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ABSTRACT 

In the National Coaching Certification Program (NCCP), certification is achieved 

through a successful evaluation. The NCCP is an adult education program in Canada, 

which aims to provide education to individuals engaging in sport coaching. The effective 

use of these evaluations is reliant on the judgement of the leaders of the NCCP, who are 

known as Coach Developers. This dissertation research examines NCCP evaluations 

through the perceptions of Master Coach Developers, as the leaders of coach education in 

Canada. Specifically, this research explores Master Coach Developers’ perceptions of 

NCCP tools and processes, and aims to understand factors that may influence their 

evaluation leadership. Qualitative research methods were used by interviewing Master 

Coach Developers from across Canada to learn how they approach evaluations. Primary 

themes identified included: Opportunity to Engage, Connection with Participants and 

Perceptions of Evaluation Tools and Processes. Constructivist Grounded Theory guided 

the research, resulting in the creation of the theory of Evaluation Leadership in the 

NCCP. This grounded theory describes the impact of a focus on relationships, a focus on 

process, and preparation and practice on the perceived competence and confidence of 

MCDs in their roles as program leaders in adult learning.  

This dissertation research has addressed the gaps in sport coaching literature 

surrounding NCCP evaluation and their role within the coaching education system. In 

addition, this dissertation research provides a foundation about understanding the 

perceptions of those who lead the NCCP in Canada. Further, the theory of Evaluation 

Leadership in the NCCP, as the grounded theory developed in this research, offers a new 

perspective about the leaders of evaluations in a sport context. 
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Chapter 1 - Introduction 

The importance of an effective program leader is critical to the credible and 

successful delivery of any educational program. As McQuade and Nash (2015) 

suggested: “The coach education workforce (the coach developers) collectively have 

various key responsibilities which include qualification or accreditation development, 

learning program design, tutoring or facilitation (classroom and practical), assessment, 

mentoring and internal quality assurance” (p. 346). Therefore, a facilitator working in 

coach education can be understood as “someone who creates a learning environment, 

and is responsible for providing the resources which will enable people to learn”  

(Macneil, 2001, p. 249). As one type of program leader, facilitators are responsible for 

effectively communicating the program messages, as the strength of the program is 

only as effective as the leader (Wenglinsky, 2002). Furthermore, the organization (i.e., 

governing body) that manages the program is ultimately responsible for monitoring the 

facilitator, and ensuring the necessary content is being delivered through the established 

techniques that the governing body trained the facilitator to use. Thus, it becomes 

important that facilitators are competent in their abilities to deliver the material, as a 

competent facilitator can establish validity and legitimacy of the program material being 

taught, while maintaining a positive reputation of the program and organization.  

The National Coaching Certification Program (NCCP) is an adult education 

program in Canada that aims to provide education to and build competency within 

individuals engaging in sport coaching. While the NCCP uses standard evaluation tools 

to assess future coaches and coaching facilitators, the interpretation of what factors 

contribute to being effective can be debated.  Learning Facilitators (LFs), for example, 
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are those who deliver courses to coaches and are pivotal in the coaching education 

process.  In turn, they are evaluated by Master Coach Developers (MCDs) using an 

evaluation tool that aims to assess the LFs’ competency in delivering standardized NCCP 

content to coaches.  While the criteria in the evaluation tool are set by the Coaching 

Association of Canada (CAC), the evidence the MCD gathers to determine if those 

criteria have been satisfied differ by MCD.  

With MCDs in a unique leadership position within the NCCP in Canada, they are 

the focus of this dissertation research. Figure 1 depicts the roles of leadership within the 

NCCP and the relationships to the coach and athlete. The MCD is responsible for the LFs 

and Coach Evaluators (CEs,) who are responsible for the coaches. The MCD’s role in the 

NCCP is to select, train, evaluate, and mentor the LFs and CEs. MCDs are typically LFs 

and/or CEs who have proven their abilities to their Provincial/Territorial Sport 

Organizations (P/TSOs) or National Sport Organizations (NSOs), and who are selected 

by their governing bodies to enter these leadership roles. To date, there has been no 

formal way to track the path an MCD has taken to become an MCD and therefore it is 

difficult to understand the experiences a MCD may bring into their tasks. As MCDs work 

with LFs and CEs, there is no direct contact between MCDs and athletes or coaches. The 

MCD’s position requires them to train the LF or CE, for the LF or CE to effectively work 

with the coach and so that the athlete can benefit. This dissertation research aims to 

understand MCDs in their roles as evaluation leaders in the NCCP. 
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Figure 1 

NCCP Coach Education Leadership Roles 

 

LFs, CEs, and MCDs are specific and separate roles in the NCCP, each with its 

own role in building and assessing competency. LFs facilitate the delivery of NCCP 

courses, CEs evaluate coaches for certification, while MCDs train and evaluate all Coach 

Developers (CD) in the NCCP. These three roles in the NCCP fall under the umbrella 

term of CD, which is typically used to refer to any LF, CE or MCD in the NCCP. Figure 

2 illustrates these roles.  

Figure 2 

NCCP Coach Developer Roles 

 

The term coach developer is often used generically in literature to describe 

someone who leads, works with, or develops coaches, which may not be a formal role in 

other countries or programs. In the NCCP, CDs are formal roles. In this dissertation 

•Trains, evaluates and supports the 
Learning Facilitator or Coach Evaluator

Master Coach Developer

•Trains or Evaluates the Coach
Learning Facilitator or Coach 

Evaluator

•Trains the AthleteCoach

•The 'end user'; result of sport educationAthlete

Coach Developers

Master Coach Developers

Learning Facilitators Coach Evaluators



 

4 

research, the capitalized term CDs refers only to formal roles within the NCCP, 

indicating individuals who have been selected and trained by their respective governing 

sport organizations. The generic term of coach developer is used when the role is not 

specific to the NCCP. 

While there is limited research about competency within the NCCP, specifically 

relating to CDs, Côté and Gilbert (2009) discuss the term coach effectiveness. The 

authors describe how scholars define coach effectiveness differently, with definitions 

including the coach’s athletes achieving competitive success, the coach’s athletes 

enjoying their experience with their coach, or the coach’s level of expertise in terms of 

qualifications or experience. After reviewing coach models and the responsibilities of the 

coach, the authors provide this definition of coach effectiveness: “The consistent 

application of integrated professional, interpersonal and intrapersonal knowledge to 

improve athlete’s competence, confidence, connection and character in specific coaching 

contexts.” (p.316).  

The concept of competence within the broader field of education is not new 

(Medley, 1977). One of the roles of an educator in any program, not limited to the NCCP, 

is to assess the success of the transfer of knowledge to students. Outside the field of 

education, for the business sector, competence remains a topic of conversation as 

employers seek to identify, train, and evaluate employees, and to define employee 

expectations. Frequently, in the business and education sectors, the concept of 

professional competence is discussed. Epstein (2002) defines professional competence as 

“the habitual and judicious use of communication, knowledge, technical skills, clinical 

reasoning, emotions, values, and reflection in daily practice for the benefit of the 
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individual and community being served” (p. 226). While it may be assumed that the 

concept of competence is rooted in a foundational minimum standard, Epstein’s 

definition highlights the complexity and depth of competence by describing the many 

aspects of ability that must be demonstrated.  

