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The Coaching Process:

• Difficult to pinpoint, messy & ambiguous.

• Yet as coaches we can recognise a change in 
the performance and thus know some 
coaching has occurred.

• Often repeated patterns, behaviours and 
methods to out coaching.



Tight the knot

• Task: Set a simple knot tying task.

• Codify what happened. 

• Map the sequence.



Early CP Models



There	  are	  many	  advantages,	  where	  this	  “approach	  depicts	  the	  
coaching	  process	  as	  a	  con$nuous	  cyclical	  pathway,	  allowing	  
procedures	  and	  outcomes	  to	  be	  constantly	  assessed	  and	  revised.”	  
Cushion	  et	  al	  (2006).	  	  

The	  model’s	  reducBonist	  short	  comings	  oCen	  sighted,	  may	  be	  an	  
advantage	  perhaps	  a	  ‘guide’	  with	  such	  a	  simple	  session(s)	  approach.	  	  

SBll	  there	  is	  liFle	  scope	  for	  the	  complexity	  of	  performance,	  the	  
coaches	  interacBons	  with	  the	  athlete	  and	  does	  not	  give	  the	  
coaching	  process	  any	  context.	  	  

Fairs Model
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Figure 1 - The coaching model. 

have dedicated coaches and programs. So we're spending between now 
and this summer in finding those kids." We're working and thinking ahead. 
There's interactive planning. We interact with the athletes. I don't sit back 
and just accept things. The little man inside my head says, "Come on, 
come on." 

The second component of the coaching process was training, and this 
involves applying one's knowledge towards helping athletes acquire and perform 
different skills in training. The type of intervention style preferred, the training 
of technical skills and mental skills, and the use of simulation are examples of 
categories that characterize the training component. The following is an example 
of a meaning unit included in the training component: 

We are big believers in progression. If they're strong enough and flexible 
enough, and if we've taught them the right progression, then they should 
be able to do it, and that's how we convince them. We go through the 
steps. If you do this one stage, then you can do it. You move on to the 
next, and you can do it. We just keep building on it. 



Côté at al (1995) model
Côté	  at	  al	  (1995)	  model	  being	  ‘of’	  the	  coaching	  process,	  
having	  “been	  developed	  based	  on	  an	  analysis	  of	  expert	  
coaches’	  pracBce”	  
A	  conceptual	  model,	  where	  the	  coaching	  process	  
components	  are	  prioriBsed,	  and	  a	  disBncBon	  between	  core	  
and	  peripheral	  elements	  are	  given.	  	  
Although	  the	  model	  is	  derived	  from	  empirical	  data,	  it’s	  not	  
immediately	  obvious	  the	  model	  represents	  a	  process.	  	  
Central	  to	  Côté	  model	  is	  the	  coach’s	  mental	  model	  of	  an	  
athlete’s	  potenBal,	  these	  elements	  are	  labeled,	  
‘CompeBBon,	  OrganizaBon,	  Training’,	  yet	  no	  detail	  as	  to	  the	  
relaBonship	  between	  these	  elements	  is	  offered.	  



Modelling	  the	  coaching	  process,	  appears	  to	  be	  a	  tough	  game,	  
where	  “no	  all-‐embracing	  models	  of	  the	  coaching	  process	  that	  
received	  consensual	  agreement“,	  Lyle	  (2002).	  	  
Perhaps	  as	  a	  result	  “models	  of	  the	  coaching	  process	  do	  not	  play	  a	  
large	  part	  in	  coach	  educaBon	  and	  training.”	  where	  “the	  ‘coaching	  
episode’	  is	  easier	  to	  model	  than	  the	  extended	  process...”	  Lyle	  
(2002).	  	  
AFempts	  have	  been	  more	  successful	  in	  modelling	  coaching	  
behaviour	  with	  Chelladurai	  (1993)	  the	  MulBdimensional	  model	  
of	  Leadership	  and	  Smoll	  &	  Smith	  (1989)	  MediaBonal	  model,	  
receiving	  wider	  acceptance.	  



Chelladurai Model
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Figure 1 .  A model of adult leadership behaviors in sport and hypothesized relationships among situational, 
cognitive, behavioral, and individual difference variables (Smoll & Smith, 1984). 



both intrinsic motivation and self-determined extrin-
sic motivation has been emphasized by sport psy-
chologists (e.g. McAuley and Tammen, 1989;
Goudas et al., 1995; Vallerand, 2001). Many have
investigated how one can nurture these motivations
in athletes (e.g. Ryan et al., 1984; Dwyer, 1995;
Beauchamp et al., 1996; Vallerand and Losier, 1999).

Although many factors may impact athletes’ intrinsic
and self-determined extrinsic motivation, the coach–
athlete relationship is one of the most important
influences on athletes’ motivation and subsequent
performance. Laumann and the Canadian rowing
team witnessed the tremendous difference coaches
can make. After disappointing results in the Seoul
Olympics in 1988, Rowing Canada hired British-born
rowing coach Mike Spracklen. Spracklen established a
new and demanding programme where he made his
athletes his central focus and used their feedback to
adjust his programme (Wickens, 1999). ‘In the ‘80s
(. . .)’, said Worthington, a Canadian rower, ‘some
rowers were forced to scull and coaches battled each
other for athletes. In ‘92 . . . the boats selected
themselves. I had never seen anything so fair’
(Wickens, 1999). Spracklen was viewed as a mentor
who not only taught athletes technical skills, but who
also nurtured the person as a whole. Laumann has
said of him that he was ‘the most selfless man [she
has] ever known’ (Wickens, 1999), with a rare mix of
gentleness and toughness (Blatchford, 1992). He not
only ‘knows everything about this one thing (rowing)
[but] . . . his joy is to see his athletes realize a dream’
(Wickens, 1999). Four years later in the Barcelona
Olympics, Canada’s top rowers excelled, bringing
home four golds to go with Laumann’s celebrated
bronze. Andy Higgins, the director of the National

Coaching Institute, saw Spracklen’s success as a
measure of what a master coach can accomplish:
‘Amateur and Olympic coaches bring a vision of
personal excellence [and] . . . create intrinsic motiva-
tion’ (Jones, 2002). It is thus not surprising that
several authors such as Jowett (2000) have stressed the
importance of building an effective coach–athlete
relationship, as the quality of this relationship is a
crucial determinant of athletes’ satisfaction, motivation
and improved performance.

