.

At the same time, coaches may develop power and influence within the athletic
department and beyond as a result of their visibility and proximity to the caatiraty
of the athletic program. They are seen on the sidelines, in the media, fronheecate
special events, and working directly with the student-athletes on a reguarTieesy
have primary control over the success of the teams and thereby are in a position to
contribute directly to the position of the department in the hierarchy of coliegens.
The level of this power can impact how they respond to direction and supervision from
within the formal athletic department hierarchy. In some situations, theeoace
viewed as more powerful than the athletic director or even the college president.
However, it is a double-edged sword as these high-profile individuals are alsd subjec
intense media attention and public scrutiny for any missteps. One only need read the
headlines to find examples of coaches who are fired, or resign, in the wake of.scandal

Even so, however, many are hired by another campus looking to bring on the magic
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ticket to a winning program. Upon hiring Rick Neuheisel, a former head coach who had
been closely linked with infractions and questionable practices at two previous
institutions, UCLA Athletic Director Guerrero explained his choice, “In tie iewas all
about 66 collegiate wins, a percentage that places him among the top actisaoach
the country...” (ESPN, 2010). When asked about the wash of damages in Neuheisel’s
past, Athletic Director Guerrero explained he had some concerns during the hiring
process but, "l looked Rick in the eye, he looked me in the eye and we conveyed very
clearly what our thoughts were," Guerrero said. "This [the scandals] hapjpen& 10
years ago, and he said he is much wiser and more mature” (Seattle Times, 2004).
Findings by Barber and Eckrich (1998) investigating the evaluation of
intercollegiate coaches confirmed that the concept of “loose couplingissisd
previously may also carry over to the evaluation process of the athletitrdeptar
employees and intensify the conflict of roles that makes evaluation diffictilé best of
situations. “The conflict between athletics as business and athletidacsien may be
at the crux of the ambiguity associated with evaluation. Based on these iabights
athletics, the determination needs to be made regarding the role of coaehtbeyAr
educators, merely supervisors in a business — or are they both?” (Barber, 1998, p.303).
Understanding the unique setting that collegiate coaches operate in today’s
athletic departments points to a need to ensure that coaches are preatiee wit
requisite skills to be successful within the institution. Coaches in some progithms
confront the potentially conflicting goals for high competitive achievementraadireg a
positive student-athlete experience. Coaches may be faced with a work eevitdinat

provides intense pressure and isolation within a loosely-coupled environment. The
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institution in which a coach works may itself have a love-hate relationshigiveit
athletics program and a mix of advocates and critics on campus. Identifgitrgining
and preparation most helpful to assist coaches in navigating within their campus
environment, especially beyond the boundaries of the athletic department is mhjmorta
the coaches’ broader success.

Concerns with the potential for scandal and recognition of the power of the
institution’s athletic image are compelling many university presidertecome
increasingly involved in athletics. A tighter coupling of the athletic depsnt with the
rest of the campus is likely as a response to rein in the exploding growth ttstlaed
to ensure damage control if the pressures to win create scandal. In deskabing t
predicament of university presidents, Bok suggests “Many university presatents
probably not aware, and do not want to be aware, of the full effect of college sports on
their own campus. But most feel at least some discomfort at having to maintain and
defend a high-pressure athletic operation, with all the academic comproemsails.

Some would even agree silently with the verdict of a former president of the &ityiver

of Michigan, who presided over one of the nation’s most successful programs: ‘The mad
race for fame and profits through intercollegiate athletics is claddpl’'s quest™ (Bok,

2003, p. 51). While this tighter coupling may be instituted initially as a means of control
and link athletics closer to the rest of campus, it will not eliminate the tenbersré

certain to continue between the desire for competitiveness and the education and
development of the whole person.

There are two additional issues within the intercollegiate coachinptfiat

suggest a need to examine how coaches are entering the field and achievirggisucces
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the profession: (1) the continued decrease in the number of women coaches and (2) the
low percentage of coaches of color are two concerns highlighted by a numberex studi
and longitudinal reports. Both historical developments and current athletic departme
structural characteristics are likely factors in creating and nimgethese conditions.

During the consolidation of men’s and women’s departments that occurred during
the late 1960’s and into the 1980’s, the men had an advantage in retaining their positions
or using their professional network to find work at another institution. “Epstein (1970)
identified several processes by which male-dominated professions limpartin@pation
of women. Those processes include institutionalized channels of recruitment agé proté
systems that are not easily available to women. One of the pressures thatcoofent
when they enter a male-dominated occupation is the inability to obtain information
through the ‘good old boy’ network (Harragon, 1977)” (as cited in Banks, 2000, p. 244).
The same situation can be applied to men of color when there is recognitidrethat t
coaching profession is accurately described as a white male-dominatessmof

The number of women coaches and administrative leaders has continued to
decline over the past 30 years. Women in senior positions in athletic departments have
remained consistently low in number, holding only 7.8% of the head athletic director
positions in 2009 (Lapchick, 2010). “Even though the number of women’s teams are at
an all time high, the representation of females among the coaching ranks of swomen’
intercollegiate athletics is at an all time low” (Carpenter & Agp2010, p.1). In a steady
decline from 90% in 1972, only 42.6% of the current coaches for Division | women’s
teams are female. In a newer trend that is a concern with respectaioachrancement in

the future, the percentage of women assistant coaches for women’s teamaliféree
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NCAA Divisions to less than 50% (Lapchick, 2010). Factors that appear to constrict the
leadership opportunities for women include increased competitiveness for coaching
positions as salaries and team support increases for women’s sports (C&parusta,
2010), increasing demands on head coaches resulting in more work-familgtconfli
(Dixon & Bruening, 2007), decreasing job satisfaction as the pressure to win assume
dominant position (Wilson, 2007), continued sexual prejudice and homophobia
(Cunningham, 2007), and sex-role stereotypes that keep women limited in peripheral
positions that limit their career development (Suggs, 2005).

Despite a significant percentage in the number of student-athletes of color, the
number of administrators and coaches has lagged significantly behind. For example,
Lapchick (2010) reported that in the 2009 season in Division |, Il and 11l agl&i2%
of the male student-athletes and 78.9% of the female student-athletes werd-arhibe
same time period white coaches dominated the head coaching positions for both men’s
and women’s sports within a range between 87.7% to 92.5% among all three divisions.
The lack of non-white leaders extends throughout the institutions, with most people
holding senior administrative positions in college sports still predominantlyfiddras
white and male. On Division | campuses in 2007-08 (excluding the Historicalli Blac
Colleges and Universities (HBCU) conferences), 94.2 percent of thegesiwdere
white and, 90% percent of the athletic directors were white and 92.2% were male, 93.4%
percent of the faculty athletics reps were white and 73% were male, anco1 @80
conference commissioners were white and 87.8% were male (Lapchick, 2010). Race-
identified positions as described by Banks (2000) appear consistent in the pattern of

positions held by people of color within many athletic department departmeaial Ra
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bias and a perceived lack of opportunity by potential candidates are additiooid that
may result in fewer people of color in coaching and staff positions within athleti
(Cunningham, 2007). Minimal efforts in recruiting minority candidates and token
consideration during the hiring process have been highlighted frequently akaotbes
that have limited opportunities for non-white coaches ("Black Coaches and
Administrators”, 2007). A better understanding about the access to professional
development opportunities and career progression may provide opportunities to shift
these statistics and open the coaching field to a broader group of candidates.
Many of today’s headline stories in collegiate athletics involve the highigrof
programs of NCAA Division 1. These are often the programs identified in regiumotg
eligibility infractions, inappropriate coach or student-athlete behaviocg%stve”
expenditures for salaries and facilities, and questions regarding theuastatus of the
top student-athletes. At the same time, the foundational elements of manseasthees
are found across the spectrum of collegiate athletic divisions, sports, and tempeti
status. There is also a great deal of mobility of coaches between the varisigsdivi
levels and types of institutions. Therefore, it is important when examining cgachin
education to look across the scope of the collegiate scene and understand that we need to
prepare coaches with the values, skills, and competencies that serve themety @fvar
settings and under various levels of pressures and challenges. In any siampitogny
sport, the overall goal does not change. Collegiate athletics has the pobectiakibute
to the development of student-athletes and enrich their higher education expérteac
potential is only realized if we have coaching professionals prepared to lgadghams

with development and enrichment as top priorities.
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Trends in Preparing Coaches for the Collegiate Setting

In today’s medium to large college athletic departments, administraive a
operations staff members are often organized by functional areas (spcintas s
medicine, finance, facilities, events, sports performance, communications,intgrket
development, and alumni relations). These staff members are frequently hired as
professional or classified employees with more traditional job descrigimhs
employment practices similar to parallel staff in other campus unkis those entering
the coaching arena, student-athletes may secure an initial posi@pooaftpleting their
athletic eligibility. They can learn the basics in this internship or dewst position and
eventually move up, or to another campus, into professional level positions. However,
even for individuals hired from areas outside of athletics, with strong business
backgrounds, there is a growing expectation that these new professionatsjwi a
master’s degree in sports management or business administration if tsisyipehe
field. Many of the support roles within an athletic department, e.g., acadeéwsos,
athletic trainers, nutritionists, sports psychologists, and strength and comdjtirainers
have also become more professionalized with an expectation for advanced degrees or
certifications. Many of the professionals working in these positions aregbected to
attend workshops or earn continuing education credits to maintain their status. However
this shift toward a professionalization of the administrators and support staff does not
appear to carryover to individuals in the coaching positions.

In 1981, Richardson extended a study from 1978, “Academic Status of Coaches in
Higher Education”. In examining questionnaire results similar to the 1978 study,

Richardson affirmed a common expectation that athletics coaches veteazlsing
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physical education courses. Of the coaches that responded, 71% had a degreeah physi
education and another 14% had a degree in an education-related field. The study also
showed that an average of 77% of the coaches had patrticipated in undergraduate athleti
(with a high of 89% among the Division | coaches). While Richardson concluded that
preparation curriculum needed to consider both teaching and coaching skills, he implied
that the most appropriate preparation would result from a physical educatiee.degr
However, it could be argued that the dramatic shift in job responsibilities and ecerge

of a high-performance focus within collegiate athletics since thisgened makes the
traditional physical education curriculum fall short.

Richardson also noted a trend mentioned previously regarding the shift in job
responsibilities for today’s college coaches. Specifically, Richaragboated that the
Division | coaches had a lighter teaching load and were less likely tcakdsaced
degrees beyond their baccalaureate than their counterparts workingsarilor Il
institutions. Although additional studies were not identified that examined thisashif
review of almost 200 assistant and head coaching positions posted on the NCAA
Marketplace website during a one month period in 2010 points toward an even greater
shift away from teaching. The positions examined represented openingstimesit a
divisions and in a multitude of sport disciplines.

In an examination of the job postings, 96% of the positions required a higher
education degree, but only 8% indicated the degree should be in a major or area of study
related to “physical education or a related field.” While 73% of the postings eddght
candidates have experience coaching, 29% indicated that collegiatesibéeticipation

and/orcoaching were sufficient criteria for consideration. Only 1% of the job postings



28

detailed any sport-specific certification as a requirement. Integéstthese

requirements appear where the positions were also responsible for teachmg i

physical education or recreation department. These findings are not sgrgn&n the

move of coaches from an academic position within the physical education department or
other area of exercise science, to a role specific to the performancentdraollegiate

athletic department sports team.

While the job postings are detailing minimum requirements and it is likely that
the coaches hired exceed these qualifications, the minimal criteriarappeflect the
absence of comprehensive or standardized coaching education criteria. i onaivéa
detail about a small group of coaches, | examined the published profiles of the 17 head
coaches at a U.S. Division | college in the northwest. This revealed a pattasterins
with findings of other researchers (Richardson, 1981, Gould, 1990, Gilbert, 2006, 2009),
who conducted formal studies of similar groups of coaches. All 17 coaches had
participated as student-athletes within their sport at the collegiatealed & went on to
play in the professional leagues or on the national team following their coligipdig}.
Fifteen of the 17 coaches had earned a bachelor’'s degree, only four in adigidrally
related to coaching (physical education-2, sports management-1, eddgafitue-other
degrees were in a variety of subjects including communications, geogragtbyy hi
English, film studies, psychology, biology, and criminal justice. The firsttathle
department position for 10 of the coaches was as a student-assistant or -dsgedtant
coach at their alma mater. The coaches all had held at least one assatamosition,
and sometimes they had multiple assistant and head coaching positions at smalle

colleges before being hired at the current institution. Six of the coaches hadtedmple
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graduate level coursework or a master’s degree in a variety of subjedEgbhy
education-1, sports administration-1, exercise physiology-1, education-3).

These cursory findings point toward a need for further research on what academ
foundations may be perceived as valuable in the preparation for coaching during
undergraduate study or when a part-time volunteer assistant arrives atisiendec
pursue this career field. Is it possible that given the broad range of job rédpssi
expected of today’s coaches, a degree in business or management is viewedadeappli
as a degree in education or exercise physiology? Does the interdisgipktare of
today’s college coaching positions allow for transferable skills from dauof
academic disciplines? It is also possible that if individuals are not makiegsion to
enter the coaching profession until late in their college program, thef@actyes that
persuade them to continue in their established courses of study rather thannchjngie
especially if there is not a major or academic discipline that seensupaiti
advantageous for the novice coach.

In an examination of U.S. high school and college coaches viewed as
“successful,” it was determined that they spent an average of 25 hours per year i
coaching education clinics (Gilbert as cited in Jones, 2006). Not specific tollggiate
athletics, but closely linked, Gould (1990) investigated the educational backgrounds and
self-perceived needs of national-level U.S. coaches. In his introduction, Goulddsdica
that with no centralized system, “it is estimated that less than 30% ajdbbes
involved in U.S. school and university programs have formal coaching education, and the
number is declining (American Coaching Effectiveness Program, 1987)” (Gould, 1990,

p.332). By questioning 130 elite level coaches, Gould compiled data describing the
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educational backgrounds and opinions regarding coaching education. Almost 80% of the
coaches had earned a 4-year college degree, with 36% of the degrees in physical
education or recreation. Coaches participated in a variety of activitiegealmpeheir
coaching competencies, but a significant finding was how highly they valuedezmaé
knowledge and informal education. “... coaches indicated that their coachirsyvetyte
most influenced by experience and by observing successful coaches, andlleastadf
by reading coaching books and journals or by taking courses” (Gould, 1990, p.341).
Gould points to the need for well-developed apprenticeships and mentor programs to
guide the experiential learning dimension. In a study investigating tiealcfactors
related to women'’s abilities to attain coaching and administrative positiaaege
athletics, Danylchuk, Pastore and Inglis (1996) identified previous work expeagnce
the most critical factor, stressing the need for opportunities to apprantiosork with
mentors. Of interest was also the finding that coaches did not rate educational
gualification among their top five factors. This was in contrast to collegeiathlet
administrators who ranked educational qualifications as more critical than theespa
placing it third on their list of critical factors.

The lack of standard criteria expressed in job descriptions and the academic
backgrounds of coaches at the sample institution may be a reflection of thesvari
backgrounds that coaches arrive with when they enter the collegiate cosadmegor
work their way up through the ranks through the youth sports system. The foundation of
apprenticeship or on-the-job experience, building on previous experience as a competit
appears to be the typical pedigree for today’s collegiate coach. Givpretheusly

described loosely coupled structure of the athletic department and the preshkigik for
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tallies in the win column and the distant application of current majors from thdeoomp
menu of coaching responsibilities, there does not appear to be any clear expectat
guidance from the athletic department senior administrators to requirpenfycsformal
preparation or encourage participation in continuing education once the coaches are

working in their athletic departments.

The Influence of Sports’ Governance Organizations

As formal coaching education criteria are not uniformly required by theiathlet
departments hiring college coaches, the related academic fields and sp@tizagce
organizations are possible sources of authority for professional pathways or opjesrtunit
for formal preparation to pursue a coaching career. National and regional atigaisiz
the NCAA and the regional athletics conferences, are entities withioliegiate
athletics arena that have an impact on policy and often respond to one of the two sides of
the collegiate sports coin. The first side reveals the positive influendeleticg and its
link to a richer collegiate experience that carries into student-athletes® successes.
The NCAA drives a powerful media presence to sell the image of the stubieté-at
experience as a valuable part of the educational institution. Athletic enoésr do the
same, frequently running advertisements weaving together the acaadreicements
and athletic dominance of member institutions and student-athletes. The second side of
the coin is linked to a regulatory and enforcement function directed at keeping a level
playing field for the member institutions. Actions in this area attempt teessidne
criticism about an out of control arms race within college athletics thesudting in

astronomical coaching salaries, concerns about booster and agent influence, tine press
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to play loose with compliance regulations, and coaching practices that may seem
guestionable but are frequently downplayed in the quest for quick victories.

Closely linked to these two organizations (some say too closely), the Knight
Commission on Intercollegiate Athletics, an advocacy group seeking to rebllege
athletics, continues to develop reports and guidelines outlining various strébegel-
imposed reform by the colleges and universities to manage the athlestsha¢anany
fear to be out of control. Their efforts also attempt to convince governmenéalsfticat
they do not need to impose reform legislation. As the regulatory body, the NCAA does
administer self-study training and an online test for active collegiatehes related to
compliance and recruiting guidelines. Additionally, in 2010 the NCAA announced it
would post an online database that shows the Academic Progress Rates (a tatimg sys
for student-athlete progress toward graduation) for Division | coachesspats,
including football and basketball. A description of the project on the NCAA website
indicates the intention of the NCAA Board is “to create a ‘lifetime ARRaf coach that
would follow the individual from job to job and be publicly available as an incentive for
coaches and to better inform hiring decisions on campus” (Hosick, 2010). However, there
are no minimal levels of education or training imposed by the NCAA on colegiat
coaches.

Outside the formal governance structure of college athletics the Wonpnts S
Foundation, the Black Coaches and Administrators organization, and the Institute for
Diversity and Ethics in Sport serve as watchdogs and highlight areas efrmohlsey
have proven effective in attracting media attention to their “report’candssummaries

that document progress or the lack of progress in various dimensions of diaedsity
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access. Diversity concerns illustrate an organizational dynamic iltheg¢quire more

than just increasing the number of women and people of color working in the athletics
department. “Once hired, this new workplace diversity must be effectivelgged to

foster an environment where minorities and women can achieve success. Justigs minor
student-athletes face particular challenges on an overwhelmingly eainieus, minority

and women coaches and administrators have needs that are unique in an environment that
is dominated by white males” (Gerdy, 2002, p. 127). The role of coaches in these reform
efforts is often highlighted, but primarily in terms of their need to avoid thessgs®r
temptations to circumvent the system.

A recent article in the Journal of Coaching Educatsopublication of the

National Association of Sport and Physical Education (NASPE), highlights a aaw pl
being implemented by the United States Olympic Committee (USOC) @gachi
Education Department. “With a solid foundation and a staff passionate about giving thei
best to athletes and coaches at all levels, the USOC Coaches Education &epacdks

to the future by finally taking on the role that was prescribed for it 32 ygarsyathe

United States Congress. Faced with challenges from the other nations thaeltave w
funded and well-developed national coaching and athlete development programs, the
USOC coaches education program proposes a new focus for its efforts in order to take
advantage of the strengths and opportunities of America’s uniqgue amatesrsystein”
(McCann, 2010, Pg.9). At the same time, the USOC staff and resources dedicated to
coaching education have undergone a dramatic decrease over the lass 1bhgear

Journal of Coaching Educatias closely affiliated with the USA Coaching Coalition, a

small group representing the USOC, various higher education academic gogram
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affiliated with coaching education, and the National Governing Body (NGB)
representatives from a number of different sports.

While there is a link with the NCAA, the USA Coaching Coalition does not
appear to currently have credibility or influence to effect any chdregenight impact
coaching education criteria or qualifications. With limited direct sesviaggeting the
top-level coaches and athletes, many of the USOC efforts are impleniemegh
support services for the NGBs that manage national team activity andiepelopment
efforts, including coaching education. Clinics or workshops are directed at high-
performance elements of training or technique, application of emergnigssgence
developments, and are developed for the elite level athletes.

At the NGB level, coaching education programs do not follow a common
structure or format and vary in terms of their credibility or acceptaner within their
own sport community. Depending on the specific NGB, coaching education may be
directed along a spectrum from elite athlete preparation for the highebof
competition and grassroots expansion, to youth or novice athletes. Similar to tlle USO
programs, many of these curricula focus on sport-specific skills relatedrim¢y and
technique, rather than the broad skills set unique to coaches in the college setting.
Additionally, there does not appear to be a tight link between the coaching education
opportunities provided by the NGBs and requirements listed by the college athletic
department’s job postings.