Organizations may utilize several different approaches when taking purposeful 

action in developing a competent employee. The onboarding of new employees, being the 

“acquiring, accommodating, assimilating, and accelerating of new leaders into the 

organizational culture and business” (Ndunguru, 2012, p. 6), will provide a base of 

knowledge for employees to be successful with their initial tasks. As the employees 

develop in their roles, both individualized mentorship (Minter & Thomas, 2000) and 360 

degree employee evaluations practices (McDowall & Fletcher, 2004) have been found to 

effectively support employees in their growth. While employee development has an 

obvious benefit to the employees themselves, the employer can greatly benefit from not 

only a more effective employee, but also one who will remain with the organization (Lee 

& Bruvold, 2003). As with employees to their companies, sport organizations strive to 

build competency with their coaches. The NCCP provides a standardized approach to 

evaluation for the purpose of assessing a coach’s competence and supporting the further 

development of the coach’s abilities.  

Current literature about the NCCP is limited regarding how effective coach 

education programs are in Canada (Edwards, 2019). The concept of quality is understood 

to be subjective in nature and, therefore, the definition of quality will differ based on the 

context in which it is discussed (Reeves & Bednar, 1994). Even within the sport 

environment, the quality of the experience depends on the lens of each individual that has 
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been influenced by broader societal experiences (e.g., morals, values, socio-economic 

experience, and geography). Even with the potential variance in the definition of a quality 

experience, MCDs are expected to provide evaluation participants with an unbiased, 

reliable, fair evaluation. An evaluation is considered as such if the evaluation can be 

replicated when performed by another MCD, meaning that if one MCD determined that 

an evaluation participant was competent, other MCDs would arrive at the same 

conclusion. Replication from several evaluators has been reported as a reliable way to 

determine accuracy with regards to performance evaluation (Simons, 2014). For example, 

when a LF is assessed, the MCD is to choose one of the following criteria rating options 

in a number of evidence categories: Exceeds Expectations, Meets Expectations, or Needs 

Improvement. In a specific example from the LF evaluation tool using the area of 

explaining the NCCP Model to course participants, the MCD would gather evidence to 

indicate if the LF “explains the NCCP model and the competency-based approach to 

training and refers coaches to sport specific examples (Exceeds Expectations)” (Coaching 

Association of Canada, 2015c, p. 35) , if the LF “explains the NCCP model and the 

competency-based approach to training (Meets Expectations)” (Coaching Association of 

Canada, 2015c, p. 35) or “does not explain either the NCCP model or the competency-

based approach to training (Needs Improvement)” (Coaching Association of Canada, 

2015c, p. 35). At the end of the full evaluation, if the MCD believes the LF demonstrates 

sufficient evidence in Meets or Exceeds Expectations, the candidate will be successful, 

and can then be recommended by the MCD to be a certified LF in the NCCP. This 

certified status is viewed as proof of competency in the NCCP, thus it is important to 

establish consistent processes for how evidence is gathered and interpreted. 
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How MCDs will perceive the above criteria is influenced by their own 

experiences, personal values, and morals and beliefs, and by their own interpretation of 

how the evaluation participant should perform tasks. The information that MCDs gather 

to make decisions and their state of mind when evaluating will also be influential in 

choosing a rating that they believe represents the capabilities of the candidate. Essentially 

this process can be understood as subjective rather than objective, which brings into 

question the MCD’s ability to provide an unbiased evaluation. Lunenburg (2010) 

discusses both the rational model and the bounded rationality model for decision-making. 

While the rational model is a more systematic, logical approach to decision-making, 

Lunenburg highlights that it assumes the decision maker is thinking rationally and has all 

the information necessary to guide the process. Alternatively, Lunenburg discuss the 

concept of bounded rationality, of which one of the principles is heuristics. Lunenburg 

explains that heuristics guide individuals through their daily lives, suggesting decisions 

are often made the way we, as individuals, personally experience or expect, as a way of 

simplifying complex decisions. For example, a common belief may be to “respect elders” 

and, therefore, someone may choose to hold a door open for an elderly individual.  

In the context of an LF evaluation and the above example, heuristics may guide 

an MCD to choose the Exceeds Expectations rating if the LF has been able to access the 

learning space more than an hour before the courses began and brought posters, teaching 

aids, and specially created activities to enhance the learning. Another MCD may make 

the same choice if the LF arrived well prepared and with the materials outlined in their 

LF guide confidently set-up prior to coaches arriving. The second MCD may not agree 

with the choices of room set up or appreciate the extra activities the LF has prepared. 
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This means that there is no indication of a range of preferred ways for an LF to perform 

their tasks, as individual MCDs will ultimately decide based on their own values and 

training. A range of evidences could indicate a Needs Improvement rating. 

 The concept that decisions about evaluation and, by extension, certification 

would be reliant on the discretion of one individual, particularly when it is not clear how 

the decisions are made, brings into question the integrity of the NCCP. If the results of an 

evaluation could be determined subjectively, or even manipulated, by the person in 

charge, there is little certainty in the validity of the evaluation. While the structure of the 

evaluation, specifying criteria and evidence of the MCD to identify and assess, will assist 

in guiding decisions, there has been no research to date to lay a foundation of 

understanding how those who evaluate in the NCCP arrive at their decisions. This 

dissertation research aims to provide insight into this process to better inform future 

decisions about MCD training and resources. 

Purpose Statement and Research Questions 

This dissertation research sought to explore MCDs’ perceptions of NCCP 

evaluations, specifically addressing an evaluator’s process to assess competence. The 

following three research questions guided this research:  

• What process does the MCD follow when performing evaluations?  

• What factors might influence how MCDs make their decisions? 

• What are the perceptions of MCDs regarding the evaluation process and materials? 

While the details of constructivist grounded theory will be explained later in this 

document, it is important to note that with this methodology, research questions are 

considered a starting point, which will evolve as the research process continues (Gibbs, 
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2015). In the case of this dissertation research, answers to these research questions are 

addressed; however, in following the lead of the research participants, the themes detailed 

concepts beyond these three questions. Therefore, this dissertation research provides 

answers to the research questions and further insight into the role of the MCD in their 

leadership of the NCCP.   

Significance of the Dissertation Research 

The catalyst for developing this dissertation research was a seminal report 

developed by Edwards et al. (2015). This national research project examined LF efficacy 

in baseball, soccer, and hockey. The results of that project demonstrated that there were 

significant inconsistencies in NCCP delivery and in the courses observed across Canada. 

One of the outcomes of that project questioned the training that LFs received and 

suggested that sports ensure LF evaluations occur regularly as a form of quality assurance 

within the program. This finding was one of the primary motivators for the direction of 

this research. Building upon the research led by Edwards et al., this research study 

provides a base for understanding the current state of CDs in the NCCP. While Edwards 

et al. focused on the LFs and the consistency of delivery of NCCP programs to coaches, 

this dissertation research focuses on MCDs as program leaders in the NCCP, and how 

they approach evaluations with CDs and coaches.  

Specific to CDs in the NCCP, there is very little published research that focuses 

on these roles. In my experience in leading the NCCP, and with my roles in working in 

amateur sport, I can share what I have found common among MCDs. Typically, MCDs 

have extensive experience in the NCCP and stay involved for long periods of time, 

resulting in low turnover of MCD roles. MCDs will have experience as either a LF or CE, 
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or both roles, as well as coaching experience. As they experience the NCCP from so 

many angles, they have the opportunity to learn from many perspectives as they 

participate in the NCCP and in sport in so many ways. Specific to their tasks as MCDs, 

these individuals are responsible for training, supporting, and evaluating other CDs, with 

many having also evaluated coaches. Therefore, they are uniquely positioned to have 

experienced a variety of coach and CD evaluations. Many have experienced the NCCP as 

it has evolved over the past 25 years, and have a keen understanding of how the changes 

impact coaches. The opportunity to learn more about MCDs can support more effective 

succession planning initiatives and MCD training methods. 

As the results of coach and CD evaluations are important to the 

Provincial/Territorial Coaching Representatives (P/TCRs), NSOs, and their respective 

P/TSOs, the quality of the evaluations is of concern to the leaders of these organizations. 