The aim of this paper is to present a motivational
model of the coach–athlete relationship (see Fig. 1)
that describes how coaches may influence their
athletes’ intrinsic motivation and self-determined types
of extrinsic motivation. We first present an overview of
the proposed model and then provide a brief review of
research on athletes’ intrinsic and extrinsic motivation.
We then present the various autonomy-supportive
behaviours (see Table 1) that have been shown to
have an impact on athletes’ motivation. Next, we
describe the psychological processes through which
coaching behaviours influence athletes’ motivation,
and we identify personality and social processes that
determine such behaviours. Finally, we discuss the
theoretical and practical implications of the proposed
model.

The motivational model of the coach–athlete
relationship in a nutshell

We propose a motivational model of the coach–athlete
relationship (see Fig. 1) that extends Vallerand and
Pelletier’s (1985; see also Vallerand et al., 1987)
previous motivational model. In line with cognitive

Fig. 1. The motivational model of the coach–athlete relationship.
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Mageau & Vallerand  
Coaching Relationship Model, Self Determination 
Theory (SDT); Autonomy-supportive motivation model 
receiving wider acceptance.  



Others Considerations
Cushion	  (2007),	  criBcally	  examines	  the	  research	  of	  coaching,	  
with	  “the	  outcome	  has	  been	  that	  models	  have	  been	  too	  
simplisBc	  and	  fail	  to	  fully	  encompass	  coaching	  pracBce,	  hence	  
their	  contribuBon	  to	  coaching	  has	  been	  useful	  though	  
limited”	  

ReducBonism,	  which	  is	  an	  aFempt	  to	  understand	  the	  
funcBoning	  of	  the	  whole	  through	  an	  analysis	  of	  its	  individual	  
parts.

Brewer	  (2007),	  calls	  the	  current	  models	  ‘works	  in	  progress’	  
and	  calls	  for	  more	  research	  .	  



My	  Coaching	  Process	  Model	  
Construct	  the	  coaching	  model	  within	  that	  role	  frame,	  the	  
complexes	  of	  the	  coaching	  process,	  coupled	  with	  the	  
influence	  of	  the	  playing	  space	  and	  management	  of	  the	  
environmental	  risks.	  	  
TradiBonal	  sports	  are	  set	  by	  fixed	  boundaries	  and	  sets	  of	  
game	  rules	  that	  defined	  the	  playspace.	  	  
What	  is	  your	  coaching	  pracBse	  Role	  Frame?



 
 
 

risks.!!Traditional!sports!are!set!by!fixed!boundaries!and!sets!of!game!rules!that!defined!

the!playspace.!!!

Figure'1:'My'Coaching'Role'Frame'
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For!white!water!kayaking,!there!is!of!course!a!physical!boundary,!yet!the!nature!of!the!

down!river!flow,!means!the!show!is!always!on!the!move,!and!as!such!the!safety!scope!of!

coaching!practice!has!considerable!bearing!on!the!coaching!process.!!Risk!management!

is!of!prime!importance,!especially!as!the!coaching!I!undertake!is!normally!on!Class!IV!&!V!

Environment/Playing0Space0 0 0 0 0 Safety0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Environment/Limit0of0Possibility0

Understanding0of0Environment0
Sport0Specific0Skill0Development0
Discipline00 Equity0 0 Fun0
Managed0Learning0Environment0

Challenge/Winning00 0 0 0
0 0 0 Shared0Experience0



For	  white	  water	  kayaking,	  there	  is	  of	  course	  a	  physical	  
boundary,	  with	  risk	  management	  is	  of	  prime	  importance	  
Implicitly	  managing	  the	  descent	  of	  the	  river,	  controlling	  
outcomes	  is	  highly	  challenging	  when	  so	  much	  contributes	  to	  a	  
successful	  descent.	  
Orchestrate	  coaching	  venues	  to	  control	  the	  variables	  that	  
directly	  affect	  the	  athlete,	  yet	  I	  can	  not	  be	  the	  captain	  of	  their	  
ship,	  and	  as	  such	  minor	  mistakes	  in	  such	  a	  dynamic	  
environment	  leads	  to	  occasional	  intervenBons.	  	  
The	  personal	  inter	  play	  between	  the	  athlete	  and	  coach,	  has	  
considerable	  context	  in	  the	  coaching	  process,	  shaping	  and	  
forming	  outcomes,	  that	  may	  not	  been	  apparent	  in	  the	  iniBal	  
goal	  sebng.	  

Further Considerations
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Figure'2:'White'Water'Kayaking'Coaching'Progress'Model'
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Once!the!wants!of!the!student!have!been!presented!and!framed,!similar!sessions!may!

be!recalled!to!offer!a!set!of!tasks,!again!the!environment!conditions,!will!heavily!

influence!as!to!where!and!what!coaching!venues!are!on!offer!and!whether!the!students!

aspiration!can!even!be!met!at!such!locations.!!Given!of!common!episodic!nature!of!the!



BCU Moderate Water Endorsement