As an example, in the rowing community, the USRowing Coaching Education
program was revitalized in the mid-1990’s and re-formatted again 5 year®late

incorporate the framework of the NASPE coaching standards. The curriculum was
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designed to prepare a broad group from entry-level through mid-level coachesgworkin
with community learn-to-row programs, junior (scholastic) programs,gatketeams,
competitive adult clubs, and national level programs working with pre-elite and elite
athletes. The program established a standardized curriculum for coachinpapsrisid
introduced three levels of certification. Clinics and workshops targetingpesat the
top-level of the sport are frequently part of the NGB’s annual convention witlosgssi
conducted by national team coaches, international coaches, and USOC high-pedormanc
staff. An informal survey revealed reference to coaching certificatiarreguirement for
many entry-level club and community club positions; however, certification does not
appear as a required qualification for most college positions. Also, despitea for
certification processing system, USRowing does not maintain a dataliesekithe
number of coaches participating in the program, nor do they track what lewgle®of

programs certified coaches are working with once they complete thigicagon.

Research in Coaching Education: The U.S. Perspective

An initial look into the literature indicates that research about the prepacdti
U.S. collegiate coaches is minimal. There have been many studies about cedéing
or the impact of coaching practices on athletes, but these are primarilywuthesports
arena. Specific to intercollegiate athletics, a few studies have gatestidiversity issues
within coaching, such as the low percentage of women and people of color in coaching,
and the poor retention of women coaches (Acosta, 2008; Cunningham, 2005; Inglis,
2000; Moosbrugger, 2009; Vest 2007). Many articles in the literature are “how-tos,”

identifying strategies for improving a specific area within coachingnging coaching
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behaviors, or identifying effective traits of good coaches (DeMarco, 1997 rGRBE5;
Lombardo, 1999; Lough, 2001; Steinberg, 1999; Sullivan, 2003; Becker, 2009). A few
studies investigated the interplay between the intercollegiate clijohteatisfaction, and
leadership (Snyder, 1990; Scott, 1999; Chase, 2010). The inquiries that did examine
professional development for intercollegiate coaching included the prevaisstussed
study by Richardson’s (1981) on academic preparation and Danylchuk’s (1996pfoc
critical factors related to job attainment. An additional researcheneB€1998),
examined performance evaluation of coaches in light of the multi-dimensionad n&tur
their positions. Although many of these studies concluded with the need for good
preparation for coaches, especially within the unique environment of collathéggcs,
they did not address the overall professional development process.

A recent study by Dieffenbach and Wayda (2010) examined the coaching
education system in the United States and focused on the distinction between athleti
coaching and physical education teacher preparation. While not directlydcoudiee
collegiate setting, the authors indicated that the field of athletic coaeftimg the
United States has not developed with rigorous academic discipline and lacksehe mor
clearly defined professional career development pattern of the phydicat®en teacher
programs and the other sport science fields. They also acknowledge that coaching
currently encompasses a broad scope of activity from broad-based spopigiantico
competitive performance goals. The participants also span the developmentat@asd int
spectrum (i.e., youth to adult, novice to elite athlete, recreational to highfarice
goals). The examination of the state of coaching education predicts “a progtanes

to be all things to all contexts following just one model of coaching is destined to fall
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short at the expense of both the student and the profession” (Dieffenbach, 2010, p. 33).
While identifying a growing number of programs offering degrees officaté programs
related to coaching, the authors also point out that these programs appear undgr a va
of academic areas (e.g., sport management, physical education, kinesiolmagyion,
etc.) which leads to a curriculum that is far from standardized. They describ=d rivet
state of athletic coaching (AC) education in contrast to physical eda¢atcher
education, “... there has been very little change in the number of opportunitieb at eac
level or in the scope of the academic preparation over the past decade. ...AC curricula,
particularly within undergraduate programs, remain centered on general gnkhesit
coursework... Teaching certifications or credentials are recommendesbiriaan with
many current AC programs, suggesting that the programs are designed te poayghes
only within the scholastic model of sport” (Dieffenbach, 2010, p.30). While NASPE
developed National Standards for Athletic Coaches in 2006, the standards appear more
focused on entry and participation levels of sports (associated with the K-12
interscholastic and youth community programs) than the performance dimension more
applicable to collegiate athletics.

In examining the constitution of “great coaching,” Becker (2009) reindcitoe
idea that our general societal view of what constitutes a great coachdbase
criteria: win/loss records and media attention. In her study, Beckenima®the athlete’s
perspective about what s/he has experienced with “great” college ané\aditedaches
and confirms the more complex nature of coaching that goes beyond a set of skills or
behaviors, incorporating complex interactions between coaching attrithees,

environment, relationships, the system, coaching actions, and influences. This shif
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how coaching is viewed was also noted in an examination of worldwide scholarship
about coaching education programs during the period 1995-2009. McCullick (2009)
revealed an increase in scholarship since 2005 and a new perspective that defines
coaching as a complex and dynamic process that is influenced by the saaral/cul
environment in which it is situated.

Although research focused on the coaching education of collegiate coaches is
limited, there does appear to be an emerging perspective that suggests wieamgest
how we prepare coaches. McCullick concludes, “In the United States, most CEP
[Coaching Education Programs] are in their infancy and require only lh@sasd
knowledge to obtain a youth coaching certification. These courses would benefit from
findings regarding the design, content, process, and governance of CEPs being donducte
around the globe” (McCullick, 2009, p.333). The general findings expressed by
researchers taking a closer look at U.S. coaching education confirm shigts ear
described in the intercollegiate setting. The change in the role of coaxchtsea
apparent insufficiency of the current coaching education curriculum reintheesed
for changes in how we prepare coaches. As collegiate coaches represenhandrge
of U.S. coaches and work in a unique environment, research that provides additional
information about unique competency requirements and career development paths is

important to identifying how the coaching education programs need to be modified.

Research in Coaching Education: The International Perspective
Recent growth in the demand for coaches at youth-level programs, pressure t

achieve international athletic success on the Olympic and world stage emdnts, a
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increased concerns about the healthy lifestyles of the general population appear to be
driving research and evaluation of the structure and effectiveness of thengoachi
education systems now underway on the international scene. Identification afimpor
distinctions from the U.S. system and a brief historical overview of coachthg
international setting provide a useful backdrop to understand the current resgsardh.

The international setting is distinct from the U.S. system, with lowerlrofi
intercollegiate activity and, according to some researchers, a dstieas| of pressure
around success records (Lyle, 2002, Danylchuk, 2003). Most significantly, without the
primary link to higher education institutions, the international setting at@nsons
inherent in the "student-athlete" designation carried by U.S. participariteugh
athletic participation and sport competitions exist in many universitieaghout the
world, the U.S. system appears unique in the visibility the collegiate preg@mmand
and the role it plays in national team and elite athlete development. What doésrexist
countries other than the U.S. is a strong sports club system that provides a stfucture
progressive development for athletes from initial entry to elite levels df spo
performance and more attention to the performance of national teams. Theyprim
drivers in this system are the clubs themselves and national sports organizations,
including the Olympic committees (Lyle, 2002; Woodman, 1993).

In many ways the early development of sport in these countries, espdmally t
ideal of amateurism, was consistent with the United States sports scenearyhe
1800's. It was in fact the English universities that influenced how athieéiss viewed
in public schools and universities in the U.S., with many of the earlier-descabeerns

about who participated in sports, who qualified as an amateur, and who served as coaches
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taken directly from the British model. From the turn of the century to the 1950’s, Lyle
(2002) describes a period of stagnation for coaching education in the U.K. “Coaches
continued to be either professional instructors or athletic trainers, but were not
incorporated into the emerging club structures, which has a recreational étes” (

p.6). What does evolve during this period, in a manner similar to the United States, is the
tie of physical education and teacher/coaches within the school systenmalés an
interesting editorial comment regarding this link of the two, “... [it] can alsarpeed

that the closeness between PE and coaching and the confusion of roles has not helped the
coaching ‘profession’. A sense that ‘any generalist’ could be a coacheigigdmed by

the assumption that PE teachers could ‘turn their hand’ to many different sperts. T

truth was that they could, because this was about sport participation coaching which is
not dissimilar at all from sports teaching” (Lyle, 2002, p.10). While filling a need f
coaches, especially at the youth level, this did not result in a clear proféssimsa

path for those more interested in sport performance coaching, which defined a more
intensive, committed program working toward competition goals. Important in these
discussions is the delineation often define@asicipation coachingandperformance
coaching(Lyle, 2002; ICCE, 2010)

Concern about falling behind on the national sports stage sparked a focus in
Britain on the performance sport dimension. A frequent driving force in various csuntrie
at different times in their histories, beginning in the late 1940’s and continuowggthr
today a move was made to identify national-level coaches with increféses ®
provide more professional development experiences for coaches working witbtg vari

of sports,. A strong influence starting during this period was the Eastern Blackies’
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emphases on the application of the emerging coaching sciences, and a moregidrmal
system of higher education and professionalization for sport coaches throughout the
1950’s and 1960’s (Woodman, 1993). As the nations established comprehensive national
sports club systems, they also developed a number of higher education degree programs
at universities specific to coaching. Other support areas of coachingessigecialties

arose to meet the need for a large number of full-time jobs that emerged in school
community and elite club programs (Riordan, 1980). Outside of the Soviet-influenced
countries there was not the same level of professional status accorded ts,caadhe

many of the coaching education efforts appeared fragmented and undek aiottie

various sports’ governance organizations.

With the goal of top performances at the Olympics, a new focus of the U.K.
National Coaching Foundation in the late 1980’s was in contrast to the “traditional
practice, autonomy and specificity of governing body practice, emphasishorica and
tactical content, and a minimum (in most cases) of supporting discipline knowledge”
(Lyle, 2002, p.13). Similar efforts could also be found in Canada, New Zealand and
Australia. These countries paralleled the U.K. goals of a more cerdrabaehing
education system, enhancements to recruitment and licensing systemsliescaad
the development of a coaches’ association. These countries also collaboratedeand w
central in the establishment, in 1997, of the International Council for Coach Education
(ICCE). The ICCE is a not-for-profit, international organization now remtasg over 30
countries with the mission of “promoting coaching as an internationally accepted
profession. ICCE members seek to enhance the quality of coaching at gekof le

sport” (ICCE, 2010). This organization also makes frequent mention of the “emerging”
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nature of the coaching profession in other documents such as their 2010 strategy
platform, “Building the Coaching Community Across the Globe.* Writing about
coaching as “an emerging profession” in 1991, Woodman predicts, “The movement of
coaching toward professionalization is being assisted by the rapid grovabroédsound
the world, its growing impact on major areas of human activity, and the grebenom
people being employed in this new industry” (Woodman, 1993, p.7).

Resent research on the international level has been more extensive wih sever
countries (e.g., Canada, New Zealand, Australia, Great Britain)ycksamining their
coaching education programs and making significant changes to their ngtionall
organized systems of coaching education, including specifically looking atgthe hi
performance sector. It is this area of research that has applicabtlite type of activity
U.S. coaches engage with in the higher education setting.

The international research reveals much about the emerging perspeciadengeg
the complexity and varied roles of coaches (Jones, 2006, Gilbert, 2004, Cote, 1994,
Cushion, 2007, Nash, 2009). In many ways it serves to recognize and explain the multiple
paths that many successful and accomplished coaches have taken to reachéheir cur
positions, and highlights the frequent dismissal expressed by coaches aboun#he for
coaching education strategies that have been previously implemented. Maayrafre
recent textbooks and articles outlining frameworks and fundamental coachingtsonce
by the international researchers have also confirmed the lack of rdsgtatiainy
coaches have for formal coaching education programs. In a case study oraQeahtali

coaches, the coaches described participation in formal coaching educatigasaya
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experience and based on a faulty assumption that the simplistic classroom knavdedge
easily applied to the complex coaching environment. (Werthner & Trudel, 2006).

“Although large-scale coach education programs, such as the Coaching

Association of Canada’s National Coach Certification Program, the

American Sport Education Program, and the Australian National Coach

Accreditation Scheme, have been in place for decades, there is no study on the

effect of these programs on the coaches’ behaviors or decision-making before,

during, or after practices or games (Gilbert & Trudel, 1999, being an
exception). As a result, Cohen (1992) concluded, ‘there are governing bodies
that certify coaches based on the successful completion of our program, but

we don’t certify competency of coaches’ (p.25)” Werthner, 2006, p.201).

Some of this disconnect can be attributed to the inability of the curriculum to
address the complex nature of coaching and therefore a lack of impact on the actua
practice of coaching. Emerging in the latest work on coaching educationtisavhiae
defined as a “bottom up” approach to identifying the concepts and strategies that
successful coaches are using, and acknowledging that this knowledge is fyqupssed
on in apprenticeship settings or through reflection on one’s own coaching p(&ctiee

1995, Cushion, 2003, Jones, 2006, Nash, 2009). Jones, et, al (2002) authored Sports

Coaching Cultures: From Practice to Thebwjinterviewing top performance coaches

and drawing out both the common characteristics, and some of the variances, that can
occur in successful coaching. Their introduction makes clear from the gtarargue

that the coaches’ stories cast doubt on the wisdom of viewing coaching, more
simplistically, as a systematic, depersonalized set of standardizetsrandgrocedures;

a trend which currently characteristizes many coach education prografdoress,

2002, p.1). The book uses the personal stories of the coaches, how they developed their
skills sets and how their life stories shaped their own style of coachindheratithors

make it clear they are not willing to simply let these elements of tiftberaimply
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“defined as ‘intuition’ or the ‘art of coaching.” They are able to tie manthefktories
together, make connections with theoretical frameworks, and outline a new undegstandi
of the best practices to apply in developing a coaching pedagogy, defininghgoachi
roles, managing interactions with athletes, and understanding social poam@nalysis
of the changing paradigm within the New Zealand national coaching curriculwsigZa
and Kidman (2010) describe a similar change to an ongoing developmental process of
continual learning rather than the attainment of a specific menu of education
requirements. According to Cassidy and Kidman, “... there has been a movanfrom
accredited and certified, standardized programme to an ongoing proféssiona
development process informed by an applied athlete-centred philosophy. Moreover, the
CDF [Coaching Development Framework] emphasised coach learning and development
(formally and informally) rather than focusing on coaches gaining qudiliinsa..”
(Cassidy, 2010, p.320).

Therefore, the international researchers, especially those anBtanada,
Australia, and New Zealand are leading a movement to recognize the comylkex, m
faceted role demanded of today’s coaches. Additionally, examining the forrottesa
and the actual activities engaged in by coaches, they are making a stemigatdhe
effective preparation of coaches needs to integrate both formal and informasiprodes

preparation that is closely tied to actual coaching activity.

Conclusion
The current state of intercollegiate athletics and coaching educatios issue

described here provide a strong case for a more extensive examination acidratdre
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influencing the professional development activities of collegiate coachbsugh

history shows various changes in the role and expectations around coaches involved at
the collegiate level, there is no doubt that today’s coaches are operating in an
environment with increased role complexity, a driving expectation to creataifwi

teams”, and new expectations from today’s student-athlete. This high-pressur
environment is certainly more profound at the larger programs competing injtire ma
divisions of the college sports scene, but it appears to exist to a certain eatelevals.
Originally, programs to prepare intercollegiate coaches were groumdeel physical
education discipline as collegiate coaches frequently taught theyactasses and
recreation activities in addition to coaching one or more sports teams. Thesanzogr
have often been tied to the national sports’ governing bodies or sport associdticams wi
broad focus on athletes and performance. Given the unique setting of intereallegiat
athletics we must recognize the need to also develop management and leaddsship ski
necessary for these professionals to be effective within the business environment of
today’s athletic department and to capably serve as educators for studatesathl

“We’ve always done a good job teaching coaches the X’s and O’s of the game...People
are just beginning to realize that we need to do more to help them [coaches] bereme m
effective teachers and educators” (Mangan, 1995, p. A35).

The historical development of coaches in the college setting has resulted in a
profession that lacks a standardized inventory of coaching competencies, genbnsis
system of coaching education guidelines and/or credentials. There is notah over
regulatory organization driving certification requirements or continuing edacat

expectations. Coaches are very much left to their own to identify how to prepamnéyor e
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into the field and develop once they begin their careers. The lack of a cleargddef
system of entry and weak support for persistence in the profession maguenithe
persistent trends of decreasing percentages of women coaches and coegloges of
National and international researchers are reexamining the establisbbohgoa
education programs and acknowledging that there is a complexity to the ¢opiaitass
that requires a focus on coaching development as an ongoing endeavor. Further
developed on the international stage, this call for a new approach to coachingadsicat
situated firmly within active practice, dependent on meaningful engagentannemtors
and network communities, and enhanced by active reflection on one’s own coaching
strategies (Jones, 2006, Cushion, 2003, Nash, 2006, Gilbert, 2005). Clearly there are
unique factors related to the U.S. collegiate athletics system, includitengiens
surrounding the role of the student-athlete and the high-profile nature of the itompet
programs. However, it appears that many of the findings applicable to internaiginal
performance coaches may be applicable to the population of U.S. collegictesothe
absence of clearly articulated career pathways; the self-diredtee oathe coaches’
professional development; the impact of winning records on promotion and retention; and
sports performance competency demands given the comparable athlete pools.
Intercollegiate athletics involves large numbers of student-athldiedac€tors
and issues identified throughout this section point to a need to better understand what will
benefit collegiate coaches in terms of professional preparation and continuiatj@duc
Due to the unique setting of collegiate athletics and the environment in which coaches a
working, it is important that any new “program” be one that is easily abte=sasd

results in immediate practical application. The coaching profession is in neakef
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pathways and support to draw in and appropriately prepare those who will be working
with our student-athletes during their higher education experience. Additionally
professional practices at this level have a trickle-down impact on youtls sparthe
incredible number of athletes patrticipating in those programs.

To create the professional development components to meet these identified needs
additional research is required in order to better understand the followingsfgtdor
what professional competencies are in highest demand for today’s coaches ralt® ope
in a changed environment with new role expectations, (2) what professionaipieeat
elements do coaches, who often self-direct their educational experiences|datdera
and meaningful, (3) how collegiate coaches are navigating their qatharin high-
pressure settings with minimal job position security and (4) in what dimens@ns ar
coaches working at U.S. colleges similar to high-performance intenahtoaches?
These areas of understanding will enable professional development striatdogies
advanced that are meaningful for today’s coaching professions and implemehtad wit
the profession.

Finally, while improvement in the professional preparation of collegiatehesac
is important for their career success, most importantly, coaches engagedtinef
professional development activities will be better prepared to establisap®that

enhance the experience and development of our student-athletes.
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CHAPTER 2 - CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORKS

To understand how U.S. intercollegiate coaches currently prepare focaresrs
and make decisions to participate in professional development, there are tforee ma
areas of research and theory that provided a useful foundation. First, currenssgholar
examine coaching education agree that there is a complexity of codudimgs not
been considered in the past. This complexity is revealed in the role that tankches
undertake and in the nature of the coaching process itself. Second, intereotiegizhes
are adult-learners and are frequently the managers in shaping thessjmodé
development experience. In the limited studies of U.S. collegiate coaches and the
growing number focused on international elite-level coaches, coachessteste clear
choices in the types of learning experiences they believe are mostwefiaaeveloping
their competencies. Adult-learning theory and proposed models of learning egpsrie
suggested a framework to identify and categorize those experiersgsddly the
coaches. Third, self-determination theories provided guidance for exploeifigators
that influence the coach’s participation in professional development actiVitiese
theories assisted in organizing and articulating themes that emenggdindings.

The goals of this chapter are to describe each of the three theoretésabad
identify how they provided frameworks useful in examining the influences tipaicim
career progression and professional development activities of collegiateesoh
believe the theories provided a good starting point to reveal the environment in which
coaches must develop tools to effectively operate in their roles; describ@aches as

adult-learners tend to engage with learning experiences; and understamiiewteatts
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motivate and guide coaches as they self-direct their professional develophgent. T
integration of these elements into broad conceptual frameworks to describedhse fact
influencing coaches to participate in professional development learningesqaesr

assisted in determining what areas to focus on within the research.

Coaching: A Complex Activity in a Complex Environment

As detailed previously, today’s U.S. intercollegiate coaches are operatimg in a
environment of increasing pressure. Expanding job descriptions require coaches to
perform duties beyond a sports-skill teacher and competition strategist. s oday
collegiate coaches are frequently under intense pressure to quickly builarentyi
team, coordinate ongoing recruiting activity, support increasing levelmdfdising,
manage adherence to a complex system of compliance regulations, fadtnigc
achievement and progress, and provide a rich student-athlete experiencestedahene
needs and expectations of today’s young adult. Not only do these demands represent
multiple pressures on the coach, they frequently create conflicting tipadlthe coach
must negotiate (Barber, 1998; Moosbrugger, 2009; Dixon, 2010, Lombardo, 1999).