Executive Director of Coach New Brunswick, Manon Ouellette, previously a member of 

the Board of Directors for the CAC, describes the importance of supporting a sport 

system with effective CD evaluations:  

We want our Coach Developers to feel they are being treated with respect and 

ensure that their evaluations are performed fairly. Coach Developers should 

receive the same feedback should they be evaluated in Alberta, or in New 

Brunswick. This is critical to the integrity of national program [i.e., NCCP]. (M. 

Ouellette, personal communication, December 29, 2017)  

Since the NCCP is competency based, with an emphasis placed on the evaluation 

component for both coaches and CDs, it is vital to ensure that evaluations are performed 

effectively and consistently. This research provides insights into the details of leading 
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evaluations, which will better inform how MCDs and other CDs could be better 

supported by P/TCRs, NSOs, and P/TSOs in performing effective and consistent 

evaluations.  

It is unclear what formal research began the shift of the NCCP in the late 1990s. 

The major changes over the past 20 years include the introduction of evaluations, the 

competency-based approach to certification, and the formalization of the leadership roles 

in the NCCP. While these changes were logical and addressed many of the challenges 

and criticisms of the program, it appears that these changes were not based on research 

specific to the NCCP. While this dissertation research does not attempt to change the 

current systems, it provides insight into the effectiveness of the changes and guidance for 

where additional research could occur. With limited research about NCCP systems 

(Edwards, 2019), this dissertation research offers a foundation for future projects on 

coaching education. 

The results of this dissertation research are intended to provide feedback and 

direction for CAC and its partners, as they collaboratively continue to improve the athlete 

experience through quality coaching and the NCCP. Since coaches are directly 

responsible for developing athletes, and CDs interact with individual coaches who 

engaged in NCCP training, a better understanding of how evaluation standards are used 

will be crucial towards improving the capacity of the Canadian sport system to support 

strong coaches. Through these coaches, there is strong potential to positively influence 

millions of Canadian athletes at all levels of participation.  

Further in support of assisting the CAC with continuously improving their 

programs, this dissertation research is the first to address adult learning principles as they 
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relate to the top level of leadership in the NCCP. Results provide insight into the role of 

MCDs, and the necessary components for them to feel they are effectively leading such a 

large-scale program. Understanding these leaders in a standardized education program 

may provide insights to better understand leaders of other adult education programs.  

Finally, this dissertation research contributes to the growing body of literature 

about systems within coaching, sport, and the NCCP. With the identified lack of 

publications in human resource management in sport, specifically evaluation practices in 

the NCCP and with MCDs, this research plays a crucial role in providing a foundation for 

future research regarding the broader concept of evaluation in sport.  

Chapter 2 will provide an overview of the NCCP with a focus on the CDs and 

evaluation processes. A brief literature review in Chapter 3 will provide foundational 

information about interdisciplinarity, performance appraisals, and coach developers. 

Chapter 4 will outline the methodology and methods used in this study, including 

information about limitations and delimitation, and the researcher’s positionality. Chapter 

5 will outline the research results, with Chapter 6 discussing the concepts identified 

through theme construction, including adult learning. Chapter 6 will also introduce the 

theory created as a result of this research. Finally, Chapter 7 will provide concluding 

thoughts, including research contributions and suggestions for future research directions. 

Researcher Influence 

I have been involved in leading the NCCP as a LF for over 15 years, and have 

been acting as a MCD for over 8 years. I have led many MCD trainings in British 

Columbia, evaluated other CDs, and know many of the active MCDs throughout Canada. 

While I have supported the updating of one evaluation package, Gymnastics Canada’s 
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Community Stream titled Gymnastics Foundations, I have not been involved in the 

content development of NCCP processes or materials for evaluations. While I 

acknowledge that I have opinions about the NCCP, and some of these opinions have been 

previously discussed with some of the MCD participants, these opinions were not shared 

during the interviews. 

In addition, I have worked in amateur sport for 25 years. I began as a coach, then 

moved into working in amateur sport. I have managed NCCP delivery of both multi-sport 

and sport-specific course, and have frequently been responsible for managing CD teams. 

I have had the opportunity to play a supportive role in the development of NCCP courses 

and systems through participation on various national committees and task forces. These 

experiences have helped me gain extensive knowledge of the NCCP and in turn, be able 

to utilize this knowledge to complete this research. These roles have positioned me to see 

potential gaps in the NCCP, but this research provided the opportunity to see beyond my 

own experiences and gain a deeper understanding of this specific area. 

Throughout data collection, I was able to use my knowledge of the NCCP system 

to more effectively support the conversation and encourage the participants in providing 

additional details in their answers. I was able to relate to the participants’ experiences, 

and knew which experiences and opinions to further explore to answer the research 

questions. Memos written during interviews assisted in ensuring an awareness of where 

my biases exist and to help to ensure these biases have not negatively impacted what data 

were collected and how they were analysed.  

The nature of the analysis of qualitative research is subjective by nature. A 

constructivist approach not only acknowledges this subjectivity, but invites it, as the 
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researcher co-constructs and interprets the data through each phase of the research with 

the recognition that the products are a result of the collaboration among the participants, 

the data, and the researcher. Charmaz discusses the responsibility held by the researcher 

to understand the world of the participants prior to entering discussions about their world 

(Gibbs, 2015). With my previous employment roles with sport organizations, and my 

own role as a MCD, I could engage with the participants knowledgeably and respectfully, 

and help them feel validated when I perceived they felt vulnerable in sharing their 

experiences. 
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Chapter 2 – The National Coaching Certification Program 

In Canada, the NCCP is the standardized national coach education program that 

provides sport-specific training in 66 sports and additional multi-sport courses (CAC, 

n.d.). The 1-3-5-7 explanation is often offered to help people understand this program, as 

outlined in Figure 3.  

Figure 3 

The 1-3-5-7 of the NCCP 

 

The NCCP is athlete-centred and coach-driven, and focuses on three contexts of 

coach education: community sport, competition and instruction as shown in Figure 4, 

below. The NCCP has defined contexts of sport, reflective of the age, stage of 

development, ability, and goals of the athlete with whom a coach is working. The training 

is then designed to provide a coach with context-relevant information and skills. The 

skillset of a coach working with national team athletes is not identical to that required of 

a coach working in a community setting. Coaches who work with community-level 
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athletes will not necessarily progress to working with national level athletes, though their 

skills in working with community athletes can broaden and strengthen. 

Figure 4 

The Three Streams of the NCCP 

 

As there are several acronyms and abbreviations commonly used in the Canadian 

sport sector and coaching, the acronyms guide preceding Chapter 1 (see page x) provides 

a summary of the most common terms that will be used throughout this dissertation. 

Coaching in Canada can be either a paid profession or a volunteer commitment, 

often dependent on the sport and the amount of resources organizations have at their 

disposal and how they choose to distribute funds. Some sports, such as hockey, are 

almost exclusively volunteer-based at the amateur level (Edwards & Washington, 2013). 

In sports such as figure skating and swimming, coaches are often paid and are considered 

professional coaches. The commitment of a volunteer coach may differ from a 

professional or full-time coach, which may affect the degree to which a coach may 

commit to a coach education pathway and affect motivation to participate in NCCP 

trainings or evaluations.  

CDs, as those who lead NCCP events, are the public representation of the NCCP 

and of their respective P/TSOs and NSOs. Arguably, these are the most important 

individuals in the NCCP, as they carry the messages of the NCCP and hold coaches 

accountable in upholding the standards set by the CAC and their NSOs.  
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LFs perform one of three CD roles in the NCCP, which will also include CEs and 

MCDs. LFs lead NCCP courses, delivering nationally standard content. CEs evaluate 

coaches on their knowledge relative to the types of athletes they are working with. Using 

evidence, criteria, and outcomes established by CAC and their respective NSOs, CEs will 

utilize information gathered through portfolios and observations to determine if a coach 

has met the standard and should receive a certified status. A person may serve as an LF or 

CE or may work within the NCCP in both roles. 