In addition to the job roles, there is a complexity in the competencies and
processes of the coaching activity. In 1993, Woodman described coaching as ‘& scienc
an art, an emerging profession” (Woodman, 1993, p.1). One dimension of his statement is
recognition of the need to incorporate the growing coaching sciences dunbsaslogy,
physiology, biomechanics, and psychology. The second dimension is a new concept -
that the “art” of coaching is an ability to effectively mix coachingrsmewith the

variable, dynamic aspects of the human factors. Other scholars have built oretlofs ide
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complexity (Cote, 1995, 2009; Abraham, 1998; Jones, 2003, 2005; McCullick, 2005;
Cushion, 2006, 2007; Nash, 2006, Werthner, 2006; Mallet, 2009; Cassidy, 2010). In
studying the career development of elite coaches, Nash and Collins statarigaa a
very complex and dynamic task, carried out in an ill-structured, constantly cgangin
environment” (Nash, 2006,p.472). While current coaching education curriculum
frequently identifies specific behaviors or best practices, multiple stodnetude that it
does not equip a coach to make the adjustments and application in interactive situations
that are continually shifting (Cote, 1995; Gilbert, 2004; Nash, 2006; Jones, 2006,
Cassidy, 2010). The definition of the specific elements of complexity vararhow
models proposed by scholars; however, they each (1) identify the technicabskily
applied in changing environments and (2) recognize the impact of the relationships
between coaches and/or athletes. “Our current understanding demonsatateacthing
is not something that is merely delivered, but is a dynamic social activityigfeaously
engages coach and athlete [2,20]... Coaching then is a practical, social activipstha
its characteristics “multidimensionality, simultaneity, uncertainty, ipitppland
historicity”[16,p.255]” (Cushion, 2007, p.396).

Reinforcing this dynamic view of coaching, Cote and Gilbert (2009) define the
variables in their coaching model@sach’s knowledgethlete’s outcomesand
coaching contextdn describing the interactions of these variables gtate, “to be
comprehensive, a definition of coaching effectiveness and expertise shouldtenteg
these three components by considering the interactios@deh’s knowledgand
athlete’s outcomes specificcoaching contextgCote, 2009, p.309). The result of this

new perspective is a call for coaching education to evolve from a positivisicudumn
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that is (1) grounded in an overly rationalistic approach and (2) based on the assumption
that the coach functions in a static setting. The coach is recognized as aatayiky

with a well-equipped toolbox of skills and strategies. The identification of wasit w
needed in the toolbox and how the coaches obtained the various “tools” was conducted
through a number of research studies examining the pathways and activities e6coach
identified as experts or successes (Cote, 1994, 1995; Schinke, 1995; Abraham, 1998;
Bloom, 2000; Jones, 2003; Dall ‘Alba, 2006; Nash, 2006; Erickson, 2007, 2008, Carter,
2009). Of significance is the discussion about the socio-cultural, or relationship,
dimension of coaching. Cote and Gilbert (2009) discuss interpersonal and intrapersonal
knowledge as important elements of the coach’s knowledge; Lyle positions iateraler
skills previously not attended to in many coaching education programs & twuci
success in day-to-day coaching activities and “key in the coach’s adbdcea code of
ethics” (Lyle, 2002, p.284). Jones, Armour and Potrac (2004) titled their Bpokis
Coaching Culturesind used a quote from one of their expert coaches to affirm, “The art
of coaching is recognising the situation, recognising the people and respantiiag t
people you are working with... that’s the big thing, to handle people” (Jones, 2004, p.20).
In the second edition adnderstanding Sports Coaching: The social, cultural and
pedagogical foundations of coaching practiGassidy, 2009), the authors explained that
a new emphasis on “a socio-cultural pedagogic approach is imperativedfnstanding

such a complex and dynamic activity as coaching, where, invariably, the whole i
considerably greater than the sum of the constituent parts... it differs franaditeonal
approach to studying coaching from rationalistic subdisciplinary perspgctvassidy,

2009, p.8).
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Many of these research inquiries, especially those conducted by international
researchers, examined high-performance coaches working with na¢iame or elite
club programs. As | moved forward with the study, it was important to determirntbevhe
the U.S. collegiate coaches describe their coaching functions withlar somplexity
when they reflected on the demands of their environment. It was also important to
determine if the layered structure of the collegiate athletic sé€#igg multiple
divisions, public vs. private institutions, competitiveness of program) appeared t impa

how the coaches view the complexity and the demands it places on their toolbox of skills.

Coaches as Adult-Learners: A Constructivist Orientation

Given the previously discussed perspective on the professional competencies
required of an effective coach, scholars frequently make reference to tlreatmplof
adult learning theory and the non-traditional methods that many of the “expacties
were using to acquire and develop these competencies. Adult-learning theory is
important foundation because coaches constitute a heterogeneous population of adult-
learners involved in a broad mix of learning experiences. Given the complexity of the
coaching field just outlined, it is even more important that we understand how coaches
are navigating the process to become coaches and what considerations aratimporta
their decisions around professional development. As described by McGivney (2004,
p.33),

“...adults’ engagement with education and training tends to be intermittent

and more varied. After an initial learning episode, an adult’s learning journey

may come to a temporary halt or meander in any of several possible

directions: upwards, to gain higher level skills and qualifications; sideways,

continuing learning at the same level to deepen and consolidate knowledge or
learn something new with the pressure of assessment; downwards, engaging
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in learning at a lower level to further a particular interest or to enhance
knowledge and skills; or a ‘zigzag’ direction, moving between lower and
higher level learning programmes”.

Within adult-learning theory, eonstructivist orientatiorframes learning as the
construction of new knowledge based on what people already believe and understand
from their previous learning experiences. “A constructivist stance masritaat learning
is a process of constructing meaning; it is how people make sense of theiemogieri
(Merriam, Caffarella and Baumgartner, 2007, p.291). Experiential learnatgtie core
of the constructivist learning activities. Kolb (2005, p.194) describes a cycle ¢h Wia
learner “touches all the bases — experiencing, reflecting, thinking, ang ach a
recursive process that is responsive to the learning situation and what isshenesgl|”

Even the rhythm of the coaching season complements the constructivist fransework’
learning cycle ofeflection — adaptation — experientigat is used to describe the
progression of the coach through learning experiences. After examining howgbract
knowledge is gained by expert sailing coaches, Saury and Durand describgniaveo
alchemy’ consisting of a flexible application of (social) rules, using gleefdgrated

past experiences, resolving (never total or optimal) contradictions or dileat s

moment they emerge, recognizing typical scenarios, and so forth (Saury BdDLg88,
p.265 in Jones, 2003, p.227). The constructivist orientation appeared to be a good fit
when looking at the experience of those involved with coaching and the type of learning
activities they are often engaged with in athletics.

The majority of coaches have participated as athletes at some level and thei
initial knowledge and beliefs about coaching are formed from their experiasces

athletes (Richardson, 1981; Gould, 1990; Schinke, 1995; Bloom, 2000; Gilbert, 2006,
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2009). Once an individual decides to pursue coaching, he or she engages in a mix of
experiences that build on this initial foundation of knowledge. Applying the constructivis
orientation framework, there is an anticipated advantage for an athletgpehiotime
competing at a high level. These athletes frequently work with very exped coaches
and take a more active role in understanding and implementing a comprehensivg traini
program. Therefore, one might expect that in transitioning to a coaching role #¢ne mor
seasoned athlete starts with a higher level of experience from which to build new
knowledge as compared to a coach with limited time as an athlete or compe#tion at
lower level. Although the constructivist orientation focuses on building meaningliiem
individual's experience, it does not view learning as an internal, isolatedenqeerThe
social constructivist view, with a foundation firmly in Vygotsky’'s work, streske
concept that learning is socially mediated (Merriam, 2007; Driver, 1994). Tinetesr
introduced to the culture of the community through other individuals and can talk about
problems or issues common in their experiences. “Making meaning is thus a dialogic
process involving persons-in-conversation, and learning is seen as the prochgshby w
individuals are introduced into a culture by more skilled members” (Driver, 1994, p.7).
This type of apprenticeship setting can provide valuable learning exparience
within a supportive community that allows the development of new constructs of
coaching knowledge and the practice of emerging skills through actual coaching
activities. Within the coaching context, we see numerous examples where@acuoact
works directly with athletes and as a member of the coaching team. Yetuhbleal
apprenticeship setting is not just any situation in which the coach canpgeieexe

working with athletes. Instead, a supportive apprenticeship environment akys fost
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reflective activity. Described ammunities of practicendividuals engage in discussion
and activities around common problems or tasks. “As they work together, they not only
learn from doing, they develop a shared sense of what has to happen to get the job done.
They develop a common way of thinking and talking about their work... they eventually
come to share a sort of mutual identity” (Stamps, 1997, p.36). Through this social
interaction learners discover new interpretations or possibilities abauetraing
experience. For members of the coaching team, the community of practiengage in
dialogue about multiple topics including sport-specific training issues, workthghve
department’s administration, managing athletes, and handling competitisarpgeeAs
Merriam (2007) says,

“What is shared by a community of practice — what makes it a community — is

its practice. The concept of practice connotes doing, but not just doing in and

of itself. It is doing in a historical and social context that gives structure and

meaning to what we do... practice is ultimately produced by its members
through the negotiation of meaning” (p.293).

With the anticipated bonding within a community of practice, it is not surprising
that when many coaches get a new position, they eventually hire othersoaehedf
with whom they have worked. However, Culver (2008) indicated that the competitive
nature of the coaching environment may push coaches towatsvark of practice,
characterized by some exchange of superficial information within a tvedlecithout
meaningful reciprocity, i.e., without the ongoing, sustained interactions of a fully
developeccommunity of practice

The constructivist framework also assists in identifying elements ofycatiée
coaches’ preparation. This framework allows for a rich mixtuimpficit learning

informal learning andformal learningexperiences that substitute for the formal
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education programs seen in many other professions. Examining the typesiaflear
experiences coaches indicated valuable to their professional developneartiress

noted a predominance of activity outside the formal coaching education systém. W
most coaches did participate in formal coaching education programs, rRpaegs=d
dissatisfaction with the value or applicability of the content to enhance thehicga
(Gould, 1990; Cote, 1995; Schinke, 1995; Bloom, 2000, Gilbert, 2005, 2009; Jones,
2006; Werthner, 2006). Coaches did frequently mention the value of previous athletic
experience (Jones, 2003; Gilbert, 2009), mentors (Bloom, 1998, 2000; Cushion, 2003),
observations of or discussions with other coaches (Gilbert, 2005; Reade, 2008; Carter,
2009), informal learning experiences (Bloom, 2000; Culver, 2008, Reade, 2008,Carter,
2009), and self-reflection (Cushion, 2003; Werthner, 2009) to develop their coaching
competencies.

While there is not a single model used by researchers, many have sorted these
various types of learning experiences into categories that use a continuum itmedascr
levels of guidance and structure characteristic of the learning erpes (Abraham,

1998; Jones, 2003; Erickson, 2008; Mallet, 2009; Werthner, 2006). Werthner (2006)
proposed a new model of learning distinct from the previous concept of a linear learning
model by describing “building a brick wall” (p.199). This model is based on the idea of
the instructor transferring bricks of knowledge to the learner with a cléarmp#hat will

be constructed. Werthner’'s model describes a network of various learningsgzatd

how the coach integrates new material. The two learning situationsediated
situations(coaching courses, formal mentoring, coaching conferencesinaneldiated

situations(discussions with other coaches, searching resource material, meetings wit
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athletes). Both of these situations provide the “material of learning” whasimilated
into the coach’s current understanding in the internal learning situation. Thalnter
experience is consistent with the constructivist concept of allowing thé tmac
reconsider existing ideas and integrate new material into existiymiti¥e concepts.
Another researcher in this area, Mallet (2009), continues to discriminate betwee
mediated and unmediated situations but makes a finer distinction, describing pleee ty
of learning:formal learning“learning mediated or guided by some knowledgeable other”
(p-327),nonformal learning‘organized learning opportunities outside the formal
educational system” (p.328), aimdormal learning“without the direct guidance of others
during their day-to-day activities” (p.328). No matter the specific modeaores for
various types of learning experiences, the most important characterigtesefmodels is
that the coach accesses a menu of learning activities that provides fourdationa
knowledge and also allows for learnimgsitu. This mix of learning experiences prepares
the coach for the messy complexity of the coaching profession. This compledtes a
paradox, as described by Jones,
“as our knowledge of the coaching process becomes increasingly
sophisticated, the development can be viewed as both ‘exhilarating and
daunting’ (Armour, 2004, p.109): exhilarating in respect of its undoubted
insights, but problematic for coach education as the increased complexity
makes straightforward ‘guides for practice’ very difficult to produce. Yet, as
Armour states, in order that coaching be considered a profession, that

complexity must be faced not ignored, and ways of grasping it must be found”
(Jones, 2006, p.95).

These social constructivist concepts of learning theory had a strong iompiet
design of my interview protocol. The interview questions were designed to draaeout

various learning activities the coaches have participated in throughoutaitesrss My
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assumption was that the various learning experiences build on each other aridboome
a broad range of types (formal, nonformal, informal). The questions encouragédfrecal
related experiences, even if the coach did not readily view them as “poofdss
development.” In a similar manner, paying attention to how the coaches describe the
presence of learning communities and mentors was important in revealing factor
effective in facilitating and negotiating their meaning-making reggrhowledge about
coaching.

In addition to understanding how coaches are obtaining and developing their
knowledge, adult learning theory points to the need to recognize that adult learners may
engage in these experiences outside of any structured learning envirdnrtteege
situations the adult learner is actually managing their decisions regaattngpation in
learning experiences. This is another element of the coaches' professimiapthent

that guided how | designed my research inquiry.

Coaches as Self-Directed Learners

The management function of one’s learning is often describselfadirected
learningin which “the learner chooses to assume the primary responsibility for planning,
carrying out, and evaluating those learning experiences” (Caffarella, 1993, p.28)
Understanding how coaches take on this role is important, as it appears thas enache
frequentlyself-directedadult-learners who determine their own path to acquire entry-
level skills and to expand their professional skills as they progress thitmeighareers.

In examining the choices made by coaches and how they view their care¢oryajec
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was valuable to understand what factors are driving these decisions and how coaches
weighed their participation in various professional development activities.

Within the decision-making related to self-directed learnohgntity and
motivationhave potential as important factors in understanding how coaches (1) respond
to a variety of influences (intrinsic and extrinsic), (2) consider whetloéegsional
development is valuable or meaningful to their coaching success, (3) idewtify a
evaluate their professional competencies, needs, and interests, and (43lsveatide
whether to seek out and participate in specific learning experiences. Arsjibet af
identity may be revealed in whether coaches view themselves as “léafResgarch
with adult workers returning to higher education suggests, “the admission ofbaing i
state of learning can amount to an unsettling disclosure of lack of knowlefdgeiadly
to one’s organization and work colleagues. In such circumstances, accordargétt,B
learning opportunities can be perceived by the individual as threatening” (Askba#
p.89). Athletic coaches have an image of being the person in charge, i.e., the expert. The
tensions and contradictions that Askham identified have implications for how the adult-
learners discuss their experiences, make decisions about participation, and the
infrastructure and support necessary for their success in the learningrecger
Additionally, for some coaches, their experience as student-athletesiappéramed
for some more accurately as “athlete-students”) may have a dramaéict on how they
view the educational enterprise, overall, and whether they perceive valuernirgea
experience set within a formal educational setting. These are all impdetawatnés of
identity in understanding how coaches are making decisions about participation in

professional development. There are two additional theoretical frameworssisibace
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in analyzing considerations about the role of motivation in collegiate coaches’
functioning as self-directed learners: Ryan and Deci’s organismic atimgtheory and

Garrison’s model of self-directed learners.

Self-Determination Shaping Coaches’ Actions

Ryan and Deci’s (2000) continuum provides a theoretical framework that serves
as a guide in considering how self-determination influences coachesbdeds engage
in professional development. Their framework provides an organizing struature f
describing the range of extrinsic and intrinsic types of motivation. dhgamismic
integration theory(OIT), a sub-theory within their work on self-determination, provides a
continuum for describing types of motivation by detailing, “the different forms of
extrinsic motivation and the contextual factors that either promote or hinder
internalization and integration of the regulation for these behaviors” (Ryan, 2000, p. 72).
They describe a continuum that ranges from amotivation, where a person lacks the
intention to participate, to a level of intrinsic motivation, characterized byatigeipant
choosing to engage in the behavior for the inherent satisfaction of the act. Taisogra
of motivation is significant because there are multiple factors (i.e.. envenatal
settings, personal goals, sociology-cultural expectations, mentor infliegngehat
create considerable difference in how a coach is motivated. For exampleh anenac
express motivation to participate in a learning experience as a conditioplafyenent
versus a coach who identifies with a community of practice and recognikésetteais
value in securing additional coaching skills. Preliminary results freeareh examining

the reasons that mothers decided to serve as youth coaches (LaVoi, 2009) u$€d the O
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continuum to organize and describe the various motivations that influenced their
decisions. This included factors that supported and encouraged the decision in addition to
the barriers they faced in their participation. Ryan and Deci are ctvedyplain that

they “are not suggesting that it is a developmental continuum in the sense that people
must progress through each stage...Rather they can internalize a new behavioral
regulation at any point along this continuum depending on both prior experiences and
current situational factors” (Ryan, 2000, p.73). The continuum can assist in sorting and
categorizing the influencing motivating factors and barriers recdunté¢he coaches

making participation decisions about learning experiences.

Another model of adult learning theory useful in examining how coaches are
managing their professional development decisions is Garrison’s comprehensive mode
to describe the self-directed learner (Garrison, 1997). This model desuoiiia¢s
engagement in professional development and identifies factors that affasteree.
Garrison integrates three elements within the learning process, naxteanagement
(contextual control), internal monitoring (cognitive responsibility), and midival
(entering and task) issues associated with learning in an educational emvitaniam
approach where learners are motivated to assume personal responsibility and
collaborative control of the cognitive (self-monitoring) and contextual (saliagement)
processes in constructing and confirming meaningful and worthwhile learning outcomes
(Garrison, 1997, p.18). The model recognizes the complex and ongoing decisions made
by adult-learners about participation in learning experiences. Garrisomcgpts of self-
monitoring and self-regulation can link with the coaches’ individual manageshérdir

professional development activities. “The struggle for competence wittygatskian
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perspective is all about the conflict of opposites — the headlines of success dmedthe

of failure — and their transcendence. Our learner must know the motivatioaahidgn

of success and failure if she is to become an adaptive learner who mainfains sel
confidence and realistic self-appraisals” (McCaslin, 2004, p.270). This quote is
applicable to the self-directed learner, specifically to collegie#ehes who are making
decisions and choices about their professional competencies and how to best develop
them. The model provides a framework to carefully examine what factors avatmgt
those who are purposeful regarding their professional development. This exammhat
motivation considers the initial decision to participate in learningla@decondary issue

of being motivated to persist in the learning experience. Garrison’s modebalores

how the self-directed learner monitors metacognitive issues and learaitegists. This
“ensures that new and existing knowledge structures are integrated imiaghda

manner and learning goals are met” (Garrison, 1997, p.24). The model identifies “what
learners do during the learning process,” specifically, how the learnagagiag in the
social setting, uses resources, and collaborates with others to obtain effedtive
meaningful learning experiences. Garrison’s model provides guidance intanderg

the management function of the activity: how the coaches seek out opportunities, make
participation decisions, and evaluate the benefit of their professional development

activities.

Initial Conceptual Frameworks
Using these theoretical concepts, | developed four initial conceptualvitakse

to describe various dimensions relating to the professional development of ocellegiat
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athletic coaches. The frameworks were useful in considering the comméxity
intercollegiate coaching and the potential influencing factors motivatinghibiting
coaches from participating in professional development learning experiéscie
research study detailed in the next chapter shows these frameworks geiftadniation
of the protocol and assisted in determining the various areas of inquiry with the
participants in order to produce a comprehensive understanding of the factors that
influenced their professional development activity and career paths.

Figure 1: U.S. Collegiate Coaches’ Foundation Experiedessribes the
combination of academic experience, athletic experience, and some xkptialee to

coaching.

* Relevance of Academic
* Satisfaction with Area of Study
Academic Experience

Academic
Experience

* Level of Athletic

* Influence of
Engagement

Mentor Coache .
Initial
Coaching Athletic
Experience Experience

« Environment for Learning * Exposure to Coaches

Figure 1: U.S. Collegiate Coaches’ Foundation Experiences
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Figure 2: Coaching Components in the U.S. Collegiate Environment illissthate
complexity of the coaches’ role and multiple expectations placed on today’s U.S.
collegiate coaches. In this framework, while there are many rolegatallel those faced
by national and international elite-level coaches, there are elemeqi® taithe U.S.
collegiate setting. These factors increase the complexity obdwhing role and also

increase pressures and challenges in a number of identified areas.
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Figure 2: Coaching Components in the U.S. Collegiate Environment



65

Figure 3: Semiotic Square for U.S. Collegiate Coaches provides a third
framework to illustrate the tensions inherent in the U.S. collegiate coacténd his
model begins with the opposition frequently described between a focus on student
development (academic and/or personal development) and a focus on athletic goals
(sports performance and/or competition achievement) in the collegiate .sEttenterm
student-athlet@acknowledges this tension, but nomenclature to articulate a similar
dichotomy within the coaching role is not common. As described by Chandler (2003),
"the semiotic square is intended to map the logical conjunctions and disjunctiang relat
key semantic features in a text" (Chandler, 2003, p.1). This semiotic square uses a
combination of key roles, coaching stereotypes, and statements of philosophyeto fram
the conceptual network. The purpose of this analysis is not to suggest that a coach must
choose between the two extremes, but to highlight the oppositions as a means to examine
the more complex tern¥.outh Development + Sport Performaraseexemplified by the
often heralded coach, John Wooden. This framework may be useful in examining
whether the coaches express elements of their experience thabresdeadonstrate this

tension.
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(5) Youth Development + Sport Performance
“John Wooden”
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Figure 3: Semiotic Square for U.S. Collegiate Coaches

The next framework recognizes the coach as a self-directed adunérlehe
primary manager for his or her professional development participation. FigDoadhes
as Self-directed Learners with Potential Learning Experiences shovac tange of
learning activities categorized by the various types of learning defipndlallet (2009):
formal, nonformal, and informal. As a self-directed learner, the coach is shown
surrounded by elements of self-directed learning (Ryan 2000, Garrison, 1997): jdentify

motivation, and management of learning. The figure is also designed to emphasize the
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central need to embed the learning in the actual coaching activity - leaxpagenced

in situ.

Informal Learning

+ Self-Reflection
+ Observations
* On-the-job Trial and Error

Figure 4: Coaches as Self-directed Learners with Potential Learning Experiences

The frameworks and models presented are grounded in research about the current
state of the collegiate coaching profession, trends in coaching education, an
understanding about adult learners, and the professional development of high-
performance international coaches. They acknowledge the complexity of thggatelle
coaching profession, unique pressures of the U.S. collegiate setting, arghiheasit
role of the coach in determining if and where to seek out learning experiences for

professional development. These initial frameworks provided guidance in dexelbei



68

protocol for the research study and analysis of the data derived through thiewseAs
the research findings emerged, these frameworks were refined to fhecteely
describe and explain the significant factors that influence coachesipadion in

learning experiences as part of their professional development.
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CHAPTER 3 — RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

Research Questions
Only with a more thorough understanding of how coaches function in the U.S. collegiate
environment can we develop a clear picture of how to enhance the effectivenesessignaf
development experiences for college coaches. This researciuaitative study examining the
factors influencing the participation and self-management of U.S. collegiate women'’s rowing
coaches in professional development experiendss qualitative methodology provided a
valuable strategy in which to explore a complex and dynamic situation.
As explained in detail below, collegiate women’s rowing coaches are @etiorg group
to study. Furthermore, these coaches arguably provide an opportunity to understand how the
thinking around professional development might occur for coaches in a wider aclegé
sports. The research questions that the study explores include:
e What influences and conditions motivate or deter U.S. collegiate women’s
rowing coaches’ participation in professional development activities?
e What individuals or groups provide guidance and/or facilitate U.S.
collegiate women’s rowing coaches’ participation in learning
experiences? How is this guidance imparted?
e How do U.S. collegiate women’s rowing coaches evaluate their
performance and manage their career pathway and professional
development?
Based on a literature review regarding coaching education and adult lehgong this

research study is necessary because of the unique environment in which theisg coac
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professionals operate. While there are likely similarities to both U.S. goatthing and high
performance international coaching, the historical development and higheti@dse#ing
create a unique environment for the U.S. collegiate coaches. At the outsetesfeanch, it is
expected that many themes will emerge that are consistent withsfadentified by international

researchers examining high-performance coaches.

Research Design

This study was designed to develop an initial framework to describe the moééss
development of collegiate coaches through the identification of influences odebisions
regarding participation in learning experiences and development of arstamiing of how
coaches viewed their progression along their career pathways. Qualietihodology using
grounded theory analysis was selected with a focus on understanding thesegptaeinom the
coaches’ perspective. Due to the many unknowns regarding the professiofaent of
experience for collegiate coaches, it would have been difficult to conatrugipropriate
guestionnaire or survey instrument. Additionally, the qualitative methodologytfittke
constructivist perspective toward the coaches’ learning and allowed richuwhatog/hich to
explore the coaches’ experiences and discover what elements emergedtisd@and
meaningful.

Described by Creswell (2009), grounded theory analysis is “a strategy afyinqui
in which the researcher derives a general, abstract theory of a protiess,oac
interaction grounded in the views of participants” (Creswell, 2009, p.13). As théulitera
review shows, there was not an existing conceptual framework that desicebes

influences acting on collegiate coaches in terms of their decisiongitogzde in various
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professional development experiences. Such a framework, refined through future
examinations of a broader pool of intercollegiate coaches from rowing andsptines, is
likely to guide the development of appropriate and meaningful coaching education
programs and activities. To this end, the grounded theory process will take into
consideration what is known about adult learning, the historical development of coaching
education in the U.S., the current environment of coaching within higher education
institutions, and emerging ideas about preparation of high-performance soactne
international level. Corbin and Strauss (2008) describe the development of theory with
this research method as follows,

“At the heart of theorizing lies the interplay of making inductions (deriving

concepts, their properties, and dimensions from data) and deductions

(hypothesizing about the relationship between concepts; the relationships too

are derived from data, but those data have been abstracted by the analyst to
form concepts)” (Corbin, 2008, p.56).

A semi-structured interview protocol (Appendix: Interview Protocol) was
developed to explore how the coaches thought about the development of their
professional competencies and influences on their decisions about participation in
learning experiences. Questions appropriate for both assistant and head eskete
about the types of learning experiences coaches participated in at vamniesis ti
throughout their careers; how coaches assessed the value of various tgpesimg |
experiences; what organizations, people, or situations provided motivation or barriers for
their participation; the description of skills and abilities required for varipestof
coaching positions; the feedback or evaluation they received; how theyeadsthesis
own success; influences they exerted on coaches working under their diraatidheir

ideas about what was necessary for preparing future coaches.
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Selection of Research Participants

As noted previously, the nearly 50,000 coaches among the 1,200 NCAA
institutions in the collegiate setting represent an extremely lamoddiverse population.
As this study is an effort to derive an initial framework, | used a graalicipant pool
that represented a cross-section within one sport — women’s rowing. This focus on
women'’s rowing coaches in the two states is justified for a number ohsedsderms of
my understanding of the field, this is a sports community in which | have a loogyhist
of involvement. My involvement includes experience as a coach and on the
administrative level working directly in the area of coaching educatiorcribed by
Strauss and Corbin (1990, p.250) dkepretical sensitivitythis experience provided a
richer understanding of the structure and growth of women’s rowing (ekpécihe
Northwest region) and familiarity with the various types of learnimeagnces
discussed by the rowing coaches; this understanding enhanced the effestofeng
data analysis.

An NCAA sport since 1997, women'’s rowing has experienced considerable
growth in the last 20 years and seen a dramatic increase in the numberpobgeuns
and coaching opportunities (men’s rowing is not an NCAA sport). As listed in Table 1:
Number of NCAA Women’s Rowing Programs, the latest NCAA Student-Athlete
Participation Report (2010) listed 143 women’s rowing programs across the owithtry
the following breakout among the three competitive divisions: 86 programs in Diljision
16 programs in Division Il, and 41 programs in Division Ill (NCAA, 2010). Within

Washington and Oregon there were 15 active women’s rowing programs: 5 gagram
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NCAA Division I, 2 programs in NCAA Division Il, and 4 programs in NCAA Division

NCAA NCAA NCAA
Division Division Division Total
| Il 1"
United
States 86 16 41 143
Washington
& Oregon 4 2 4 15

Table 1: Number of NCAA Women’s Rowing Programs

A focus on participants in Washington and Oregon allowed for convenience in
scheduling the interviews and any necessary follow-up. Athletic departmentenddia
listed 40 potential study candidates among the 15 intercollegiate cantipaises
participate in NCAA rowing in these two states. Table 2: Number of CoatiNSAA
Women’s Rowing Programs in Washington and Oregon summarizes the number of

coaching positions of different types at the Washington and Oregon ct@legimen’s

programs.
NCAA NCAA NCAA
Division | Division Il | Division lll | Total

Total Coaches 20 6 14 40
Head Coaches 5 2 4 11

Assistant
Coaches 9 2 7 18

Intern/Grad
Assistants/Vols* 6 2 3 11

(*estimate as many programs do not list these coaches on their websites)

Table 2: Number of Coaches at NCAA Women’s Rowing Programs in Washington and
Oregon

This pool of coaches provided a broad mix of potential participants due to its

combination of public and private institutions, programs from all three NCAA iDnss



74

men and women, part-time and full-time coaching positions, and a broad range yf abilit
from first year assistants to head coaches with over 25 years of coaghenigese. In
addition, this is a population of coaches that had at least some accessdsiqunafe
development activities provided by the sport’s national governing body, USRowing.
Based on my knowledge of entry into the career field, many of these coachablpr

used traditional apprenticeship opportunities to enter the profession. Combined with the
tradition of migration around the country during initial coaching experieheessilikely

that these coaches had engaged in a representative pattern of accessrtg coachi
education experiences in comparison to others in the national sphere. Additionally, the
sport of rowing has a strong presence internationally. There is some intorriaiv
throughout the international coaching community through publications, web resources
and conferences.

Approval for the study was obtained from the University of Washington’s Human
Subjects Division of the Institutional Review Board. Letters of invitatiah@mnsent forms were
mailed to all NCAA women'’s rowing assistant and head coaches in Washingtomeggah O
inviting themto participate in the study. Preliminary data from coaches’ profilesropus
websites were used to compile background information about the participants.-&plbyw
phone and email confirmed the participation of coaches in semi-structuneteivte Using a
mix of purposeful and theoretical sampling an initial group of 5 participants Vezseskthat
reflected a mix of men and women at different coaching levels within varioysetition
divisions. Thirteen additional participants were added to the participant podhandéysis
began to reveal themes suggesting valuable areas of further inquiry resudtifigal participant

pool of 18 coaches in head or assistant positions.
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Figure 5: Women’s Rowing Coaches in WA and OR Compared to Interviewed Coaches
compares characteristics of the final pool of the 18 coaches intex/mith the entire pool of
women’s rowing coaches in Washington and Oregon. The figure describing theppattidy
coaching positions illustrates an important descriptive category thagednguring the research.
While coaches were identified formally as current head or assistatie®within their
institutions, there appeared to be significant variation in (1) the perspectpressed by
coaches with less than two years of experiences and (2) the expedescelsed by coaches as
they described this early timeframe of the first and second yearsrofdheers. From this point
forward, three coaching positions are referred to when describing the coagiergrces:

Head coachesindividuals with the head coach and/or program director title.

They frequently report directly to a senior athletic department adnaitas and

have managerial and administrative oversight over at least the womermg rowi

program (program directors oversee both the women’s and men’s programs).

Coaches in this category had a wide range of experience from less thyeefise

to more than 25 years. While many of these coaches at the NCAA Division | a

Il programs were full-time employees, the NCAA Division Ill pasis were in a

range from half-time to full-time.

Assistant coaches individuals with assistant or associate coaching titles. They

frequently report to the head women’s program coach. Coaches in this category

varied greatly in terms of employment status. The positions ranged froen som
almost at a volunteer level with a modest stipend to full-time positions with

benefits. Many of these coaches were working on limited contracts tied to the
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status of the head coaches. The individuals working as assistants ranged in
experience from three to almost 15 years.

Entry-level coaches individuals with assistant or associate coaching titles. These
coaches were defined as working in their first or second year of ctdlegia
coaching. As described previously, this distinction emerged from the interview

data and was reinforced in the recollection of coaches about this early period in

their career.
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Semi-structured interviews were conducted face-to-face with each.cbiae
introduction to the interview provided coaches with an overview of the researclagdatso
defined terms that were used in interview questions. These terms included:

Professional competenciesskills and abilities required for job
responsibilities. This was clarified to include competencies required
for “behind-the-megaphone” activity during practice and competition
sessions as well as administrative and managerial activities.

Learning experiences any activities, informal or formal, used by a
coach to develop or expand professional competencies. Examples
listed included: academic degrees, certification programs,
apprenticeships, observations and/or discussions with other coaches,
classes, workshops, books and articles, video analysis, and on-the-job
learning.

Mentors— included anyone the coaches looked to for support,
guidance, and/or feedback in their coaching position(s). Coaches being
interviewed were also asked about their own “mentor role” when
working with coaches under their supervision or direction.

The final version of the interview introduction and general questions is includee
Appendix: Interview Protocol. Memoing after interviews captured my observatiahs
reflections of coaches’ responses throughout the interview sessions. The memeffestive
in exploring emerging concepts and identifying similarities and conaastsig ideas expressed
by the participants. The practice of reflecting on the interviewesdso provided an

opportunity to examine issues relative to researcher subjectivity and dnetited sensitivity
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previously mentioned. The interview sessions were audio recorded and laterkieghscri
verbatim. The interview transcripts, biographical data from athletic thepat websites and my

memoing notes comprised the research data for this study.

Data Analysis

Grounded theory methodology was selected because of its value in deriving and
validating an initial process description in the absence of a clear thabhetroework. This
methodology required an iterative process that allowed categories to bieidemd
concepts to emerge as additional data were added to the invaitergrounded theory
analysis consisted of initial coding of the interview data using conceptategbaes
suggested by the literature. The initial type of coding apptipen codingenabled
“breaking apart data and delineating concepts and categories to staratksrdflraw data”
(Corbin, 2008, p.198). Understanding the current state of coaching education in the U.S. and
the findings of researchers examining the behavior of high-performanosatnteal
coaches, | expected that these coaches in the U.S. intercollegiata symuld describe a
setting in which they operate as self-directed learners and maintainfecargrievel of
latitude in making decisions about participating in learning experiencesnHigsis was
informed by grounded theory and yielded broad, initial categories suchras disthe
professional skill sets the coaches anticipated and/or were required to, praéssional
competencies they felt confident in performing, descriptions of the waysvirey
influenced by mentor coaches, various types of learning experiences thepaad in
throughout their careers, specific barriers that inhibited their patimmpia learning

experiences, methods for receiving feedback, criteria for evaluation, arehédaised to
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assess their own success. The initial categories were clarifiedfenedl r@s the data were
examined (and reexamined) for both similarities and differences. Existtagvere also
reexamined in light of new and/or shifting categories and concepts.

The initial coding and sorting of data was challenging due to the long narrative
style of the coaches as they described the chronology of their coachingrs@eData
from the initial five interviews were compiled to into a preliminary repomtifigng
emerging themes. At this time minor adjustments were made to theemaguestions
based on the coaches’ response to the initial interview protocol. These changed foc
the inquiry more directly on the coaches’ views on, and participation in, profdssiona
development activities. An attempt was made to reduce or eliminate quelséibns t
elicited extensive narrative about the coaches’ athletic careersiotiedio enter the
coaching profession, and career timelines. Although this information was useful, t
revised interview protocol enabled respondents to provide the most essentadtelem
those stories while focusing on specific areas identified in the conceyaonaviorks.

The revised interview protocol also integrated Critical Incident Technique
(Flanagan, 1954) to extract examples of influences on the coaches' professional
development activity. Critical Incident Technique (CIT) was initiakficed by
Flanagan (1954) as "a set of procedures for collecting direct observations of human
behavior in such a way as to facilitate their potential usefulness in solvingmsoaiel
developing broad psychological principles” (Flanagan, 1954, 327). The CIT technique is
good fit with the grounded theory methodology. In describing CIT, a researchérgesiug
(2007) summarized its advantages, "CIT lends itself to exploratory cesbat seeks

context-rich, first-hand perspectives on human activities and their sigrwéical his
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insight into real-life individual experiences assists the identificationczfdar patterns

and understandings...” (Hughes, 2007, p.11). Hughes also mentions a cited disadvantage
that was a valuable match for this study methodology, "On a conceptual levelckdT la

the strong theoretical underpinning of some other qualitative methods such as
phenomenography or participatory action research. However, this can be gduasta

for studies that aim to develop a conceptual frame or follow a 'grounded' approach”
(Hughes, 2007, p.11).

The adjusted questions focused on the identification of critical incidentgito eli
examples from coaches of specific actions by institutions, mentors, and/gr@eags to
provide additional data to group and categorize significant factors of influemseshift
was productive and appeared to enhance the coaches’ ability to focus on specific
interactions that influenced their participation in learning experieniteewt losing the
detail in an overall narrative about their career. However, it was cteartfre initial
analysis that the coaches lacked clarity in describing the competensial sets they
required to perform their work. Coaches frequently described their abililgarn-on-
the-job” or “figure it out” as they faced with additional job duties. They almost
exclusively used broad categorizations to describe functional areas of rbspypisig.
coaching on the water versus office work). This tendency appeared relatedjteeara
absent articulation of job descriptions and career pathways, especially ictommmath
the development of specific professional skills or competencies.

As interviews continued and the analysis took shape the coding focus shifted from the
open codingo axial coding. Axial codingnvolved “the act of relating concepts/categories to

each other” (Corbin, 2008, p.198). This analysis involved the identification of additional



81

concepts and categories that emerge from the data. Key to this phasar@iyises was
recognizing the corresponding career period that linked to the significhffitiyent
descriptions of activity and influences. These three periods were: enthgdaohing
positions, assistant coaching positions, and head coaching positions. The datzerkinfo
concepts revealed in the literature review about the environment (the loose cotiftieg
athletic department and the specialization of tasks for assistant coaehs®ns inherent
within coaching (development versus performance goals), and a pragmatichpygroa
coaches to value those experiences that provide practical learning in a obthextcurrent
position. Additionally, there were identified types of barriers andwvatuirs to participate in
learning experiences and shifts in their involvement with professional comesumiti
networks that appeared linked with levels of coaching positions. Most signifieant w
listening again to how coaches described their experience as an apprerdicercmsmtrast
to their descriptions of activities they performed in a mentor-coachitap@ictimes, the
emerging themes led to the reexamination of previous interview data to meel @xplore
these new threads or relationships.

The ability to include relatively new coaches in the pool and many who were
currently working at the assistant level provided validation of the descripteatscoaches
shared as they reflected on their earlier experiences. There apfmebeegeneral
consistency in how most coaches described their early experiences in #ssiproés entry-
level and/or assistant coaches.

As the data were analyzed and revisited after each interview, memoirggl prov
valuable in considering how each subsequent interview challenged or supported thiegemerg

ideas and themes. It was also helpful in examining unanticipated reseaashedairding
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two specific issues: (1) coaches’ assumptions about mentoring relationsisipgodR) the
complex understanding of the competencies required in head coaching positions. For both
concepts, the questions and notes within the memos were significant in highlightig that t
coaches were expressing ideas about these topics in contrast to théeg'saairtal
assumptions.

A final phase within the grounded theory methodology related to growing confidence
that the number of interviews was sufficient for this initial inqulityeoretical saturation
suggests that the process of acquiring data and conducting analysis should cuorilifiaié
categories are well developed...further data gathering and analysittladdeiv to the
conceptualization, though variations can always be discovered” (Corbin, 2008, p.263). For
this study, the number and mix of coaches provided adequate confirmation of themes
identifying major influences for participation in professional development.tidddily, the
coaches provided a fairly consistent description of their primary role indhagement of

their professional preparation and awareness of their career paths.

Research Limitations

The most significant limitation of this study was the restricted pool of
participants. Another limitation of this research was the reliance on dgthan
interviews with rowing coaches themselves. The study design did not involve gatherin
additional data or talking with others working with the coaches. This limitatismata
major concern as the intention was to understand how the coaches perceived and
responded to the various conditions that impacted their pursuit of professional

development activities. However, it is important to acknowledge that stat® afeout
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how the coaches were evaluated, considerations of their professional compgeterttie
what opportunities were made available to them are understood solely fronf-the sel
reported data. This study was also limited by the broad scope of the inquiry. Dae to t
lack of a rich body of research in this subject area the interview protocol wasetE

explore many facets of the coaches’ professional development.