MCDs, the focus of this dissertation research, support LFs and CEs by providing 

training, mentorship, evaluation, and support. With MCDs being responsible for CD 

development and modeling NCCP delivery, it is crucial to ensure MCDs are capable of 

executing the programs as designed by NSOs and CAC. 

There are three formal types of status in the NCCP that a coach or CD can 

achieve. While the coach or CD is participating in NCCP training, the individual is 

considered “in training.” When the coach or CD has completed all the training 

requirements for any specific pathway, as dictated by the NSO or CAC, the individual is 

considered “trained.” To achieve “certified” status, individuals must successfully 

complete an evaluation, which differs by sport and role (e.g., Coaches, CDs). While 

coaches must complete a portfolio, with the contents determined by the NSO, and be 

observed in their coaching role, CD evaluations are even more role specific. Both CEs 

and MCDs are evaluated based on a portfolio and a debrief with an MCD. LFs are 

observed in their delivery of the NCCP, and then debriefed. In all cases, the evaluator 

will utilize the evidence gathered to determine if the standard criteria have been met, and 

if certification should be granted.  
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Figure 5 

NCCP Certification Steps 

 

Figure 5 outlines the certification process in the NCCP. Details associated with 

each individual certification differ based on the sport and context. For example, while 

most community-level coaches may only require one observation, competitive coaches 

may require two or more observations, including specific competitive settings. 

Additionally, as part of the certification process, LFs require an observation, but no 

portfolio, while CEs require a portfolio, but no observation. The decisions about 

certification requirements are made by either the CAC or the respective NSO. All 

certification evaluations require a pre-brief, plus either a portfolio or an observation (or 

both), and a debrief, as shown in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6 

Evaluation Components by Role in the NCCP 
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There are hundreds of evaluation pathways and certification options in the NCCP. 

Considering any sport context and streams illustrated in Figure 4, and with many sports 

having several disciplines (e.g., athletics, gymnastics) or different versions of the sport 

under the scope of the NSO (e.g., ice hockey and sledge hockey), MCDs may have used 

dozens of unique evaluation packages. While there are similarities within the context 

(e.g., competition introduction across all sports) or within the sport itself, each evaluation 

is unique. To provide an example of an evaluation tool that a MCD may use, the standard 

NCCP LF Evaluation Tool is provided in Appendix A.  

It is important to note that while the NCCP courses will help to prepare the coach 

for a successful evaluation, participation in these courses may not be mandatory. The 

NCCP is a competency-based system. To achieve certified status, as mentioned, the 

coach must successfully complete an evaluation, either with the preparation provided in 

NCCP training or in other circumstances. The Coaching Association of Canada (2015b) 

indicate that both NCCP training and relevant experience will prepare a coach for an 
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evaluation. Relevant experience may include coaching experience, academic education, 

or participation in a coach education program outside of the NCCP (e.g., coach training 

programs from another country). This is relevant to this dissertation research in order to 

understand the evaluation situations an evaluator may encounter. The individuals being 

evaluated may or may not have completed formal training designed to support their skill 

and knowledge development. Similarly, the evaluators themselves may not have 

completed recommended training, and may have gaps in their knowledge or experience. 

MCDs in the NCCP have unique roles and responsibilities based on the needs of 

their sport and the organization to which they are accountable. For example, some MCDs 

may be actively involved in preparing coaches to become LFs, and, in turn, be deeply 

involved in the selection process for LFs. Some MCDs will lead LF training with groups 

of new LFs, while others may support individual LFs in a mentorship relationship when 

the LF needs specific development. Not all MCDs perform LF evaluation. Some MCDs 

may only perform CE or other MCD evaluations, which entail portfolio assessments, not 

an observation. Since the MCD role in the NCCP can include such a wide variety of 

tasks, this research was limited to MCDs involved with evaluations of either coaches or 

CDs (LFs, CEs or fellow MCDs).  

The training pathways for any of the three CDs roles are designed to prepare them 

for the tasks involved in their roles. For CDs in any context or sport, the beginning of 

their NCCP pathway starts with Core Training, and an “in-training” status. There are 

three courses designed to support the primary responsibilities within each of the CD 

roles: Core Training for LF, Core Training for CE, and Core Training for MCD. Core 

Training for LFs discusses topics such as group dynamics and the stages of group 
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development, while Core Training for CEs provides information about how to effectively 

perform debriefs with coaches and how to create action plans. Core Training for MCDs 

includes modules about how to train and evaluate CDs. It is expected that those 

participating in Core Training for MCDs have previously participated in both Core 

Training for LFs and Core Training for CEs, since the content of both courses are built 

upon in the MCD course and are relevant to those in MCD roles. As P/TCRs, such as 

Coach New Brunswick, are responsible for all multi-sport course delivery, Core 

Trainings are generally hosted by P/TCRs, as are other multi-sport courses. 

CDs are also required to participate in Content Training, which is specific to their 

sport and NCCP context. For LFs, Content Training would review the material specific to 

the course the LF will be delivering and practise delivering materials with peers, known 

as micro-facilitation. CEs review the evaluations tools that are used in their specific sport 

and context, and practise using them in a type of mock evaluation, known as a micro-

evaluation. MCDs have more specific training determined by the tasks they will be 

performing, such as leading trainings for new LFs or evaluating CDs. Content Trainings 

are generally managed by the NSOs. 

When CDs have completed Core Training and Content Training, then they engage 

in a co-delivery specific to their role. A co-delivery will pair the new CD with an 

experienced CD, so that the new CD will have the opportunity for experiential learning, 

while being supported by a colleague. LFs will co-facilitate, CEs will co-evaluate, and 

MCDs will work with another MCD on one of the MCD tasks, primarily training new 

LFs or evaluating LFs. Ideally, a CD new to the content, or new in their role, will co-

deliver with an experienced CD.  Successful completion of a co-delivery will grant the 
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CD trained status for the specific course or evaluation in which they have trained and 

have completed the co-delivery. When the CD achieves trained status, the CD may 

deliver courses or perform evaluations independently, and are therefore considered 

“qualified” and able to perform their tasks with trained status. The CD must engage in a 

successful evaluation before being considered certified. The training process for CDs is 

summarized in Figure 7. 

Figure 7 

CAC's Coach Developer Pathway 

 

The NCCP at all levels is developed to be administered in a collaborative 

structure among NSOs, P/TCRs, and CAC, while usually delivered in partnership with 

the P/TSOs. NSOs work directly with CAC to develop coach education programs that 

aim to meet the needs of Canadian coaches and athletes. While CAC has certain delivery 

standards and content that must be included in programs, NSOs have the flexibility to 

include content relevant to their needs. The NSOs work with MCDs or other technical 

experts or organizations to develop the content for NCCP courses. Thus, individuals who 

are MCDs may be involved in course or document creation, in addition to their other 

MCD tasks.  

A multi-sport NCCP course is structured in a way that is open to a coach in all 

sports and provides information that is relevant to all sports (e.g., safety and lesson 

planning). The LF is trained to guide coaches through the course and have them identify 
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what is relevant to their own sport environment (e.g., specific safety issues). Since each 

coach has a different educational pathway for their sport, the number of requirements of 

NCCP multi-sport courses that coaches must participate in will differ with each sport. 

Multi-sport NCCP courses may be the only options for sports that currently do not have 

formalized coach education or sports that do not have NCCP training specific to their 

sport (e.g., roller derby, rock climbing, dance). 