Summary

In summary, the concepts and theories described in the literature review provided
a broad organizing structure for the themes that emerged from the interviavasngen
initial foundation consisting of elements from adult-learning theory ancegos
regarding the impact motivation and role of self-management on adult-kait@ough
the use of grounded theory methodology, an analysis of the data from a meaningful
sample of intercollegiate women’s rowing coaches allowed the devaibpithemes
that illuminate aspects of the coaches’ self-directed learning angemse of a more
nuanced description of the coaches’ experience as well as producing a nmoednua
description of the coaches’ experience as they made decisions about pignicipa
professional development learning experiences. While themes emerged thatappe
consistent across the pool of participants, this was an examination limitedhrbgefst

goal of gaining an overall understanding of a very complex set of dynamics.
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CHAPTER 4 — FINDINGS

An analysis of the research data reinforced many of the theoretical corsdatad to a
new view of coaching complexity and the perspective that collegiate cofciation as self-
directed learners in a manner consistent with a constructivist orientatiomt&hew data also
revealed a number of coaches’ perspectives and practices that were nottedtiGipare was
consistency in the patterns and environments described by the coaches abtisestagies of
their careers, irrespective of the type and competitive status of thgiaprs. Most surprisingly,
the direct influence and guidance of mentor coaches was not as strong astedttieigan during
entry-level experiences. Overall, the findings provided an understanding obhaecihes viewed
the various influences and expectations associated with decision making aroicightiart in
specific learning experiences. The following chapter examinesbegeng concepts and
themes from the interviews that provide a richer understanding of thenicdélsien the coaches
participation within four significant areas: (1) coaches’ views ottikegiate career pathway
and professional competencies; (2) external influences on coaches’ prdéssvelopment
and evaluation; (3) coaches as self-directed learners: a consttuaismation; (4) types of
learning experiences that coaches access. A series of quotations fraterthews are included
to illustrate some of the ideas and provide a sampling of the coaches’ peespettithe
concepts and themes are described, illustrative quotes from coaches arelittdtidenphasize

key ideas.

Coaches’ Views of the Career Pathway and Professional Competencies
This group of coaches described a career field similar to the multe¢aaky/namic

environment identified by previous researchers (Cote, 1995, 2009; Abraham, 1998; Jones, 2003,
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2005; McCullick, 2005; Cushion, 2006, 2007; Nash, 2006; Werthner, 2006; Mallet, 2009; and
Cassidy, 2010). The characteristics of the intercollegiate coachidgfesin alignment with
those referenced with high performance coaches: the absence of tedical@er pathways; and
the self-directed nature of the coaches’ professional development. Despiteectisay of
competitive divisions within intercollegiate rowing and the developmentaissté the student-
athletes, the similarities were still evident relative to the impawinning records on promotion
and retention.

Coaches also expressed recognition that their positions required attentionite a soc
cultural or relationship dimension that contributed to this complexity and requirecifecait
amount of attention. In agreement with the emerging international resa#natiite level
athletes (Jones, 2004; Cassidy 2009) many coaches mentioned the need for skeosigpeand
communication skills to manage the personal interactions, team dynamicsnguiexc
synergies of preparing athletes for competition. A few coaches also ctathon the additional
demands of working with student-athletes engaged in the variety developmentaigdmthat
are part of the collegiate experience.

“And so now the team is much more of what | think of as a team. They're

there, ready to be athletic.... | think helping to understand the stages of a

person and each of those levels, so that you know what you’re working with,

and it might seem really obvious that a lot of it is - how do you handle

motivating your athlete, and keeping them on track, keeping them balanced,

understanding the whole person. Because in my opinion, in college, that's
part of it.” (Head Coach)

Cote and Gilbert (2009) described the need for coaches to function as nimblesadapter
with a well-equipped toolbox of skills and strategies. The assistant and hehd<@aquently
mentioned the environment within the college as lacking strong adminisgatdemnce and/or

support, increasing pressure on their roles to oversee and manage a cornverehegam.
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Within smaller athletic department settings a head coach often described nenself as a jack-
of-all-trades with complete responsibility for every aspect of thgram. Within a larger
department the head coach still described running a small business component with overa
management responsibilities for a significant budget, operations planning, equipaignt
investment, and oversight of a large staff and student-athlete pool.

“...the informal side of things kind of got me along and then you get some

intuitive abilities as well, which is based a little bit on your wisdom and things

that you can do well, tend to do well. And then 10 years into it was when | pretty

much hit that marker... for the first 8 years | was just trying to get it figured out.

Because this position here, you're EVERYTHING! You do every lowest task you

can imagine; you have no help. So you're just scrambling around. You are trying

to raise money, you're trying to figure out all of those different functional areas...

| just said, ‘All right, that's it, I've got to get smart. I've got to get smart on this
stuff”” (Head Coach)

When coaches were asked to identify professional competencies, they usually only
mentioned skills required for direct coach training activity, on-the+skiéls, such as rowing
technique instruction, training program planning and implementation, development of team
dynamics, and equipment maintenance. These competencies were thg guitesrrequired for
most entry-level coaches. Often, it was only when assistant and hehdsoare specifically
asked to think about administrative or office skills that they indicated othees afe
responsibility such as human resources, budget management, compliance, elatransy
fundraising, public relations, equipment acquisition, and travel and competitionckgi®nce
prompted, many coaches then expressed the significant time demands and challdrepe
areas.

“I'm just saying that the more education that we can offer people doesn't mean

that they're ever going to be the head coach... But guess what? They could be

more prepared for that job... We are not preparing people for being head

coaches. We don’'t — we aren't teaching — we aren't saying you need to know this
much exercise physiology. You need to know this much biomechanics. You need



87

to know this much business law... you need to know this much marketing and

promotions and you need to have these kinds of communication skills... But the

world is emerging so fast — my ethic is if you're not continually advancing

yourself, you're going backwards.” (Head Coach)

Although coaches expressed a high level of confidence about their ability tfyident
needs and respond effectively, they did not appear to possess a thorough understdmelmg of t
career pathway. The interviews revealed variation in how or whether coachembaied a
coaching career prior to entering their initial experience, frequenibtiagstheir team at the
conclusion of their own rowing career. Some coaches were invited to participatelastaer
or graduate student assistant, but many others sought out an opportunity to remain linked the
team and explore the coaching role.

“I really had never envisioned myself as a coach until...| started to realize |

was not ready to leave rowing yet. So | kind of battled with that. | wasn't sure

if it was me just being sentimental because of course every collegiate athlete

probably has that or if | had a bit more of like nostalgia and like passion for

the sport. But turned out that | think it was the right choice at the time...”

(Head Coach)

When asked about what was required for future advancement, very few coaches could
articulate how they would progress or provide a comprehensive understanding of the
professional competencies required for the next level of responsibility. Bynd@eaches often
expressed surprise or a lack of knowledge about how job responsibilities variddrantif
programs within different types of higher education institutions.

“... I'm not entirely sure. Do | want to be a Head Coach? Do I really know what

being a Head Coach means? And do | know what a Head Coach means at this

university versus that university? And do | know what a Director of Rowing at [a

community program] would do? | know what this person does there and that

person does there, but [in need to] see what fits for me in my phase in life.”

(Assistant Coach)

Job responsibilities for entry-level coaches were predominantly wonkthga subgroup

of the team during practice sessions. As many of these positions were volupiaestione,
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there were few expectations for administrative or office-related dutlestors had a variety of
approaches, but often mentioned the value of providing coaches with actual time in thegcoachi
launch with their group of student-athletes. Entry-level coaches and coatdesgeback to
their first experiences were universal in describing an immediate sronewith little direct
preparation.

“...every single time I've gone to coaching has been is like I'm just like given the

keys and you go. And that’s how [this current position] was. It's like, you're

given the keys and you go. . . you're still tossing a lot of inexperienced,

uneducated people into these positions that are guiding athletes. And that’s the
nature of the beast!” (Assistant Coach)

With only two exceptions, coaches working in assistant and entry-level positions
described direct involvement with recruiting activities. Aside fromuidiog, these coaches
identified one or two secondary areas of responsibility (e.g., compliance, aglatiarrs,
equipment maintenance, travel logistics). The coaches frequently desbesedecondary
areas as corresponding to the areas in which the head coaches needegmxtrars
demonstrated weaker skills. Some assistant coaches described being lzudewotbe head
coach as they took on these new responsibilities, but many were simply assegteesk$ and
expected to learn by doing. Most coaches did progress from an entry-level vohosiéen, to
an assistant coach position, and eventually a head coaching position. Somefmesvitto
another program or a larger program during their assistant coaching pleageridy coaches
described a rapid progression to a head coaching position, especially if therswadaken
vacancy.

“I don’t think the athletic director ever really knew what to do with rowing. He

didn’t want to deal with finding a new coach. So | got the head coach job and

sort of fell into it, and yeah, the rest is history. | don’t think when | started out

coaching... it wasn’t: I'm going to do this for the rest of my life. It was: Here’s
something to fill a couple of years and . .. Then suddenly | was the head coach at
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the college go-round and we had some really good people, and it kind of took off
from there.” (Head Coach)

It should also be noted that coaches’ career paths are not necessarilyedomitiim
intercollegiate athletics. Experiences in community, youth, and nati@maldevelopment and
selection programs frequently serve as supplemental or tangential positiomenfy coaches.
While these experiences provide additional opportunities to develop skills, theyntinay
complicate the options and possibly create ineffective detours by removingesdeam the
network of collegiate coaches. How these experiences are understood and/omeslasb be
significant during the hiring process as they sometimes involved very differedémands
from the standard characteristics of the collegiate setting.

The intercollegiate athletics environment is a complex setting with higlarssn
placed on the coaches to manage their program within the loosely coupled athleti
department. Interviews revealed that coaches early in their careess ajgpear to have
a comprehensive understanding of the full menu of skills and expectations neaessary t
be an effective head coaches. Many coaches recalled viewing genere peggion
descriptions during their hiring; but not one coach was able to provide a detailed job
description. A number of head coaches had employment contracts with specified
performance goals, but most acknowledged that their job responsibilitiesnweh
more extensive and broad than the areas detailed in the contract.

“I'm sure there is a job description out there and I've seen it, but it in no way

encompasses or covers all of the little things that this job entails...

Unfortunately, | feel like | am not able to spend as much time coaching, as |

would like... Budget management is a big one. Fund-raising is huge. If we

want to be bringing in new equipment, most of our equipment needs to come
through fundraising dollars. Organizing travel logistics, staff development...

Equipment maintenance, working on the boats, NCAA compliance sorts of
things, just staff meetings. A lot of it is just not written, not applicable to
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rowing, but you still have to be present with the University things that go on.”
(Head Coach)

Figure 6: Professional Competencies Grouped by Positions as Describeddne€&
shows the various skills added to the coaches’ required competencies as ghegspmhigher
level coaching positions. Most coaches described a progression from areeetrgelch to an
assistant level coach, and then to a head coaching position. The competeadiesieged
from the interviews and provide a descriptive summary of the items mostritggueluded for
each coaching position. The competencies groupings shown by position are eenuliaéture.
The assistant coach frequently carries out the tasks of the entry-levielic@alclition to the new
responsibilities listed. In the same manner, the head coach responsibilitids imcleast some
dimension of the competencies listed for both the entry-level and assistarescodo position
of the competencies on the horizontal dimension positioned on the right or left sideiotlthe
reflect their categorization as administrative or “office” competsneersus technical sport or
“on-the-water” competencies. The shaded arrow reflects the shifotnigatency categorization
from predominance of technical sports skills to those more administrativenageral in
nature. This shift clearly highlights the very limited initiapesure of the entry-level and
assistant level coaches to many elements within the administsativeet.

“But that first year, yeah, | was running the practices and go to the races and do

the race day stuff, but nothing much beyond that... Well, probably the first thing

that got added was recruiting. And in this case, the on-campus recruiting, we
really didn’t do, at the time at any rate, very much off-campus recruiting... And

then | helped [the head coach] more and more with some of the administrative
stuff although, again, he was still mostly doing the [planning].” (Assistant Coach)
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Figure 6: Professional Competencies Grouped by Positions as Described by Coaches

External Influences on Coaches’ Professional Development and Evalion

The social-constructivist orientation is described as socially needfiterriam, 2007;
Driver, 1994). Given the frequent entry into coaching through an apprenticeship and the
interdependence among the program’s rowing coaches, it was expectexhttatscwould
develop a strong relationship within a community of practice. Although geatits described a
stronger network within the rowing community than with the broader group of samtes
within their campus’ athletic department, the actual influence of the gppgased muted.
Based on the descriptions provided by the coaches it appeared that the rowheg ecadd be

accurately defined asreetwork of practicCulver, 2008) where coaches exchange some
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superficial information and engage in informal relationships. Time constraihis &
department’s rowing community and/or the competitive tension among peesdsam other
rowing programs were mentioned as contributors to this less intensivenstagi in reference
to peer rowing coaches.

Those interviewed reported that the sport’s governance organization, USRowing,
provided little influence over their decisions to participate in professionalaggueht. This
organization was recognized as the source of the basic coaching cemifpragram (and a few
other learning experiences and resources), but the value placed on thiatertipcogram was
limited. The influence of athletics department administrators andwaafininimal for entry-
level and assistant coaches as their interaction was usually describeeeasstent or
infrequent. For other assistant coaches and many head coaches theamlagfiequently
described as an indirect hindrance due to a lack of willingness to provide dinsuqgoort or
require the money to come from fundraising efforts potentially used for equiiame program
operations. The few head coaches who described a supportive department did not lredecate t
were any requirements or pressures for professional development activity.

One unexpected finding related to these relationships, was the moderate enfhagnc
mentors appeared to have on coaches’ participation in any one or series of lga#nihg
experiences. The most common incidents were mentors passing along inforinatioar
opportunity or providing some support (e.g., funding, scholarship recommendation, tigne awa
from work) to participate. Coaches did not describe a sense of pressure tatexpétat they
participate in any of the nonformal or formal coaching education aesvit fact, a few of the

entry-level and assistant coaches maintained their interestticigegion in spite of comments
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from senior coaches that questioned the value and/or need for formal and nonfamra] lea
experiences.

Influences were more indirect and frequently involved informal learningiexjges
such as the modeling of coaching skills, conversations about various coaching topics or
challenges, guidance in terms of practice and training plan, and occaslerabngs in the
coaching launch during practice sessions. Mentors were also able to prawidekime
connections, provide information about formal or non-formal learning experiemceshare
resources such as articles, books, and videos.

“I think it's more just being available... He's not a big, let me teach you how to do
this... it's the most non-conventional way I've ever been taught anything and it's
more like, ‘I'm going to set this example for you and it's not super complex but
just kind of do what | do’. And he's never said that to me but that's the way it's
worked. And it's worked pretty well and if | ever had a specific question, then
definitely he's always there... | don’t want to say tough love but | remember when
| first started coaching... [it] was literally here's your launch; here's your boat.
And | screwed up a lot and they never were mad at me. They were just, ‘It
happens!” and | was, ‘Oh’. And in that way, | was able to form my own coaching
style. But at the time, | was like, ‘Help!”” (Assistant Coach)

Six of the coaches did reach out and identify additional mentors from the broader rowing

community or occasionally from other areas such as business, sports adnainjstragthletic
training. This type of relationship became more frequent when coachesasedenfith taking
responsibility for new administrative-related duties. Four coachegfispl¢ sought out a
rowing coach from another program to serve as a mentor. Two of these coathesrna
involved in structured internships previously through their academic progranse ddeches
described asking directly for support and the informal learning experiengesdhe not

receiving from the coaches in their own programs. These mentors provided st t
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activities such as discussions about current challenges, opportunities for tiwsgrva
consultation sessions, and overall encouragement.

“...out of necessity, I've also found a mentor coach in [a community program
coach]. And, you know, my experience working with him this spring and then
over the summer and then, you know, getting hired for this job, and then feeling
fairly inadequate for most everything | was asked to do... [I] kind of like latched
onto him as quickly as | could...So | found a mentor coach which has been
absolutely essential. But otherwise it's been sort of trial by fire.” (Entrgtle
Coach)

Head coaches themselves identified very few mentors with whom theynfauhg
interaction. Five of these coaches were involved in working with nationalgeagrams that
brought together groups of highly skilled coaches. All described attendjog magéional or
international competition events where they participated in observationiastaitd informal
interactions with more experienced coaches. Some head coaches did mention thiehiahge
assistant coaches with different skills sets from their own (e.g., socetg rskills, knowledge
about newer training systems, recruiting strategies from other programs

“So other than [alma mater coach], no one else, you know, there's no one here on

this campus who | would go to. | wish there were. |really | had access to

someone like my advisor at [graduate school] who | could go just chat, just have
conversations. You know, we're having this issue with this certain athlete or got
these things going on with the team and she always had insights into and | just

learned so much from those brief conversations and there's no — there's none of
that going on here.” (Head Coach)

Although a number of coaches mentioned a formal evaluation process, few h#g actua

received any regular performance reviews. Only two of the head sodeberibed a formal
evaluation process that was tied directly to the performance measures iolttugsgriptions or
contracts. Many coaches expressed disappointment that review aatanéigscontained useful
or meaningful feedback. Almost all of the head coaches expressed cehairthetfeedback

they provided to assistant coaches primarily through frequent, informal catiwesswas a
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positive development activity. While entry-level and assistant coachessegreonfidence that
they would be told if they were not meeting expectations for a specificgkbrest described
feedback as sporadic and not clearly articulated. Many expressed thatitats feedback was
useful, but others indicated that regular feedback would provide a more comprebhedsive

clearer assessment of their skills and performance.

When asked how they thought the athletics department senior administratorsedvalua
their success, almost all the coaches listed competition performancewaiogher priority
criteria including budget management, recruiting success and rostagemaent (maintaining a
specified squad size). Frequently, the coaches felt that the competitiatatigps were based
on maintaining a level of achievement consistent with previous years rathguistang to
reach a higher level or consider changes in conditions within the competitilve\Vfast
expressed the belief that if they slipped below the expected achievenrhkir position
would be in jeopardy.

“Success here is going to be first, based on having 40 or so women ondhe tim

And you know, in the world of gender equity... a number of women on thesteam i

always going to be part of the criteria. Success here, it's kindeftlikould nice

if you have it, but as long as you just don’t reek, you know... And then really

happy, you could put in any number of adjectives, the team members are is going

to be a big thing, as well. So the two pieces of feedback I've gotieat,isyou

know, ‘Wow, we’'re thrilled with how many people are on the team, and everybody

seems really, really happy.” And make sure you have 23 people at the
championships. [laughs]” (Head Coach)

Secondary evaluation factors that coaches believed the athleticsriagarsed to
evaluate their success included providing a positive student-athlete expeaeademic
performance of student-athletes, maintaining a safe record of activitypeetthg fundraising
goals. For some programs, coaches felt that administrators would usdwaey fa these areas

as justification to limit or cut financial support. Some coaches took an agktvmradvocating
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with senior administrators about how they should assess their progranéssutieey believed
this was necessary due to the administrator’s lack of knowledge and undiegzbout the
overall program.

“The only time things get out of hand is if my budget gets out of whack. Cause
then it's like, "You need to come in my office. Now what's this about?". But I've
been lucky, because once you start winning they just kind of... you know, "let's not
get in the way...". And the other thing is they don't really understand the sport
either.” (Head Coach)

Most coaches defined success for themselves by mentioning both winning on the
racecourse and providing a rich student-athlete experience. There appearadédanee they
sought to maintain relative to their level of program competitiveness, expastéir the rowing
program as defined by the athletics department, and their consideration of hosothee® of
the department created opportunities or constraints for the program’s conapetiential.

“I think if the rowers leave with a positive experience, I've been succdssful.
personally, if | couldn't make a charge at the NCAA Championships at least every
couple of years, | would get out of it, because that is a very clear measure of
whether you're successful or not. And that is not one | shy away from. I'm a
coach.” (Head Coach)

“By the spirit of kids. By how well they respect each other, by their attitude. By
the fact that | didn’t have to talk to anybody about being late to practice or
missing practice. To me, that tells me that they're having fun and . .. you know,
it's not just fun. We’re also moving a boat.” (Head Coach)

Many Division Il and Il program coaches also mentioned institutioxaéetations to
maintain strong support for the student-athlete’s academic success irebai@ncompetitive
success. In almost every case, the coaches appeared to have a higher fetasulesess than
they felt was placed upon them by the athletic department administration.

“When | first got this job, it was all about performance and it was all about we

build this up and we — | want to win a national championship, not just go, but

win. And that has become less and less a factor because | honestly feel that we

are doing everything we can with what we have... | think again to sustain this
kind of job, you have to find a balance between having high expectations of
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yourself and continually improving and also understanding some of the limiting
factors around you.” (Head Coach)

There were external influences exerted on the coaches from mentorsidfesisipnal
communities, the athletics department, and, to a lesser extent, the spaetismgp body.
However, these influences were not as direct as expected in shaping theigmafes
development of the coaches. Coaches did not describe a sense of pressure tioaxqiania
what professional development activities were viewed as important frowf #mgse groups.
Frequently, the influence of mentors and the professional communities @eateshess about
learning experiences, provided some direct instruction for specific skilgféered intermittent
feedback. Coaches expressed comfort in analyzing their level of successgantydbat their
self-imposed expectations exceeded those set out by others.