While each role in the NCCP has specific tasks to ensure an effective system, it is 

important for CDs, CAC, NSOs, P/TSOs, and P/TCRs to work together to achieve the 

same goal: improving the experience of athletes through improving the quality of 

Canadian coaches. Since MCDs are responsible for all other CDs in the NCCP, 

examining their practices and informing their support and educations systems could lead 

to change throughout the system, down to the level of the coach. While any break in this 

system can affect the end goal, and although MCDs perform many tasks in the NCCP, 

this research focuses on MCDs and their impressions of NCCP evaluations. 
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Chapter 3 – Literature Review 

Constructivist grounded theory is the methodology used to guide this dissertation 

research. This methodology encourages delaying of a formal literature review to allow 

for the organic identification of themes during data collection and analysis. This delay is 

to prevent the researcher from consciously or unconsciously directing the data collection 

towards specific themes. Instead, the literature is collected as themes are identified 

through the inherently iterative process of constructivist grounded theory. Therefore, the 

information presented in this literature review was collected prior to the start of the 

research process, throughout data collection, during theory creation and afterward. This 

chapter will provide a brief overview of CDs and how an interdisciplinary approach 

supports the understanding that some of the topics related to CDs, which has been limited 

in the literature. To further understand the CDs, this research specifically discusses 

performance appraisals and adult learning. This literature will create a base for the 

information pertaining to the NCCP provided in the previous chapter, and insight to help 

readers better understand the results presented in the remainder of this document.  

Coach Developers 

With the formal use of the term CD only becoming established in the NCCP in 

the past seven years, it is understandable that the literature about NCCP CDs would be 

limited. With this limitation, and the lack of literature about CDs in general, the 

International Sport Coaching Journal  (Callary & Gearity, 2019) addressed the gap by 

releasing a special issue dedicated to CDs late in 2019. This edition provided much 

needed focused insight into the role of CDs in the NCCP, and others in positions to 
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develop coaches more generally. Culver et al. (2019) interviewed LFs to gain insight into 

their opinions about the delivery of NCCP courses, finding the LFs were concerned about 

sufficient time to deliver course content, and address learners’ needs appropriately. 

Further, it was identified that LFs required additional support after their own content 

training.  

Other Canadian scholars and organizations have written about NCCP CDs. 

Lafrenière (2015), as the CEO of the CAC, wrote about how the roles of CDs would 

shape the future of coach education in Canada. This insight piece described how a robust 

CD system would contribute to furthering the professionalization of coaching. Lafrenière 

questions how current Canadian systems are adapting to millennials. The author discusses 

how sport can play an important role in welcoming new Canadians, and identifies the CD 

role as a crucial one in preparing coaches to provide an inclusive, positive experience to 

all participants.  

In another Canadian based insight paper, Edwards et al. (2020) explored the role 

of CDs in an inter-organizational system with various stakeholders of the NCCP. The 

authors find a vertical approach to governance within the NCCP. With this top-down 

governance model, the authors discuss the miscommunications and often missed 

opportunities that present with such a complex system. 

Duarte et al. (2018) explained coach learning concepts and how they related to 

parasport coaches. The authors suggest that parasport coaches may face additional 

barriers to connecting with one another. For this reason, the authors suggest parasport 

CDs promote social learning opportunities with virtual platforms such as Adobe Connect.  



 

26 

More broadly, the term coach developer is used outside of the NCCP, and 

internationally, to describe anyone who works to develop coaches, in an official capacity 

or not, based on each scholar’s specific definition. Significant work has recently emerged 

from the United Kingdom. Ciampolini et al. (2020) interviewed a Brazilian rugby coach 

developer, sharing that the individual appeared to be driven by their own challenge. The 

authors discussed challenges being factors outside of the individual’s control (such as 

work) or within their control (such as choosing to become a coach developer). Downham 

and Cushion (2020) spoke with United Kingdom coach developers working in the high 

performance context finding that coach developers seek to be considered learner 

centered, and desired to empower those they worked with. In their publication,  McQuade 

and Nash (2015) discussed the role of a coach developer in the United Kingdom, relating 

the roles and responsibilities performed in relation to the International Coach Developer 

Framework put forth by the International Council for Coaching Excellence as leading, 

facilitating, mentoring, assessing, and designing and evaluating courses. North (2010) 

explained that Coach Development Officers in the United Kingdom often work one-on-

one with coaches, and they were most valued by those coaches when providing specific 

feedback and acting as an informal mentor or friend.  

This dissertation research aims to contribute to the existing literature about CDs 

and evaluation in the NCCP, while providing a foundation for future research regarding 

MCDs. Using an interdisciplinary approach, literature about performance appraisals and 

adult learning and education are explored to better understand the result of this research 

and provide direction for future projects.  
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Interdisciplinary Context 

In attempting to better understand how MCDs approach evaluations in the NCCP, 

examining existing literature of a similar nature in diverse fields can help provide initial 

direction. Just as practitioners in sport will borrow ideas from more established 

professions (e.g., coaches using education concepts, sport event organizers using tourism 

concepts, sport management using business concepts), sport researchers have become 

accustomed to using research ideas from other disciplines as starting points for their own 

research. Beyond simply inspiration from other disciplines, researchers will use findings 

from one area to attempt to solve a problem from another. These interdisciplinary 

approaches present a logical opportunity for subject area growth. Interdisciplinarity 

allows the multiple perspectives of each individual academic discipline to fuse together to 

support a deeper level of understanding and problem solving. Remaining in the silo of a 

single discipline will provide only a single angle of analysis, with limited explanations in 

understanding the data. Utilizing literature, theories, and approaches from disciplines 

outside of one primary discipline, and having the ability to expand beyond traditional 

disciplinary borders to solve complex problems, is the essence of interdisciplinarity. 

Previously, there has been a heavy dependence on utilizing principles from other 

disciplines to build a base of knowledge in sport, though the base of research specific to 

sport contexts continues to build.  

The practice of using an interdisciplinary approach is on the rise internationally 

(Castán Broto et al., 2009; Gill, 2007), and is becoming an increasingly popular choice 

when scholars look to solve problems requiring them to venture out of the scope of their 

primary faculty (Esteves et al., 2010). As with many other terms in research, education, 
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and sport, the specific practice of interdisciplinarity varies by scholar, and therefore the 

definitions also vary. Newell et al. (2001) explain that interdisciplinary research is 

extremely complex, which can mean that there are multiple definitions and 

understandings, so that it can often be misunderstood. Thompson-Klein (as cited in 

Borrego & Newswander, 2010) explains interdisciplinarity as a “means of solving 

problems and answering question that cannot be satisfactorily addressed using single 

methods or approaches” (p. 196). With sport, specifically coach development, being a 

newer area of study, which already relies heavily on existing research published in 

disciplines such as psychology, biology, and education, an interdisciplinary approach not 

only encourages cross-discipline investigation but also the application of principles and 

methods within a new field. This approach removes barriers to research previously 

limited by the standards set by individual disciplines. Reaching outside a single discipline 

can have additional benefits, such as opportunities to access funding not usually allocated 

within the primary discipline, which can be necessary to sustain resources in research and 

projects (Freedson, 2009). 

An interdisciplinary approach permits and encourages examining research 

questions from multiple viewpoints. Ensuring researchers can effectively work together 

and be open minded to practices from other disciplines, is crucial to the success of 

interdisciplinarity. Further, this approach encourages researchers to engage in “real 

world” challenges (Tait & Lyall, 2007) in attempts to link research concepts to practical 

applications. These linkages provide an opportunity to better connect practitioners in a 

specific field with the findings of scholars. For example, Hay et al. (2012) recognize the 

heavy dependence sport has on mainstream pedagogy. Interdisciplinary research offers 
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coaches and sport leaders the potential of accessing research and applying 

interdisciplinary principles to their work to become more successful in their coaching 

practices. Vertinsky (2009) explains that the academic world, particularly kinesiology, 

needs an interdisciplinary approach to address the complex problems that require a team-

based, collaborative approach. Further, Gill (2007) explains that the faculty of 

kinesiology has suffered from not being able to engage their own sub-departments (e.g., 

sport psychology, biomechanics) and work together towards a common goal. As Gill 

(2007) explains, “integration is the key to sustaining Kinesiology as an academic and 

professional discipline in higher education” (p. 270). With scholars claiming benefits of 

kinesiology integrating with other disciplines, sport should also take a collaborative 

approach to practice through interdisciplinarity processes to maximize the opportunities 

for learning. 

However, Klein (2008) suggests that that the standards and tensions among 

different disciplines require careful compromise and negotiation to ensure success. 

Further, there is potential risk for the researcher to not fully understanding the depth in 

any particular discipline, but rather sampling what is convenient within those related 

disciplines. Haney et al. (1998) discussed ethical concerns related to professional 

coaching and suggested that “borrowing from another profession might miss important 

ethical issues unique to coaching” (p. 241). While these risks should not eliminate 

interdisciplinarity from sport practices or sport research, they highlight some of the risks 

of engaging in interdisciplinary research. 

In considering the gaps in academic literature surrounding evaluation in the 

NCCP, interdisciplinarity can be used to effectively utilize findings from other disciplines 
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and begin to apply these learnings to coaching research. The concept of evaluation within 

coaching is a significant gap in the current literature, especially considering the role 

evaluation plays in the current NCCP. With evaluation being a crucial aspect of the 

NCCP; and considering current practices, which include permitting coaches to bypass 

trainings; this area must be further researched to ensure sound practices and effective 

delivery.  

Performance Appraisals 

Performance appraisals in workplaces are seen as one of the most important tools 

utilized in human resource management (Cawley et al., 1998), being a crucial aspect in 

an engaged and effective workforce (Boice & Kleiner, 1997). MacLean (2001) reinforces 

the concept of an engaged and effective workforce by explaining that “the ultimate 

success of an organization is predicated on the quality and performance of its personnel” 

(p. 4).  The purpose of these appraisals is to provide feedback to an employee based on a 

standardized tool and scale of measurement. Much of the literature concerning 

performance appraisals focuses on appraisal accuracy and measurement (Cawley et al., 

1998); therefore, the process and structure of NCCP evaluations could benefit from a 

strong research base in business.  

Employee engagement in the process is critical in the success of the performance 

appraisal, which is most often defined as a process which supports the employee in 

reviewing their strengths and weaknesses, leading to behavior changes. Kuvaas (2006) 

found that performance appraisals had the greatest impact on those employees with high 

intrinsic motivation. Additional research examining the value of performance appraisals 

shows that customers who interact with employees with high quality performance 
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appraisals are more loyal to their company (Kuvaas, 2006; Salanova et al., 2005). The 

above work suggests that MCDs may have a greater impact with individuals who have 

high intrinsic motivation and that coaches may remain with their respective sport 

organizations if they work with a CD who values their evaluation.  

Boice and Kleiner (1997) discuss the critical aspects of performance appraisals, 

which include consistency and frequency of delivery, training of those leading the 

appraisals, clearly defined and communicated measurement, and multiple individuals 

involved in the ratings. This information could provide guidance for a better 

understanding of the impact of training on CDs. However, there are elements of 

performance appraisals that present organizations with challenges to objectivity. Daoanis 

(2012) writes about the inherent politics involved in performance appraisals, involving 

personal relationships and opinions, and the impact on the process and outcome. Daoanis 

discusses how emotions become involved in decision making and communication. 

Though efforts might be made on behalf of the evaluator to ensure their emotions do not 

influence a fair evaluation, this might not be the case. Daoanis argues that factors that 

influence evaluators will hinder objectivity.  

Performance appraisals in education provide a unique insight into coach 

evaluation. Within education, teachers are typically evaluated by administrators, 

specifically school principals, for the primary purpose of increasing teachers’ 

effectiveness in supporting student learning. As with coach effectiveness, it can be 

difficult to measure a teacher’s effectiveness, which could be based, for example, on 

student results on standardized exams. These results may not fully reflect the impact of 

the teacher on the student or the learning that has occurred.  
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In the literature concerning teacher evaluations, Jacob and Lefgren (2008) found 

that school principals were challenged in evaluating teachers, finding that they were often 

inaccurate or uncertain when evaluating teachers considered to be average, neither being 

considered exceptionally effective or who presented with significant deficiencies. This 

may present an opportunity to examine the measurement tools in NCCP evaluations, 

considering both clarity in the tool and clear training with the evaluators.  

Education literature has also examined the concept and relevance of certification 

for teachers. Boyd et al. (2007) looked at teachers achieving certification through 

different methods, finding that stricter entry to teacher certification programs does not 

necessarily produce a teacher able to develop more knowledgeable students; however, 

highly certified teachers were more effective with their students. Boyd and colleagues 

reported that teachers who entered their certification from different starting points 

demonstrated similar competencies within two years of teaching. The work of Boyd et al. 

supports the NCCP’s competency-based approach, where coaches may engage in the 

certification process by gaining knowledge from sources and experiences outside of 

NCCP training. Carusetta and Cranton (2009) further suggest to not have school 

administrators lead teacher evaluations, which supports the role of a CE in the NCCP, 

rather than having the coach’s direct supervisor complete the evaluation.  

Looking at evaluation practices and sport management more broadly than the 

NCCP, Taylor and McGraw (2006) argued that human resource management within sport 

organizations has been overlooked by scholars. Weerakoon (2016) summarizes the 

critical importance of human resource management in organizations for their survival and 

success, and discusses sport organizations as those who need to pay particular attention to 
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their human resources practices with the increasingly professional nature of amateur 

sport. With the success of a sport organization relying heavily on the success of its 

workforce (MacLean, 2001), it is important to better understand how performance can  

strengthen Canadian sport organizations, particularly in an adult education program such 

as the NCCP.  

Adult Learning and Education 

It is common for terms within education, as within sport, to be used 

interchangeably, though they each have their own distinct definitions. To begin with, for 

example, coach education programs are a single component of coach development and an 

individual aspect of coach learning. Therefore, it is understood for coaches to acquire 

knowledge and skill in a variety of ways beyond the formality of education. Coach 

development is defined as “an all – encompassing term that refers to the process of 

leading towards enhanced expertise.” (Mallett et al., 2009, p. 325). Côté (2006) uses 

Bronfenbrenner’s definitions of coach development as a “chain of developmental 

outcomes and activities that occur in response to personal and contextual requirements 

over a period of time” (p. 218). For consideration within this dissertation, these 

approaches to development would be relevant to the CD, regarding CD learning, 

education, and development. 

Nelson et al. (2006) bring the discussions previously led by Coombs and Ahmed 

in the 1970s into a sport context, highlighting the appropriate use of the terms learning 

and education. Education refers to a process that is by nature supported, assisted, or 

guided with the intention of learning occurring, while learning specifies the change that 

has occurred to the individual, being actions, knowledge, beliefs, or abilities (Nelson et 
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al., 2006). Education can also be defined as “any institutionalized and planned series of 

incidents, having a humanistic basis, directed towards the participants learning and 

understanding” (Jarvis, 2004, p. 42). Participation in formal programs will not guarantee 

learning and, therefore, learning must be addressed in a broader sense. Learning is 

typically and commonly defined as a relatively permanent change, brought on by practice 

or experience (Lachman, 1997). In relation to the effectiveness of a learning situation, 

learning has been found to be more effective when the learner has control over their 

learning (Mallett et al., 2009). 