Figure 7: External Influences on Professional Development and Evaluamsasbed
by Coaches summarizes the primary individual and organizational influencescbe<oa
participation in learning activities. The diagram uses arrows to showflhences directed
toward the coach regarding professional development participation. The arrow does not
distinguish between influences motivating coaches to participate versigsdarrnhibitors to
participation. The items listed for each external party detail the form andiwe rd the
influence. Later in the application of the full model, the relative strengtlesé tvarious

influences that emerged from the coaches’ descriptions are expresbedsine of the arrow.
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Figure 7: External Influences on Professional Development and Evaluation as Described by
Coaches
Coaches as Self-directed Learners
Grounded in their own athletic experience and complemented by skills gaineth&om
academic experience, coaches described their learning as a cunpriatess in which they
expected continued development of their skills and refinement of their ahitittanction more
effectively.
“| feel like that's, you know, speaking of professional development, a lot of the
things | do, | feel like it's from my own experience. And so if there's something
going on with the team and | feel like | need to start trying to answer, | try to set
myself up in some sort of challenge like that that will help pull out some

information and | draw on my own athletic experience all the time...” (Assistant
Coach)
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Reflections about their experience were described in both micro- and matas-cy
These reflections ranged from learning how to be more effective in nngnagiudget to the
overall reflection at the conclusion of a competitive season about their suctesding the
program. Observations of other coaches’ developmental paths were also memtfrachad
the coaches’ expectations or understandings about career developmeaealdiebeing able to
adapt was also a consistent theme.

“I think it's important to do an honest assessment at the end of the year... It's a

reflection and I'm the kind of person that will spew out seven pages of every

single thing that went wrong all year. And then the list of things that went right

[gestures to a short list]. And then in my mind | think about how we are going to
approach it.” (Head Coach)

Almost all of the coaches interviewed viewed themselves as continualrieantke
responsible for decisions about whether or not to participate in various learninigeses
Less experienced coaches were mildly influenced by suggestions or ogihioeators and
peer coaches. Coaches with greater levels of experience appesvedare self-directed and
expressed a high level of selectivity in learning experiences. None ofdtieesodescribed any
incidents in which they were directed or required to complete specifibiogaeducation
activities as a condition of their collegiate coaching status.

While Ryan and Deci’s (2000) continuum model appeared to apply in identifying the
coaches as residing closer to more internal loci of causality, thei@vtsrwithin this study did
not provide enough depth to delineate between the various regulation styles. Gafti381)
three-part model describing a self-directed learner provided a more uaefelfork to examine
the elements guiding the coaches’ engagement in the learning pratéssnd of motivation,
Garrison describes motivation related to (1) entering into learning baseceooerahd

expectancy and (2) task motivation that maintains the learner persiateheetive engagement.
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Coaches did specify incidents that motivated them to participate in learningeexps; these
included career transitions which involved new job responsibilities, failureisirdtion in
achieving a level of competency, and discussions with coaches about an issuepirthahce
highlighted a gap in their knowledge.

Related to task motivation, Garrison describes the ideal for a learnertopartunities
to share control and collaborate in the learning process. Coaches desciitszhteeof control,
but the situations did not appear to lend themselves to a high level of collaboration in the
planning and implementation of the learning process. Overall as a group, the coachbsdia
decreasing level of motivation to participate in learning experiendbegpgained coaching
experience. This decrease appeared closely related to the coachesimgcs&epticism
regarding the value of the formal and nonformal learning experieneesuévthe informal
learning they experience on-the-job).

“I got my Level | waived but did the Level Il and Level Ill. So | did do that. But

more it was just an experience; get as much experience as | could... Anything |

could be involved in... So kind of try to expand my point of view, you experience
doing different launch ride-a-longs. You talk to different coaches, see their

approach to things or their philosophy. More than any formal education | did

that. | tried to read a lot. You know different books and the idea of leadership
psychology or coaching books.” (Head Coach)

In alignment with Garrision’s concept of self-monitoring, coachesridbestvarious
levels of metacognitive proficiency. The strength of self-monitoriag melated to specific areas
that appeared as weaknesses for this group of coaches: (1) ineffeetibadk from others and
(2) the lack of a clearly articulated curriculum to become a coach. Thieesoaewer to the field
articulated a strong desire for additional direction and specific requitertteensure they were

making appropriate progress in their professional development.
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The final dimension in Garrison’s model is self-management, emanatingtfeom
concept that “the individual does not construct meaning in isolation from the shardti worl
(Garrison, 1997, p.23), a transactional balance between teacher and learneranbes le¢dtes
to (1) the ability and skill proficiencies of the learner and facilitatorth@)yange of learning
resources and supports, and (3) interdependence of the learner with the norms art$ sthnda
the institution and subject. Although coaches described strong input and control about the
activities they participated in, there appeared to be weaknesses in tehm&mbivn resources
and a lack of norms/standards, especially in terms of professional competermenmon
preparation pathways. In some cases, although coaches were functioningmmadeaches
within an athletics department, they described a lack of opportunities to engaggnimgiul
discussions and activities where they could exchange perspectives ard ielgaasnce their
learning experiences.

“I don’t have a curriculum and that’s been the most frustrating thing for me. |

can pull from booklets, books, U.S. Rowing online materials, but | don’t find

that’s particularly helpful if I don’t have someone helping me do it, and to put it

into practice. So | don’'t have a curriculum to work with, and | don’t have
content.” (Assistant Coach)

Using a constructivist orientation, the characteristics and behavidrs obaches aligned
with expectations regarding adult learners. Despite a broad range of acadskgrolnads and
levels of athletic achievement, coaches were able to identify theirlgaas grounded in the
lessons and attributes they developed through these academic and athlasoegeAlthough
most coaches were not able to articulate a clear career pathway, treareedpp be a shared
assumption that career success required continual learning and it was shdhglers to
manage. As coaches progressed in their careers, they appeared to hasingdereels of

motivation, especially related to formal and non-formal learning expeseitovas also clear
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that there was not a strong influence from individuals or organizations suehathletics
department, sport’s governance organization, or communities of practice. Nhdlioimce was
somewhat stronger, but appeared to decrease as the coaches gained merneexpmally, an
examination of Garrison’s concepts of self-monitoring and self-regulationgeisn@nt
demonstrated that coaches exhibit a strong level of control and responsibilitye bat ar
supported by effective feedback or clear curriculum resources and stanlahasit effective
feedback the coaches are not assisted in understanding if they are develogqgithd skills.
Additionally, the coaches lack clear guidance about how to make decisiordinggarricular
progressions or even the appropriateness unique learning experience. Figli¥BigeS&ed
Learning Components Applicable to Coaches summarizes the charastefishie coaches
within Garrison’s three-part model: motivation, self-monitoring, and setfagament. The
items listed to the side of each dimension provide overall summaries of the€qaaispectives
about these components that emerged from the interviews. In the later appbtate full
model, the variability regarding these components will be described for eachcobtiteng

positions.
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Figure 8: Self-Directed Learning Components Applicable to Coaches

Types of Learning Experiences Coaches Access

Consistent with the lack of formal coaching preparation described in turermany
of the rowing coaches interviewed described a non-existent or weakgbalkels prior to
entering the coaching profession. Often this entry occurs via a volunigedoiate-assistant

position at the program they rowed with as a student-athlete. Frequentlynitredicoaching
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experience relied heavily on reflection about their own rowing experienttha practices they
recalled from the coaches who worked with their teams. In examining lgesing
experiences, references are made to Mallet's (2009) three categdeaming:formal learning
“learning mediated or guided by some knowledgeable other” (p.B@ifprmal learning
“organized learning opportunities outside the formal educational system” (p.88&)f@mal
learning“without the direct guidance of others during their day-to-day activi{je$28).

As discussed in prior sections, the most common learning experiences atestdrésed
were informal lessons learned on the job. This appeared to be the expectatimstooathes
exhibited confidence in their abilities to succeed under this approach. A variatios lebrning
extended to opportunities to coach with another team or program (often at a highef &kill
or involving athletes with a broader range of skills). The most valuable learmprgences
were frequently characterized as a chance for practical applic&aonirigin situ. These
experiences included discussions with other coaches regarding specificoscenapplications
of new material.

“I think for lack of a better term, phrase, the master / apprentice relationship is

absolutely critical. Shadowing someone...like an internship, basically. Doing

exactly what they do all the time and seeing all the decisions that need to be
made, and being a fly on the wall for all their meetings and figuring out, ‘Oh,

that’'s what coaching is,” . . . is really, really critical and helpful... For me, it's

because | can be told a hundred times how something works. | don’t actually

believe it, until 1 do it. You can tell me how a clock works, but until | take it

apart, I'm’ not going to believe you a hundred percent. So that’s my personal
learning . . . preferences.” (Assistant Coach)

The informal learning experiences that coaches frequently engaged irhtbuiotlgeir
careers were observations or ride-alongs. Ride-alongs involve going witfearperienced
coach in their motor boat as they conduct a practice session. Similar toonds;ather

observations such as watching more experienced coaches as they conducteeetags,
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participated in the various activities at a competitive event, prepared papenoampliance
reports, or interacted with other coaches and staff at events or meetmgsoalded valuable
information. It can be argued that these experiences should be categorizedamabdue to
the presence of a “knowledgeable other”. However, the learner-coachesfiequeated these
experiences and they described the activity as an observation rather tha@edaogudacilitated
experience led by the more experienced coach. These observations timees aiven more
indirect using videos or observations at major competition events with litlet diateraction
with the model coach.
“I don’t think [alma mater/head coach] ever verbally encouraged me to continue
coaching. No, just as an athlete. No, he didn’t even get me to think about
coaching. He's a mentor because | observed him as an athlete for 4 years. So,
you know there are things that he never even said to me directly that | hear from
other people that he was saying about me that I think, ultimately, influenced some
of the things | have done as a coach. You obviously observe people who have had
success, and you see why they're successful and you try and emulate the things
you agree with and maybe try to manipulate (I don't want to say manipulate) but

you know alter some of the things that are enhanced in your way, put your
fingerprints on the things you think could be improved.” (Head Coach)

Beginning level coaches often participated in the first certifindevels of the
USRowing coaching education program, a formal learning experience. A noahdmaches
attended the USRowing annual conference which offers a broad menu of educatgioas ses
Coaches mentioned a mix of other formal and non-formal events, some rowing spetific
others focused on coaching, leadership, or education. Many described the contehfaimabs
or nonformal learning experiences as too generic with low level contestrangly linked to
practical application. They did value many of these experiences as oppestto network with
others and, for less experienced coaches, as enhancements to their resutheydyeplied for

future positions. A few coaches expressed frustration at the lack of ausganeaningful
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coaching education program that could provide certification of an actuablies@hching
competencies.
“I went to the U.S. Rowing, Coaching Education, Level 1, Level 2, Level 3. |
didn’t get anything out of that. | would say for analysis, like it wasn't very great
for me. But what it did do was it got me into a social network of other coaches

that are out there in the country. And it got me thinking about the next step in my
coaching education.” (Assistant Coach)

Barriers to professional development described by coaches included adackreness
about opportunities, a lack of funding, and time constraints and conflicts with other
responsibilities. Some less experienced coaches mentioned a feelingnmfandn or lack of
confidence in contacting coaches about observing them. A few of the Ipastexed coaches
also indicated that their head coach discouraged them from participatorgial fearning
experiences citing concerns about lack of funding, In addition to the previotstiyd@ncerns,
head coaches occasionally expressed concerns about the value of alspeaifig activity,
based either on their assessment of the coach’s knowledge or understandingaohiting le
experience content. Some of the more experienced coaches struggled nvahtdfuom the
increased level of recruiting activity throughout the year, maintainimgrk-life balance, and/or
feeling overwhelmed with full-time responsibilities in a part-time pasitThese coaches
expressed less interest in investing time and energy in professional develtgangng
experiences.

“I have always been a push-forward thinker, create, go find the best mentors,

read the best books, have good, you know, just be better, become better, and now

I'm ready to prioritize other things in my life... But my mind has shifted away

from that at this point, which makes me sad, because one of the things that we

talked about a lot... We want women who have been coaching for a number of

years to stay in coaching and it seems that many women have to decide or think
they need to decide between having a family and continuing a coaching career or

they simply can't support themselves or family if they stay in coaching so it makes
me sad.” (Head Coach)
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Most coaches, especially those with less experience, could not artaoukexéended list
of formal and nonformal learning experiences available to them. Coachegealvarkst of only
three to five learning experiences when asked to think of everything they codsid il
heard about over the last 12 months. Further, for the events they were aware of, their
expectations were low in terms of how valuable and applicable the content wouldhéie jmit
duties.

The dependence on a variety of learning experiences (i.e., formal, nonformal, and
informal) was expected with a group of self-directed, adult learners. Sgemiswithin the group
of coaches was a strong reliance on their ability to learn spgbfi@sponsibilities on the job
and through self-study. The coaches frequently described many of the saneadeBand
frustrations as identified by previous researchers who investigated soacbked in
traditional formal and nonformal coaching education experiences (Gould, 1990; Cote, 1995;
Schinke, 1995; Bloom, 2000, Gilbert, 2005, 2009; Jones, 2006; Werthner, 2006). While the
coaches recognized areas of deficit and potential growth within their poofgisskill set, they
could not readily identify applicable learning experiences and expressedtfamsregarding the
barriers they encountered in participating. In providing recommendations fattine, the
coaches expressed a common theme that placed value on skills relatadetship,
communication, and learning situ.

Figure 9: Types of Learning Experiences Described by Coaches slsonvsrary list of
the learning experiences identified by the coaches sorted by M4&2609) taxonomy of formal,
nonformal and informal categories. This sorting highlights the predominatearoing
experiences in the informal category. It should also be noted that the majoripeakexes

identified by the coaches are sport-specific in nature and frequenthptibe technical
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competencies. As mentioned previously, most coaches were only able to identitp fivee
specific learning experiences. Those most frequently mentioned by the £@aelsthiown in

bold text.
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Figure 9: Types of Learning Experiences Described by Coaches

Conclusion
Emerging concepts and themes from the interviews provided a richer
understanding of four significant areas: (1) coaches’ views of the colleggieder path

and professional competencies, (2) external influences on professional deaselayoh
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evaluation, (3) coaches as self-directed learners, and (4) typesniride@xperiences the
coaches access. The following chapter summarizes this understandinvg ttel the

initial research questions and proposes a new model to examine the pniho@ryces on
coaches at various stages of their careers. In addition, the surprising tensialed

within the mentor role will be further examined and a proposition proposed to explain the

impact on the apprentice coach.
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CHAPTER 5 — EMERGING PROPOSITIONS AND MODELS

Emerging Propositions Regarding Coaches’ Professional Development

The intent of this study is to gain a more thorough understanding of the factors
influencing the participation and self-management of U.S. collegiate wonosvirsyr
coaches in professional development experiences. Interviews were conditicted w
group of active coaches to explore a series of questions around their motivatiorge enga
in professional development, sources of guidance in identifying and seleetinigpde
experiences, and drivers regarding their evaluation and management otbeir
pathways. Analysis of the interview data points to the following emerging theme

The lack of a clear, defined career pathway was almost universafost of the
coaches described entrance into the coaching profession with little pi@parat
minimal forethought. Some coaches described being invited to assist with therteam
responding to a desire to give back or remain connected after their owrcatategr
ended. The competency demands spanned a broad range of technical, administrative,
managerial, and interpersonal areas. At the same time, coaches did not appaaato ha
complete understanding of what specific professional competencies geneddor
success as they advanced in coaching positions or moved from one NCAA competition
division to another. The result of this lack of information manifested itself in cgache
descriptions of the need to quickly respond to a new set of job requirements and develop
new competencies when a transition occurred. Coaches frequently mentioneztitfea ne
strong leadership, communication, and adaptation skills to operate in a dynamic and

complex environment. However, very few of the coaches identified any type aflform
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educational program or learning experience progression that representaqirgioé
standard for career preparation.

Despite vague career pathways, coaches are self-directed learners who
manage their participation in learning experiences to develop and expantdir
skills. Initially building heavily on their own athletic experiences, coachgaged in the
cyclic pattern of reflection-adaptation-experience that mirroiis Wegk preparing
athletes. Throughout their careers, coaches expressed confidence in tlodly t@apa
acquire new skills and exhibited a perspective that continued learning was sangces
method to increase their coaching effectiveness. Initially, mentors pdoopertunities
to engage in actual coaching activities and offered guidance in implem#atmgg
plans and directing competition activity. Of significant interest wasrédgient lack of a
clear developmental program facilitated by the mentors. Apprentice cbdeberibed
infrequent feedback and only moderate influence regarding participation ificspec
learning experiences or progression along their career path. While mostscoache
developed an informal network of practice with other coaches, interaction witticasthle
department staff and administrators was minimal during the early phabes a@reers.
As coaches progressed to lead positions, mentors became less influential iamobict
of athletics department expectations increased dramatically. Coachessexpr
frustration that this increase in responsibility brought greater intenaetth the athletics
department and a growing burden of administrative tasks (unrelated in thes tmi
program success), a need to fight for a fair share of department suppatacess

and/or the need to protect or shelter the program from a hostile or apathietic sett
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Although coaches viewed themselves as continual learners, the motivatton
seek out formal and non-formal learning experiences appeared to ebb as coaches
persisted in the field Initial motivation to seek out learning experiences was high and
coaches frequently made significant investments and sacrifices to warkyreyel
positions and obtain exposure to experienced coaches. All coaches expresseda desire
identify learning experiences that provided content with strong practicatajph and
an understanding of how to make necessary adaptations and adjustments as conditions
changed. Once coaches were more established in the profession theyegkpres
selectiveness, especially as they struggled with increased tinseiggsournout or
guestions about the value of some learning activities. It should be noted, however, that
even the most experienced coaches still indicated a need to continue thegiqmafes
development.

Coaches of every experience level highlighted the value of learning-by-dgjn
especially as a method to develop skills required for working directly wh rowing
teams during practices on the waterFrequently, the coaches expressed dissatisfaction
with many formal and nonformal learning experiences due to the absenceahmgfiul
and/or practical connection to their coaching responsibilities. Without sthreth
coaching education content curriculum or specific coaching certificagurrements,
coaches often engaged in a mix of learning experiences based on the demands of their
current job responsibilities. Coaches in early stages of their careers did nattagzes
complete knowledge about what competencies would be required as they advanced in

their careers or changed programs. Coaches later in their careessedpngerest in
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creating greater efficiencies in how they completed job tasks andamangta
connection with technical changes in the field.

Coaches at all levels and among all the competition divisions described
criteria for success as a combination of a positive student-athletgperience and
competitive success on the race coursgelf-assessment appeared to be the most
meaningful gauge for the coaches’ determination of success. Coaches et ogmex
performance markers determined by the head coach and/or athletics depauicheas:
loyalty and support to the mentor coaches’ program structure, adherence t@anoepli
and reporting requirements, attention to the athletics department’stnterecruitment
and retention figures, and effective management of fiscal responsibilitegtipty
involving both budget monitoring and fundraising goals. These indicators, while
recognized as meaningful and significant to job security, remained secontlaey t
coaches’ overall self-evaluation of success.

Overall, the professional development of these intercollegiate rowinges#s
revealed as a self-directed activity. However, the coaches’ lack of tartbirgy the
metacognitive components they are involved with and a weak support system to provide
effective facilitation of their participation in learning experienaesites results that are
less than ideal. Additionally, the nature of the current role and environment in which
coaches work have become complex and dynamic, demanding highly adaptabktskill
and attention to the significant socio-cultural dimension of the coaching rdeugh
the coaches provided a fairly consistent description of the general issudmbetiges

they faced across the various institutional settings, there were charigeslegree to
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which they were influenced to participate in learning experiences asesopmgressed

in the field from entry-level, to assistant, to head coach positions.

A New Model to Describe Self-Direction and Influences on Coachd®articipation in
Professional Development

As a result of this research, a new model emerged that provides an initial
framework that integrates self-direction and influences that affeqtarticipation of
women’s collegiate rowing coaches in professional development. Figurelf0: S
Direction and Influences on Coaches’ Professional Development, illudtiatesoaches
direct their learning as they engage in actual coaching activitlest development
activities, and respond to influences of individuals and organizations within their

coaching environment.
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Self-Direction and Influences
on Coaches’ Professional Development

LEARNING PROFESSIONAL

EXPERIENCES COMPETENCIES

COACH

ﬁ _/T:,ﬁ':}:rn\,_ / Mentor _j*:';',fﬁr

Figure 10: Self-Direction and Influences on Coaches’ Professional Development

At the center of the model are tbeachesasself-directed learners.Theyare
engaged in an ongoing constructivist process of reflection and adaptatioyp esghge

with various learning and workplace experiences. The coaches are maksigndec
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about how to develop professionally based on elements of self-directed learnifigdspec
by their internal level of motivation and dimensions of self-monitoring alftd se
management that guide them throughout the process. The coaches’ corrajunalf
requiredprofessional competencieseither for the current job or in anticipation of a
future position, may serve as a motivator to pursue related learning expsriés a
self-directed learner, this awareness includes an understanding of hew thes
competencies align with coaching positions at multiple levels, knowledgelireg#ne
opportunities to participate in activities with exposure to the specific competeand
understanding the importance of exposure to feedback and evaluation neededto asses
competency-related strengths and weaknesses. The model also depmtedpe af the
types of learning experiencesoaches’ access. These shown include a mixture of
formal, nonformal and informal experiences without hierarchical organization or
placement within a specific curriculum. Finally, the coaches are also responditigr
individuals and organizations with direct and indirect roles in their development. These
external influencesinclude variable levels of impact from the sport’'s governance
organization (USRowing), the coaching community, mentor(s), and the athletics
department. As described through the interviews, knowledge of these resouress t@acc
participation, and supports or deterrents regarding participation, coaleseattoa
unique learning experience for a given coach. Thus, the model offergadvettall
understanding of the key professional development influences that coapkesme at
critical stages of their careers.

Employing this model, the three variations are used to summarize these

characteristics described by coaches at the entry-levetaadsand head coaching
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stages of their professional development. Within the applied models, varimentdeare
shown to be stronger or weaker influences by their size (e.g., the larger theéharrow
greater the influence of the mentor versus the athletics department, and tragiomoti
square for the entry-level coach is larger than for the head coach). Additionally
professional competencies and the learning experiences are distinguighent by
visibility. The models for the entry-level and assistant-level coachesgat of the
professional competency circle shaded. This shading indicates that the coaches a
unaware of what other competencies are tied to the other coaching positions. The
assistant and entry-level coaches often described a lack of knowledgehabloehd
coaches’ specific job responsibilities. Similarly, many learning espees do not appear
for the less experienced coaches, showing their lack of awareness that the dmsortuni
existed.

The profiles that follow each of the variations are presented as avearrat
compilation of the elements that emerged from the interviews about the raveiciges’
environments, expectations, and opportunities at each stage. They highlight the unique
features of their professional development at each of the three identifekdrgpa

positions: entry-level, assistant, and head.

Application of the Model to Entry-Level Coaches

Figure 11: Self-Direction and Influences on Entry-Level Coach’sdiaation in
Professional Development describes the professional development influences and
experiences of a coach in the first or second year of practice. Freqhentiytty-level

coach is limited to activity at the boathouse working directly with a sub-groine of
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team. The professional competencies are limited and primarily involve tattasks
conducted with this sub-group during a practice session or at a competition egent. Al
limited are the types of learning experiences the coach is aware of arsthghoo
participate in during this phase. Although the coach’s motivation is high to engage in
learning there is a low level of knowledge regarding a career path atetlimi
understanding regarding learning activities that are meaningful armdessible. The
entry-level coach may also have limited metacognitive skills that mayther hindered
by a lack of feedback and guidance from mentor coaches. The stronger mtbddine
mentor is manifested in the types of opportunities made available diretttiy tie team
activity and made accessible to via information or direct support for partcipdte
influence of the sports governing body is limited to interaction with coachingtaoioc
resources. The coaches’ network is slowly growing, first with the othengawaches in
their own program and eventually through coaches from other campuses that are
frequently seen at competition events. The entry-level coach is frequently n@tcin di
contact with athletic department staff or other sport coaches, resuol@nigck of

influence and limited knowledge about the operations of the athletics department.
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Self-Direction and Influences
on Entry-Level Coaches’ Professional Development
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Figure 11: Self-Direction and Influences on Entry-Level Coach’s Participation in
Professional Development
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Summative Profile: Entry-Level Coach

Entry:  Nicole was willing to spend a year as a volunteer coaching intern af
her eligibility ended because, “I wasn’t ready to leave. | loved rowing ascgager for a
way to give back. | was not thinking about coaching as a long-term career, bvashas
way to stay involved.” Nicole’s formal, liberal arts undergraduate edurcaiith a major
in communications provided a basic foundation for critical thinking and communication.
After four years as a student-athlete, she knew the program routine andnafagtable
talking with the coaches. She spent one summer at a development camp and felt that
experience provided her with a solid understanding of the rowing technique amtraini

for competition.

Job Expectations:  After a verbal agreement to help out with the novice squad,
Nicole was given a quick orientation to the coaching launches and safetydvasiten
sent out on the water by the assistant coach to work with the group of leadt skille
athletes. She depended on her recollection of instructional phrases and dritk&from
own rowing experience. The assistant coach often provided general directiothabout
workout for the day and which athletes Nicole would work with at a giveniggadtier
duties were focused around the on-the-water practice with no significpohsasilities
beyond these sessions. There was a very small stipend, so the head coach did not expect
more time and was understanding of occasional conflicts with her otheNjobke

helped stage the home regattas and traveled with the team to local compegtits.

Professional Development:  Nicole had a couple of opportunities to ride along

in the motorboat with the assistant coach before going out on her own. She also spent
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time reflecting on her athletic experience and her former coach@&$icéle considered

these coaches, she identified individuals who served as good coaching role models and
other practices that she did not want to emulate in her coaching. Once the ssason w
underway, she only had an occasional ride-along, usually when the assiant

combined the squads for a workout. During the ride-along she tried to ask a féorgues
and looked for new ideas to implement with her squad. She also listened closely when the
assistant coach gave instruction to the entire squad before practice or duwffitha-

water training session. She was not aware of many professional development
opportunities, but did get a chance to attend a local coaching clinic that the aelad co
mentioned to her. The content was a review of the basics that she had alnecalydig

or knew from her own rowing experience, but it was fun to meet a couple of other new

coaches.

Feedback and Evaluation:  The assistant coach was quick to let her know if she
needed to address a concern with her management of the team on the water. Since she
coached the less skilled student-athletes, there were not high expectations for
performance. It was positive reinforcement that she was successadhirig the proper
fundamentals, but sometimes frustrating when one of her athletes moved up to join the

assistant coach’s squad.

Future Preparation:  Coaching now seems intriguing, at least for the near futur
Nicole was thinking about coaching for a community team over the summento ear
money and gain more experience. She knew the assistant coach and head coach spent

time in the office, but she wasn’t clear exactly what those duties entaitade thought
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about shadowing the coaches to learn about rigging the boats and travel lamistics f

competition trips.

Application of the Model to Assistant-Level Coaches

Figure 12: Self-Direction and Influences on Assistant-Level Csache
Professional Development illustrates a coach who has extended competencidsibeyon
technical skills conducted at the boathouse. The assistant coach spends somédéime in t
athletic department office and frequently takes on responsibilities withitregr
compliance reporting and athlete advising. This individual has become more aware of
learning experiences and is slowly exploring various types of activitiderms of
operating as a self-directed learner, motivation is still high andrseiftoring skills are
increased due to increased experience with both self-reflection and efe¢edizck.
The assistant coach is more engaged with the coaching community at largéhanthe
athletics department. Through participation in regional or national learningenges
and supplemental coaching activities, the assistant coach’s network is extetided a
becomes broader across the NCAA Division and throughout the geographic region. The
direct influence of the mentor has decreased slightly, but still provideficaghiaccess

and opportunity to learning experiences in addition to role modeling.
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Self-Direction and Influences
on Assistant-Level Coaches’ Professional Development
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Figure 12: Self-Direction and Influences on Assistant-Level Coaches’ Professional
Development
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Summative Profile: Assistant Coach

Entry:  Steph spent time as a volunteer-intern for the last couple of §kars.
also worked during the summer as a coach for a community team and assistacthp
the college head coach organized (both opportunities helped him earn some money and

extend his experience). Steph was hired as an assistant coach at heat@ma m

Job Expectations:  The position was described in a brief written description as
“coach and manage the novice team, adhere to safety and compliance reguidtions a
other duties as assigned.” The main topic of her hiring interview for the position and
primary area of responsibility beyond the on-the-water coaching wastexeof the
recruitment plan. Steph was also responsible for planning and managing timg traini
sessions and race preparation of her squad. The other job duties Steph clearlgathderst
were to back up the head coach and provide support in a few of the areas that were not
his strength (preparing the new online newsletter, keeping the coachnepéaufueled,

and meeting with athletes who were struggling with their academics).

Professional Development:  Steph continued to expand her skills with additional
summer coaching opportunities and ride-alongs with experienced coaches.li3be rea
the recruiting activities provided a valuable opportunity to see experiencedgoaitres
in action. Through discussions with her head coach and peer-coach network, Steph
became more aware of the USRowing coaching education program and ocdasainal
events. Most of these events were a repeat of what she knew, but they seemesl valuabl
for her resume. She was eager to attend the USRowing national confehenicegs it

was good place to network) and hoped the head coach would provide some funding.
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Readings and videos available online were helpful in obtaining a more in-depth
understanding of various topics. Since the recruiting activity was a new chaliapk

went to talk with the assistant volleyball coach who was known as a greateie@teph

also made a connection with one of the advisors in the student-athlete support area who

was helpful in assisting with a couple of student-athletes who needed extra.suppor

Feedback and Evaluation:  Input from the head coach consisted of casual
conversations after practice to check in about the session or confirm what wasr@ppeni
with the recruitment plans. During the competition season there were sthetketings
to discuss logistics in preparation for team travel. Steph also receioegle of specific
comments in reference to items that he hadn’t accomplished as per the héé&l coac
expectations, but overall the head coach appeared satisfied with her job peréormanc
Steph knew that his success depended on keeping the recruitment/retention nuighbers hi
and competition success with the novice squad. She had heard about the head coach’s
frustration with the athletics department bureaucracy and the amount oivpdper
required to get things done, but had little direct contact with departmentiattators.

Steph became well acquainted with other assistant coach at her progrdma athebts at
programs in the region. There were also alumni from her alma mater coactiifigrant

campuses, so she had a chance to talk with them at many of the competition events.

Future Preparation:  Steph had thought about possibly applying for anmssista
coaching position at a bigger program or even becoming a head coach. Her cenfidenc
her ability to manage the training program and prepare her team was sotukerihoo

further develop her skills around rowing technique instruction and workout design she
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considered applying to coach over the summer with one of the national team squads.
Steph was confident in her ability to handle the expanded duties required if she obtained

a new position, although she was not able to detail what those competenciestaight e

Application of the Model to Head-Level Coaches

Figure 13: Self-Direction and Influences on Head-Level Coach’'schation in
Professional Development describes the head coach who has oversight and manageme
responsibilities for the entire program. The broad range of professional emtipstis
fully revealed. In reference to learning experiences, the coach is afraeny learning
experiences, yet the patrticipation is limited to only a few actividthough the self-
monitoring and self-management skills have increased, the level of motivation has
decreased. This limitation is primarily due to selectiveness regardingghesaility and
value of experiences as well as a sense of overload and possible burnout with the
demands required throughout the year. The head coach is more likely to choosey carefull
a learning experience that is perceived as providing direct application toaiti@cown
program competitive success or enhancing the coach’s ability to become nuoieataff
a specific administrative or managerial task. Most significantly, ¢la€l lcoach is
influenced most by the athletics department. Direct influences of the sportaiggve
organization and mentors have decreased. The coach has a broad network, especially
within the NCAA Division the program competes in, but the interaction is moralcasu
and sometimes restricted due to the competitive nature of the relationshipsarhere

more contacts with other sport coaches in the home athletics department, but this



127

interaction is frequently incidental in nature unless there is a specifee@asproblem

that the coach is seeking input to solve.

Self-Direction and Influences
on Head Coaches’ Professional Development
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Figure 13: Self-Direction and Influences on Head-Level Coach’s Participation in

Professional Development
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Summative Profile: Head Coach

Entry:  After a successful period working as an assistant coach anhis al
mater, Karl was hired as head coach for a slightly smaller program division. Karl
was viewed as an established, young coach from a program with a solid tradition of

Success.

Job Expectations:  The contract for the head coach position included generic
language about managing the women’s program. Specific performanceviesevire
included for graduation rates, fundraising goals, and competition performanes. It w
made clear that the administration expected her to recruit and maintain sgaageof
athletes as an important element of their gender-equity balance in thesityisver
athletics program. In addition to training and competition with the team skadas of
responsibility included- management of the coaching staff, budgeting, ezptipm
maintenance, fundraising, alumni relations, compliance, and long-term plannihg for t
program. Karl recognized that there was relatively little oversight orstasheling by the
senior administrators regarding the rowing program. At times, this fela lizek of
support or interest. This situation required him to provide strong leadership in terms of
the vision for those involved with the program and also serve as an advocate with

department administrators.

Professional Development:  Karl quickly recognized the breadth of the new
areas of responsibility on her plate. He dove into action and her confidence wdshigh t
he could figure out what needed to be done. He was willing to reach out for advice if

required. Karl learned when he could look to athletics department staff for support and
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when it was easier to operate independently. The rowing staff he hired provided a
complement to his skill strengths and in many ways he insulated them from the
distraction of the athletics department activity. Due to the lack of proxohtheir

offices and focus on their individual programs, his connection with other sport coaches
was not extensive and occurred primarily at coaches’ staff meetingsastrdept-wide
functions. Relationships with peer coaches in the rowing community became ntané dis
due to their locations, busy schedules, and a sense of competiveness. Eventhally, wit
few exceptions, these relationships consisted of informal interactions attdmnpe
events. Karl continued to be involved in summer coaching opportunities with national
team squads although there were years he chose to stay home. Although\nware/ad a
the various opportunities from USRowing, the NCAA, the Collegiate Rowing Ceache
Association and other sources, Karl became more selective about whatooeddre
attended. Even with low expectations for these events, the content was too often
repetitive or not directly applicable to his program. It was often more Valt@abpend

time gaining exposure to elite level coaches and/or athletes. Self-sttyawrcasional
conversation with peer coaches provided the most useful strategies for expasding hi

understanding of specific topics.

Feedback and Evaluation:  Feedback from senior athletic department
administrators was infrequent, unless a budget or athlete issue arosendle an
performance reviews consisted primarily of a self-evaluation witlesincorporation of
student-athlete feedback. During these reviews, Karl felt he provided upddtes a

explanations to the administrator rather than received meaningful feedlsckvidself-
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imposed pressure about the team’s performance was often the strongdodhiser
performance. At the end of the academic year, Karl was reflective aleastlee could
improve and the aspects of his administrative duties he could perform morendifici

For situations that were especially challenging he initiated a ceati@n to discuss the
problem with a trusted mentor, athletics department expert, or another sport coach.
Although they were often unfamiliar with rowing or the unique characteristics

program, they were able to provide helpful ideas or engaged in useful discussions about

the general concept driving the issue.

Future Preparation:  Karl understood the need to continue learning and become
more efficient with the multitude of tasks he was responsible for managingasi
beginning to struggle with isolation and burnout, so he chose to participate in exggerienc
that would rejuvenate his love of the sport and allow him to network with other coaches
he respects. Karl occasionally thought about applying for a position withea mor
competitive program, but hesitated at the thought of having to build a new program

environment and learn how to operate in a new athletics department.

In summary, the new model and it's application to the description of coaches in
various positions was helpful in examining how coaches were influenced and guided in
their thinking about professional development at various stages within theirscdieisr
model may be useful in determining how to enhance the development of rowingscoache
by highlighting gaps or specific opportunities for intervention. It also provides a
framework to articulate the common career pathway and establish chegaeetations

for the coaches. This model also provides a tool to compare the experience of rowing
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coaches to coaches involved with other sports. After further investigations the
comparisons of variations between coaches of different sports may assistifyirdg
common professional development needs, as well as areas that persist as unique

characteristic of specific type(s) of sport

Role Tension for Mentor-Coaches

One element that was not anticipated, yet clearly impacts the roleraktiters in the
professional development experience, was the interesting revelatiodinggae role tensions
for coaches functioning as mentors. Most coaches worked in an initial setingpprentice-
coach. This relationship was often repeated later in their careers workinghadeaection or
guidance of a more experienced coach at another program, national team campnonity
program. The mentors were crucial in providing the opportunities that gave coapgbesree
working with athletes at different skill levels or work in close proximagythe more experienced
coach managed the team and implemented a training program. While these mergors
frequently the apprentice’s direct supervisor in an employment setting;abt&lalso be an
internship supervisor, volunteer supervisor, or a coach with slightly more exgefvorking at
the same program. Most coaches also viewed themselves as servinghtor@geole with the
less experienced coaches in their programs. Assistant level coachestiyagagked with
volunteers and graduate assistants, including the entry-level coachesigiyedeascribed.
However, the direct influence of the mentor-coaches in these relationslspesaibed as less
than expected and, quite frequently, a level of disappointment was expresseddpyehéce-
coach or even the mentors themselves.

“But you know, it's a really weird environment... So she [the head coach at
previous job] never actually saw me coach. Right? And on the flipkide,
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probably, you know, have seen her coach... a dozen times in nine years, because
you know, she goes off in one direction with the crews that she’s gotogdb,

and | go off in the direction with the crews I'm going to coach. Andhtssame

thing here with [his current assistant coach]. | think she had, oncevizet

where she rode along with me and it was a great benefit to her. Butamoghe

ride along with me? She has to coach, and how can | go and observe the practice
that she’s doing and give her feedback, good, bad or otherwise? Well, there’s
nobody to take out the crews that I'm supposed to coach.” (Head Coach
remembering experience as an Assistant Coach)

Looking closer at this relationship, the following characteristics weritled by the
coaches or became evident. Very few coaches described a structuregmewntiplan for the
coaches they mentored. During the interviews, there were a number oéegpédrassistant and
head coaches who described activities as influential or helpful in their owiopleant that
they later acknowledged were not a regular part of their repertoirerdbnng activities. Some
mentors expressed frustration or disappointment during the interview that thegthmadvided
more developmental activities or support for the coaches they mentored. Thess mentor
mentioned time constraints, hesitancy to require a greater time coemhinom part-time
coaches, and the thought that the best learning occurred if coaches weyealoneld to
engage in coaching activity.

“I think of myself as almost a poor mentor because the people that | would like to

mentor have responsibilities and | send them out by themselves in a coach boat

every day. So, how much am | mentoring them? Cause how | learned was
spending a whole summer sitting in a coach boat with [an experienced coach].

So, it limits the ability to mentor and they get all excited if, on Tuesdays we have a

lot of kids that miss because they have class, so sometimes we will be down a

boat, and they are like, ‘Can we ride with you?’. I'm like, ‘Yeah, sure, no
problem.” (Head Coach)

Another interesting characteristic was the expectations exgregsbe head
coaches regarding the apprentice coaches. Some head coachesdimiribeention

to limiting job responsibilities or modifying the conditions to allow th&ryelevel or
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assistant coach to progressively develop their skills; others expregsadations with

more emphasis on performance related goals.
“We have coaches' meetings twice a week for an hour and it's like we meet as a
staff and try to talk openly about those things and then | try to meet with them
each individually... So | try to just keep their conversation flowing and just
watching their faces too, ... If they come off the water and they're fired up, well,
they had a good time and probably we should send them out to have some more
fun. And if they came off and were overwhelmed, then how about we ride
together in a launch tomorrow and, you know, I'll do a little more of the

coaching... | never want to just throw them out there and throw them to the
wolves...” (Head Coach)

“So when | talk to my assistant coaches, you have two responsibilities. Number
one, the kids that you have to work with, they have to learn really well. They have
to learn how to row. They have to learn the traditions...they have to be the very
best students that they can and the other part of it is recruiting is 365 days a year,
you know, 24 hours a day...” (Head Coach)

Based on the themes that emerged from the coaches’ discussions aboutdhe ment
apprentice relationship, there appeared to be tension between (1) a pndhgydevelopment
of the apprentice coach relative to coaching skill acquisition and (2) a poarttye
performance of the apprentice coach relative to the performance sattesgrogram. Similar
to the use of the semiotic square to explore the coach’s focus on youth developnsmpets
performance, a semiotic square and semiotic chain analysis were usel$ &s ¢xplore this
tension. This exploration is not an attempt to identify or select the prefetecof the mentor,
but to highlight through a more nuanced examination that extends beyond an either/or
dichotomy. The exercise of creating the square begins with two ternisrthate opposition
(the contrary relationship). For the Coaching Mentors, this opposition is describiesteyms
(Position 1) Educator-Coach and (Position 2) Performance-Coach. The semiotiwdr&mext
uses negatives of the oppositions (Positions 3 and 4 in the square) and then metasttiors(P

5-8) that are created through combinations of the initial four terms. This iaraflyise coaching
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mentor finished with an attempt to identify examples of the concepts reveateel terms and
consider how they might exist in reality. Figure 14: Semiotic Square foh@gaklentors

depicts the mapping of the conjunctions and disjunctions to frame the concept and higélight
perceptions and roles that could be ascribed to mentors at various positions véthin thi
framework. With this exercise in semantics in mind, the descriptions of thkeesomcroles as

apprentices and/or mentors expressed during the interviews were recahsidere

(5) Educator-Coach + Performance-Coach

“Coaching Mentor”

Complex term
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“Coaching Supervisor”

Neutral term

Figure 14: Semiotic Square for Coaching Mentors

There did not appear to be any consistent place or incentive for development of
normative practices about the professional development of new coaches viaeeffexttoring.