Specific to the NCCP, MCDs may lead evaluations for either coaches or other 

CDs, making the evaluation participants the learners. The minimum age for NCCP 

certification is 16 years old, with many certifications requiring a minimum age of 18 

years (CAC, 2015b); however, most individuals seeking certification are established 

coaches or CDs, with years of additional experience contributing to their learning. NCCP 

certification can be considered as a learning experience within the formality of NCCP 

education. When exploring the MCDs in their roles as program leaders, literature specific 

to adult learning and andragogy was sought to better understand adult education, as it 

related to the research themes.  

One of the most notable scholars who has published about adult education and 

lifelong learning is Jarvis (2014), who explores the various terms associated with adult 

learning, such as lifelong learning, continuing education, and continuing professional 

education, the role of learning and education in the lifespan, and the historical aspects of 

these topics that have contributed to contemporary discussions. Jarvis (2014) approaches 

these topics from a constructivist perspective, acknowledging that each individual will 
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interpret information, as is relevant in their position. In Jarvis’ (1995) view, a student-

centred approach is crucial, allowing the student to grow and develop, as opposed to a 

teacher-centred approach, which Jarvis argues may only result in incidental learning. 

Jarvis (2004) describes the role of the teacher as being “that of facilitator and/or guide” 

(p. 154). Jarvis also differentiates between adult education and the education of adults, 

due to the negative and often inaccurate connotations that the term adult education has in 

society and specifically the difference in definition in the United Kingdom. Jarvis (2004) 

specifies that adult education “improves or broadens existing knowledge, skills or 

hobbies” (p.44). The argument is made that this narrow view implies the education 

occurs during leisure time, and minimizes the importance or impact of the program. 

While the education of adults specifies the audience excludes children, but does not place 

judgement on the concept of education itself. 

An alternative approach to understanding the specificity of adult education is 

andragogy. Andragogy refers simply to adult learning (Reischmann, 2004). Knowles 

explained that in adult learning, the teacher is a facilitator of learning, rather than a 

presenter of content, and that the learner is “self-directed and autonomous” (Henschke, 

2011, p. 34). Forrest and Peterson (2006) describe the four assumptions of adult learning: 

“a self-directing self-concept; use of experience; a readiness to learn; and a performance-

centered orientation to learning” (p. 113). Alternatively, Knowles et al. (2012, as cited in 

MacLellan et al., 2019) share the Andragogy in Practice Model, which illustrates goals 

and purposes for learning, individual and situational differences, and the core adult 

learning principles. These are depicted in Figure 8 below.  
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Figure 8 

Knowles' Andragogical Principles (Knowles et al., 2012) 

 

St. Clair (2002) writes that the principles of andragogy are not always applicable, 

and that there are not clear guidelines as to who is considered a child and who is 

considered an adult, and what specifically dictates when an andragogical approach should 

be taken in place of a pedagogical approach. Henschke (2011) also points out this 

uncertainty, stating that the commonality among criticisms of the concept of andragogy is 

the concern for the lack of clarity surrounding boundaries of use, specific to who the 

principles apply to and in which situations, which has led to confusion and a lack of use 

of the Knowles’ model. Further, much of the current literature considers the term 

pedagogy to be an inclusive educational term, encompassing learners of all ages, which 

•adults seek to understand how their learning will be conducted, 
what will be learned, and why learning the content is important

The learners' 
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direction and autonomy
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Orientation to 
learning

•adults are driven by internal pressures and can be 
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rejects the need for isolating adult learning principles (Jarvis & Watts, 2012). Since there 

have been recent publications specially addressing andragogy, particularly around 

coaching, andragogy, as it relates to this dissertation, warrants further discussion. 

Recently, sport scholars have begun to use andragogy within their research, most 

notably when assessing how coaches use andragogical principles in working with 

master’s athletes (Callary et al., 2017, 2020; Hoffmann et al., 2020; MacLellan et al., 

2019; Rathwell et al., 2015; Young et al., 2020). For example, Callary et al. (2017) 

examined whether coaches perceived their approaches to coaching adult athletes aligned 

with the Andragogy in Practice model conceptualized by Knowles et al. (2012). After 

interviewing swimming coaches, they found that the coaches felt that their athletes 

responded positively when their approaches aligned with the Andragogy in Practice 

model and perceived a disconnect from their athletes when teaching practices were not in 

line with this model.  

More recently, MacLellan et al. (2019) observed the behaviors of a coach when 

working with both youth and adult athletes to determine if andragogical principles were 

used when working with the adult athletes. They reported that both andragogical and 

pedagogical principles were used, concluding that “flexible, interactive application of 

andragogy as described by Knowles et al. (2012) appears to be useful in interpreting the 

practice of sport coaching” (MacLellan et al., 2019, p.48). In studying coach education 

leaders in the United Kingdom, Stodter and Cushion (2019) reported these leaders 

struggled with a learner-centered approach, though andragogy was not specifically 

mentioned. 
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Recognizing that there was not a coach evaluation tool specifically for a coach 

working with adult athletes, Young et al. (2020) sought to use andragogical principles 

and the Instructional Perspectives Inventory. They found that this was not an effective 

tool as written because it was insensitive to the sport context. With the study being 

quantitative by design, the authors recommended further qualitative research to better 

understand the issues and make further recommendations.  

Specifically addressing how coach developers approach learning, Walsh and 

Carson (2019) explored the teaching approaches of coaches and coach developers, 

referring to pedagogical practices. They suggest that “deep understanding of the 

disciplines’ habits is necessary for the development of appropriate signature pedagogies 

that support novice learning” (Walsh & Carson, 2019, p. 349).  

These sport publications begin to show the potential for wide application for 

andragogical principles within the NCCP, recognizing that adult learning takes place in a 

wide variety of settings and uses a wide variety of modalities. However, more directed 

research is still needed to better understand the potential limitations andragogy may 

present, if not considering broader approaches to learning. While the studies mentioned 

all examined coaches working with adult athletes, there remains a gap in the literature 

regarding the application of andragogical or general learning principles for coach 

educators, which this dissertation research aims to address. 
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Chapter 4 – Methodology and Methods 

Qualitative research is “a situated activity that locates the observer in the world. 

Qualitative research consists of a set of interpretive, material practices that make the 

world visible” (Creswell & Poth, 2018, p. 7). A qualitative research design for this study 

provided the opportunity to gain a detailed understanding of the data gathered through 

conversations with the participants. Qualitative research is used when the data collected 

are subjectively understood and explained by a relativist ontology belief about the nature 

of reality. This approach will not attempt to determine a definite “truth,” as each 

individual’s own reality is considered their truth, but rather will support a process of 

working towards explaining the themes identified through data collection (Killam, 2013). 

In focusing on the lived experience and opinions of an individual, without a singular truth 

or reality, the information provided by each participant, MCDs in this instance, has been 

considered to be accurate within their own reality. Each participant has shared their 

opinions and experiences, with similarities among participants then identified as themes.  

The use of qualitative research approaches when investigating sport topics is 

growing (Weed, 2009). With sport management as an independent and emergent field of 

study (van der Roest et al., 2015), existing theories from neighbouring fields, such as 

education, kinesiology or business, may not fit with the questions being asked in sport 

research. Without theories that are able to be directly applied to sport problems, 

researchers will look for methodologies that can be adapted for use in a sport context, and 

allow the data to guide the research process in answering sport questions. Grounded 

theory provides researchers with the opportunity for this collaborative process to take 
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place. This chapter provides an overview of the methodological and ontological stance 

and methods that have been used to answer the research questions.  