Only a couple of coaches spoke of previous training regarding mentor-apprdatioaships
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(such as an aspect of a teacher preparation program). It is likelydbatoaches developed
their mentoring skills during their own experiences as apprentices.

Many coaches described an ideal or expectation that mentors wouldupfbertsand
activities in alignment with an educator-coach perspective. However, the mefteors
described activities that were closer to those resulting from arpenhce-coach perspective. As
mentor coaches discussed their mentoring philosophy, intentions and actua¢précigpeared
that a shift from the educator-coach dimension toward the performandefoagdave
increased when the mentor experienced additional pressures regarding compatibrmance,
an overwhelming sense of too many job responsibilities, budget constraints, aadling
burnout.

To organize these emerging perceptions and mentoring practices a semintigaai
developed as another analytic tool. Figure 15: Semiotic Chain Analysis fohiGg&ientors
provides a series of contrasting characteristics based on the coacheptidas of mentoring
activities, their assumptions about role expectations, and apprentice-cogobtencies they

appeared to value.
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Coaching Mentors
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skill set

Key Competencies for Head Coach
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maximize student-athlete and competition performance goals
coach development

Figure 15: Semiotic Chain Analysis for Coaching Mentors

Once again, the semiotic analysis is not an attempt to create an egleedor
descriptors. Instead the analysis is useful in developing a more thorough urtilegstd

potential shifts in expectations and priorities within the mentor relation$hiz |



137

apprentice and mentor are working from extremes of the oppositional spetieuen, t
may be a greater potential for conflict or frustration. Understandingateatial for
tension in the situation may assist communication and guide adjustments during the
mentoring relationship to create an environment leading toward mutual bexkefit a
satisfaction. The most valuable apprentice-mentor relationship is likely onedh thkei
development of the apprentice coach is enabling practices that are enhaing te

performance.

Conclusion

Based on the new model described in this chapter and the proposition regarding
tensions that may result in ineffective mentoring practices, thererapgdsa
characteristics unique to the professional development of intercollegyetey coaches.
The mentor-apprentice relationship is an important and central dimension ofgoache
professional development, especially during the early stages of tresrcailthough
the mentors did not explicitly direct apprentice-coaches’ participatioreitifsp
professional learning experiences, the structure and opportunities theyvadalale
were a significant dimension of the apprentices’ development. An unexpectaathese
finding was the variation in how the mentors provided this opportunity, support, and
defined expectations of the apprentice-coaches. An initial analysis of therment
relationship dynamic reveals a tension between an education-focus mggasdi
development of the apprentice’s skill set and a performance-focus priorigaimy t

performance results.
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These analyses may be helpful in determining the professional development
strategies to teach new coaches to maximize the effectiveness tddhang
experiences, including the characteristics of developmental-focusechaqggship
approaches, and how to better prepare coaches to function as coaching mentors. The
following chapter outlines implications for enhancing professional development both
through systemic changes and targeted practices that can be implementelibitely to

improve the preparation of current and future collegiate rowing coaches.
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CHAPTER 6 — IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Implications for Coaches’ Engagement in Professional Development

An important result of this research is the alignment between thedlesealings
with expectations regarding self-directed adult learners and recestalesevolving
professional development among international high performance coaches. Also of
significance is the consistency of the coaches’ descriptions of their porfals
development despite variations in their experiences and program typetodh$oa
guiding more effective professional development for collegiate rowing ceaitiee
initial model reveals weaknesses and opportunities for increased impact throhghout t
process.

The centrality of the coach, operating as a self-directed learner, vinéhin t
professional development process is a key dimension of the dynamics ddwedies
research. Without reason to believe hiring requirements will become moralifced or
closely directed from the athletics departments, sport’s governan@spodsenior
coaches in the field, improvements in coaching preparation should focus primahby on t
coaches themselves. Preparing coaches to better manage their oversdliqpnat
development and develop into effective consumers of learning experiences wauld be
good starting point.

Since coaches are dependent to a large degree on learning through on the job
activities and informal experiences, it may be useful to strengthen theicagattive
proficiencies. With vague professional development pathways, sporadic feedback

regarding performance, and informal networks of practice, coaches arelhot w
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supported or guided in their learning situations. Their environment for building rgeanin
from experiences is conducted in relative isolation. Assisting coacheateygss to

create a stronger environment to enhance their learning may have a pogacethat
reaches well beyond the individual coach. Stronger communities of practice aed futur
mentors with better understandings of supportive learning environments will provide a
higher level of professional development overall.

With additional clarification about their potential career pathways csamhéd
make informed choices about how to assess and seek out learning experiences to
construct a well-rounded toolkit of professional skills. A series of formal andmoaf
experiences could be created to match the specific needs of coaches abtise var
developmental levels:

e Presentations on characteristics of the coaching profession, common paths
of career progression, and opportunities for learning experiences could
guide student-athletes as they consider exploring the coaching profession.
These student-athletes could be encouraged to shadow coaches or assist
with camps and summer events.

e Clinics for entry-level coaches could be designed to provide strategies for
maximizing their apprenticeship positions and provide a venue for
reinforcing basic coaching education content with an opportunity to
receive direct feedback about their implementation of coaching skijs (
skill instruction, technique analysis, communication regarding

correction/motivation)
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e Workshops for assistant coaches could provide career planning
information about various types of program structures, detail common job
responsibilities required of head coaches, facilitate the assessiment
professional competency strengths and weaknesses, and encourage sharing
strategies for specific areas such as recruiting, team dynamics, a
technical instruction for higher skilled athletes.

e Seminars with a focus on providing new information from industry experts
might appeal to head coaches. A seminar structure could allow coaches to
prepare with self-study, hear a presentation from an expert, and facilitate
interaction to explore how the new information applies to their athletes
and program setting. Each seminar could cover two to three topics selected
to mix the performance dimension of coaching, content areas tied to
administrative and managerial duties, and effective mentoring stsategie

One consideration for these workshops is to develop a curriculum and structure
that allows for applicability to broader groups of sport coaches. While ipigrtamt to
provide learning experiences with direct practical application, a numibepios would
be appropriate for coaches from various sports. These include topics such dagecruit
teaching pedagogy, team dynamics, nutrition, compliance, and alumni relations
Workshops with a mix of coaches also provide opportunities for coaches to develop
networks and discover functional areas where they can share chalengssategies for

Success.
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Implications for Increasing Coaches’ Mentoring Effectiveness

Implications for the development of mentors represent a second area of
consideration in the overall professional development of coaches. The structure of the
collegiate sport programs provides a likely continuation of the current appshiice
model for coaches entering and progressing through the early stages cdrénis.c
However, the research illustrates a lack of preparation or resources hesaadhey
begin serving as mentors to less experienced coaches. An importaaticgale that this
mentoring function may begin almost immediately as the entry-l@aghcbegins to
work with student-assistants or volunteers with the program. In contrast to mentoring
situations in law, medicine, and K/12 education, a unique feature of this mentoring
relationship is the lack of structure and regulation regarding the profdssiona
competencies the apprentice is working toward. One area of similarithengraduate
assistant position within higher education; although entry-level coachefareeferred
to as graduate assistants, in many situations, the name does not dlleat/stetus as a
graduate student or connection to a specific field of study related to caaOhiagnight
make an argument that faculty mentors experience a similar tension etfeeeis on
their graduate assistants’ development and assistance with facultyerserebearch and
teaching duties.

Increased awareness and training about characteristics of good mentoring
practices applicable to the coaching setting could result in positive impaoce
relationship. During more than one interview the questions about practice apjoeare
trigger immediate consideration by mentor coaches regarding theimewtoring

practices. These coaches identified specific areas wheredhlelyareate a richer
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experience for coaches working in their programs and expressed their ideasoabout
this might be quickly implemented, such as increased opportunities for ridgsaonng
practice, shadowing with additional administrative tasks, and inclusion in ohepdrt
meetings. Another implication involves the need for easy-to-use tools to encamdg
support strong mentoring activities (e.g., feedback forms, job description tesnplate
evaluation templates, networking and resources listings). With the busy schedules
numerous responsibilities, and numerous pressing priorities, mentor coaches arg unlikel
to invest extended time and energy in preparing for their mentoring respaiesibili
However, resources available on demand to mentors and easy to integrate within the
program structures and practices may be viewed as a win-win opportunity fortsyppor
the development of their coaching staff, enhancing their own work efficemty

program operations, and growing talent in the sector.

Implications for Practice with Athletics Departments and Sports Governance
Organizations

The model shows that the influence of the athletics department and the sport’s
governance organization are limited, however, there are implications thassaddigue
points of influence between the organization and the coach. The following
recommendations highlight easy-to-implement strategies that canmawenadiate
impact on the professional development of coaches.

Athletics Departments

e Create detailed job descriptions that accurately describe the job duties and

related skills for all coaching positions.
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Facilitate seminars for coaches from various sports to share effective
practices in areas such as recruiting, compliance, alumni relations, and
team dynamics.

Consider the impact of office and workspace proximity on professional
relationships among coaches and with athletics department staff.

Conduct meaningful performance evaluations for head coaches and

provide evaluation resources head coaches can use to assess assistant and
entry-level coach performance.

Provide information sessions and basic skills workshops for student-

athletes interested in exploring coaching careers.

USRowing and other coaching education programs

Facilitate discussions at coaching education events for collegiateesoach
to engage in discussions about practical applications of coaching content.
Provide information sessions for student-athletes and community coaches
interested in a collegiate coaching career.

Provide and promote more learning experiences at a regional level,
especially for assistant coaches, to decrease the time and money
investment required for participation.

Include collegiate-specific content supplements in all levels of the

coaching education curriculum.
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Limitations and Considerations Regarding the Research

As detailed in Chapter 3 detailing the research methodology, most significant
limitation of this study is the restricted pool of participants. In only exaimmicoaches
involved with women'’s rowing from Oregon and Washington, the claim of applicability
to coaches of other sports, and even from other geographic areas, is limited. Aliditiona
the broad scope of the research provides only preliminary considerations foryhis ve
complex set of dynamics.

The research findings may be most applicable to other collegiate rosanhes
and perhaps to others involved in collegiate athletics with non-revenue or commonly
designated Olympic-sports programs. Similar findings would be expected kath ot

Olympic sports that have any of the following characteristics:

e Sport with a history of apprentice-based coaching development;

e Programs with squad-based coaching structures (i.e., various sub-groups
practicing independently with different coaches);

e Programs loosely coupled with the athletics department — this may include
programs that operate at a physical distance from the main hub of athletics
activity and programs not considered high priority for the department;

e Sports lacking a clearly identified coaching education program applicable

to the collegiate setting.
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Future Research

After conducting this research and considering the emerging thenaedinggthe
methods by which collegiate women’s rowing coaches are navigating ahearc
development and career pathways, a number of questions arise for future inquiry.

Applicability to other collegiate coaching populations

e Do the primary influences described by these coaches match those
experienced by a broader pool of rowing coaches?

e Can the model be effective in examining and comparing the dynamics
among the broader pool of rowing coaches as well as collegiate coaches
involved with other sports?

e What refinements are required for the model to be more effective in
describing the experience of broader groups of coaches?

Self-directed learning

e How can coaches be better prepared to manage their professional
development and become more effective self-directed learners, especially
in terms of their self-monitoring and self-management?

e Are there meaningful incentives to develop these metacognitive skills
when they may not be immediately perceived, and therefore not valued, as
improving their coaching skills?

e What coaching education curriculum design would provide more effective
learning for coaches integrating learning on-the-job with a foundation of

content knowledge and skills?
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¢ Do the professional competencies required at various levels (i.e., entry-
level coaches, assistant coaches, and head coaches) align with
competencies required for coaches of different sports?

Career pathway and professional competency linkage

e How are coaches’ understandings of career pathways and required
professional competencies related? For example, is the lack of an
articulated set of professional competencies a contributing factor or a
product of an undefined career pathway?

¢ How would a clearly articulated career pathway impact coaches’ aegisi
about participating in learning experiences?

e What are the coaching-related professional competencies tiedydicectl
achieving goals unique to the student-athlete population?

¢ What professional competencies are required for success in managing an
athletic program within a higher education institution?

Mentor-apprentice relationships

¢ Do the mentorship philosophies in the broader collegiate setting
correspond to the tension in collegiate coaching regarding student-athlete
development/education and sport performance?

e Are the characteristics described by the mentor and apprentice coaches
consistent with the experiences of other sport coaches in similar
relationships?

e How does the mentor tension identified in this study correspond to the

findings of other research examining mentoring (e.g., exploring common
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needs between graduate assistant/teaching assistant mentoringreqgseri
and those of coaching apprentices)?

Ties of initial findings to specific demographic groups

e While this study included coaches with a mix of experience and variety of
positions, further studies could look more closely at how coaches in
specific demographic groups might be impacted as they enter the gpachin

career field and advance through the process of professional development.

Conclusion

This study provides a solid foundation from which to continue an exploration of
professional development among a broader group of U.S. collegiate coaches. The
findings highlight the importance of providing guidance to coaches who are ogdoatin
a great extent as self-directed learners and in specific aredhiehce provided by
mentors, coaching communities, sport’s governance organizations, and athletic
departments. The research identified areas of congruence with the cudergdi
regarding coaching education for international high-performance coaches.

Given the importance of developing intercollegiate coaches with a deep
understanding of the complexities within today’s coaching, more attention isdneede
assess who is coaching and how they have been prepared to serve the broad educational
outcomes of the intercollegiate athletic experience.

Recent trends in intercollegiate coaching include increasing pressunacdres
to quickly establish and maintain a winning program, the growing tension betweeen t

high pressure to win and the expectation to provide a positive athlete experience,
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declining numbers of women coaches over the past thirty-plus years, and conitomwui
percentages of coaches of color, especially in head coaching positions. &éhdse tr
indicate a need for a close examination of how coaches prepare for these aranledbe
possibility that better professional development experiences could assidtessng the
changing challenges to success for coaches.

The overall goal is to identify how professional development can be designed to
better engage coaches in order to improve their effectiveness in tleelietgate setting.
Professional development is happening in some cases despite the lack of attenti®n, norm
and standards, however, the ability to increase effective practices should not bd.ignor
Some of the immediate recommendations resulting from this research may be
implemented to improve the professional development of all collegiate coaches
Eventually, the findings of this study and subsequent research could shapegheddsi
implementation of professional development programs that coaches and adioisistra
view as essential for improving the quality and effectiveness of coaichihg U.S.
collegiate setting.

The expectation over time is to create a culture of learning throughout the full
spectrum of coaching positions that entails a great deal more tharrsetédi
individuals pursuing training in relative isolation. Building on the initial motoraand
enthusiasm already demonstrated by entry-level coaches, we aragédlile develop a
more robust, guided and synergistic community of practice. This enriched environment
will enable coaches to efficiently pursue the professional developmentiastivi
necessary to build the professional competencies necessary to funaaivelif within

the intercollegiate athletics environment.
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APPENDIX: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

I nterview I ntroduction:

My broad area of interest is professional development for collegiate coaches. | am
interviewing a number of women’s rowing coaches to gain an understanding of how they
manage their career development, and to identify what types of professional development
activities they view as contributing to their advancement and success.

As you are well aware, coaches enter the profession at the intercollegiate level with a
variety of backgrounds and experiences. These may include formal or informal preparation
for coaching and the related job responsibilities that collegiate coaches are assigned.
Professional competencies or skills that are required for coaches may include tegding s
technique and developing training programs, administrative duties (such as purchasing and
maintaining equipment, budgeting, compliance), management duties (such as hiring and
evaluating staff, fundraising, media relations, and long-rapigening for facilities, and
expertise in other areas such as coordinating recruiting efforts, student development or sport
psychology. Coaches can gain these competencies through many avenues: degrees and
certifications, apprenticeships, attendance in classes or workshops, and/or self-study on the
job. Throughout the interview | will refer to "learning experiences" or "professi
development experiences". These terms could include any formal or informal types of
activities that you believe enhanced your coaching skills or competencies.

Through these interviews with you and others, | hope to learn more about (1) what
influences motivate or deter you from participating in various learning experiencesh®)
individuals and/or groups provide guidance and/or facilitate your professional development,
and (3) how you make decisions and manage your professional development activities and

career.

Career Summary

1. From your professional bio, | understand that (goummary of major coaching
positions and activities)



166

0 Isthere anything else you would add to this summary?

Initial Preparation and Experience

2.  To what extent was your formal educational background helpful in preparing you for
coaching?

3. To what extent was your athletic experience helpful in preparing yoodching?

4.  What were the primary skills and abilities required of you during this coaching

position? Were these provided in a written job description?

5. Describe any learning experiences you participated in as yougcettiercoaching
field?

Participation in Professional Devel opment

6. Think of a time you were motivated to improve or expand your coaching skills. What
specific incident or situation motivated you to consider this activity?

How did you decide what type of professional development to engage in?

Did you end up participating?

What steps or actions did you take to arrange your participation?

© O O O

If yes, did you find it valuable? If no, do you have any regrets?

7. Describe a time your athletic department provided professional developra@nt or

opportunity to participate in a learning experience?

0 What type of opportunity was provided?
0 Did the department offer these opportunities regularly?
0 Did you participate in the experience?

0 Ifyes, did you find it valuable? If no, do you have any regrets?

8. Think of a time when an administrator or staff member of the athletic departme

motivated you to participate in any other type of learning experience.

0 What motivation did he or she provide?
0 What type of learning experience was encouraged?

0 Did you find the learning experience helpful?
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9. Describe a time when an administrator or staff member of the atldpactohent

hindered your participation, directly or indirectly, in a learning expeg®nc

0 What was the action hindered your participation?

0 How was this communicated?

o0 Did you participate in the learning experience despite the hindrance?

0 Ifso, did you find the learning experience helpful? If no, do you have any

regrets?

10. Think of an individual you would describe as a coaching mentor. Describe a time whe

this mentor encouraged you to participate in a learning experience?

What was this person's relationship to you?
What motivation did the mentor provide?

What type of learning experience was encouraged?

© O O O

Did you find the learning experience helpful?

11. Think again of this individual or other mentors you have been influenced by. Describe a
time when this mentor discouraged, directly or indirectly, from participatiag

learning experience?

0 What did the mentor do that discouraged you?
o Did you participate in the learning experience despite their input?
0 Ifso, did you find the learning experience helpful? If no, do you have any

regrets?

Repeat Q6a-f as needed with interactions (with the coach’s self-motivation, ieflafenc
athletic department administrators and/or a mentor) for another phase (earlier or more
recently) in the coach's vita. For example, “Is this similar to more recent iexpes

with an athletic department administrator?”

Coaching Community

12. Think of a group of coaches that you view as a peer-network or professional

community?

0 When did you become engaged in this community?
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0 What type of activities do you participate in with this group?
13. Think of a time this group influenced your decision to participate in a learning
experience?
How did this influence get communicated?

What type of learning experience was encouraged?

Did you participate in the learning experience despite their input?

© O O O

If so, did you find the learning experience helpful? If no, do you have any
regrets?

Evaluation

14. What feedback or evaluation have you received during your time working ash& coa

0 Who provided this feedback?
0 How was the feedback communicated?
0 What criteria or standards do you think were used in the formulation of

this feedback?

15. How do youwassess your own job performance?
0 Whatarea(s) did you have a high level of confidence in your ability?
0 What area(s) did you assess you needed to strengthen?
16. After identifying an area you needed to strengthen, describe acsj@acifing
experience you considered engaging in?

o Did you participate in the identified learning experience?
0 Ifnot, what was the barrier or deterrent?
0 Ifso, did you find the experience productive? If not, can you identify why

it was not productive?

Professional Development Learning Experience Opportunities

17. Think about learning experiences you've heard about in the last 12 monthsligtlease

these experiences and who they were offered by.

0 Which, if any, of these experiences did you participate in?
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0 Which did you find to be the most valuable? Why?
0 Which did you find to be the least effective? Why?

18. What additional or enhanced professional skills and/or abilities do you think would be

most valuable for increasing the future success of your career?

0 What type of learning experiences do you believe would be most effective
to develop those skills?
0 Describe any other conditions or constraints that keep you from

participating in additional professional development experiences?
Wrap-up

19. As you think about preparing future coaches, what do you consider the most important

consideration in facilitating their professional development?
0 Why would you consider that the most important?

20. Are there any other thoughts you think would be helpful in my research?
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