Methodology 

Grounded theory was initially developed as a process of discovering a theory 

directly from the data (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Used primarily in qualitative research 

(Bryant & Charmaz, 2007), grounded theory was one of the first qualitative 

methodologies to be developed that was perceived to have a systematic, rigorous 

approach in its processes. While this perception may not credit other methodologies in 

social research appropriately, the attention attracted more researchers to grounded theory 

methods (Killam, 2013). The grounded theory methodology is now widely used across 

academic disciplines, with countless students having completed graduate degrees using 

grounded theory processes (Bryant & Charmaz, 2007).  

With its increasing popularity, grounded theory has been used extensively in the 

fields of sociology, nursing, education, and psychology (Creswell & Poth, 2018). With 

the original authors having developed the concept of grounded theory while studying 

some of the sociological aspects of medicine and patient care, it is understandable that 

much of the work done with grounded theory has involved medical and nursing research. 

The original text published by Glaser and Strauss describing grounded theory,  The 

Discovery of Grounded Theory, was challenging for readers to understand, with the 

combination of medical terminology and philosophical nature of the text, leading to 

inconsistent interpretations by readers (Urquhart, 2012). This has led to confusion 

amongst academics as to the nature of grounded theory and its appropriate use.  
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Confusion amongst academics regarding the use of grounded theory can be 

attributed in part to the practice of not using grounded theory as a full methodology or a 

process to develop theory. Rather, researchers make use of specific coding techniques 

associated with grounded theory (Lichtman, 2013). While this way of using grounded 

theory may assist the researcher in systematically understating their own data, only using 

pieces of grounded theory can lead to a misunderstanding of what this methodology fully 

entails, if the approach is not explicitly explained. For example, Urquhart (2012) sees the 

term grounded theory often used as a blanket term for coding methods and qualitative 

research in general. Researchers most often do not specify how they are utilizing 

grounded theory, which continues the confusion as to what grounded theory is and is not 

(Bryant & Charmaz, 2007). Since scholars often do not state how grounded theory is 

utilized in their research, there can be additional confusion for those who struggle with 

the differentiation between methods and methodologies (Bryant, 2002; Bryant & 

Charmaz, 2007).  

Sport and sport management provide a research platform for using grounded 

theory, with these being newer disciplines of study (van der Roest et al., 2015). Sport 

researchers have become accustomed to using research ideas from other disciplines as 

starting points for their own research. While grounded theory, or its methods, has been 

used by several significant sport researchers, particularly in the area of sport psychology 

(Côté et al., 1995; Côté & Sedgwick, 2003; Fletcher & Sarkar, 2012; Torregrosa et al., 

2004), the use of grounded theory in sport research remains limited in scope (Holt & 

Tamminen, 2010; Sotiriadou & Shilbury, 2010; Weed, 2009) given what it can offer. 

Frisby (as cited in Sotiriadou & Shilbury, 2010) discusses sport management, 
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specifically, and argued that “if we are to fully understand all dimensions of sport 

management, we need research to be conducted from multiple paradigms” (p. 182). With 

sport research involving unique combinations of other disciplines, grounded theory 

provides the required methods to answer research questions (Sotiriadou & Shilbury, 

2010).  

Glaser and Strauss (1967) introduced social scientists to grounded theory simply 

as the “discovery of theory from data” (p. 1). These scholars named their theory such to 

ensure clarity in the intention behind the process, being to ground theory in empirical 

research (Kenny & Fourie, 2014). Using an inductive approach, theory is built based on 

data that are presented. Birks and Mills (2015) state that grounded theory is used 

appropriately when: 

- Little is known about the area of study 

- The generation of theory with explanatory power is a desired outcome 

- An inherent process is imbedded in the research situation that is likely to 

be explicated by grounded theory methods. (p. 17) 

Specifically, this research utilized constructivist grounded theory as the 

methodology. Conceptualized by Charmaz (2006), this grounded theory variant follows 

the same basic principles of the original grounded theory developed by Glaser and 

Strauss (1967), with refinement to address many of the criticisms grounded theory 

initially received. Bryant and Charmaz (2007) viewed constructivist grounded theory as a 

family of methods, and a maturity and evolution of previous variants of grounded theory, 

though this view is not necessarily shared by all scholars. 
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Constructivist grounded theory, according to Bryant (2009), articulates the 

epistemological and ontological views on which it is built. With Charmaz’s approach, 

constructivist grounded theory “emphasizes theory development resulting from a co-

construction process dependent upon researcher interaction with participants and field” 

(Creswell & Poth, 2018, p. 84). Furthermore, as Charmaz (2006) explains, “a 

constructivist approach theorizes the interpretive work that research participants do, but 

also acknowledges that the resulting theory is an interpretation. The theory depends on 

the researcher’s view, it does not and cannot stand outside of it” (p. 239).  

The above quote supports the idea of constructivist grounded theory underpinned by a 

relativism ontology and a subjective epistemology.  

Grounded theory provides researchers with the opportunity to engage with the 

data, allowing themes to be identified. Constructivist grounded theory is best suited for 

research use when the researcher assumes a relativist approach, where “generalizations 

are particle, conditional, and situated in time, space and positions, action and 

interactions” (Charmaz, 2006, p. 237). With such an open approach to data collection and 

analysis, constructivist grounded theory is an appropriate choice when the research 

occurs in an area previously not explored, and when there is uncertainty as to the 

direction the data may lead (Charmaz, 2006). When compared to Straussian grounded 

theory, one of the other variants of grounded theory, constructivist grounded theory is 

less structured (Charmaz, 2006). This approach encourages the researcher to follow the 

direction of the data, even if the direction changes significantly from the starting point. 

This variant, however, provides more structure and clarity than the original grounded 

theory, sometimes referred to as classic grounded theory (Kenny & Fourie, 2015). In the 
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case of this dissertation research, constructivist grounded theory is an appropriate fit 

since MCDs have not previously been the focus of previous NCCP research, nor has the 

evaluation process been examined in detail.  

In this project, the data were gathered from individuals who have participated in 

leading NCCP evaluations, with their opinions and truths considered in the creation of 

themes and the construction of theory. Further, due to my own previous interactions with 

the NCCP, I recognize I entered this research with my own opinions and my own 

knowledge. Charmaz recognizes that the researcher plays a key role in co-constructing 

each aspect of the research, including the results (Gibbs, 2015). I believe it would be 

impossible to be objective about a world I have lived and worked in so intensely, which I 

provide further insight about in the Researcher Bias section of this document. Therefore, 

using a methodology that embraces that existing relationship is necessary for the integrity 

of the project.  

Since grounded theory methods vary greatly, and with the evolution even within a 

constructivist approach to grounded theory, Charmaz’s (2014) text, Constructing 

Grounded Theory, is the primary text that guided the methods and specific processes 

involved in this dissertation research, with support from Charmaz’ other work and the 

work of other scholars discussing Charmaz’ approach. When discussing specifics of 

constructivist grounded theory, compared to the more general umbrella term of grounded 

theory, I explicitly specify how constructivist grounded theory affects the research.  

To provide greater insight into how grounded theory has been used in this 

dissertation research, the eight key aspects of grounded theory, as outlined by Corbin and 

Strauss and represented in Holt and Tamminen (2010), are explained in the following 
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paragraphs. These key aspects include, Iterative Process; Theoretical Sampling; Codes, 

Memos, and Concepts; Constant Comparison; Theoretical Sensitivity; Theoretical 

Saturation; Fit, Work, Relevance and Modifiability; and Substantive Theory. When there 

are distinctions related to constructivist grounded theory, they will be identified.  

Iterative Process 

Unlike other methodologies, grounded theory does not outline standard, linear 

steps in a process around literature review, data collection and data analysis. Using 

grounded theory, “Data is collected, analysed and compared with the literature, following 

which further data is collected to help refine concepts, which is then analysed and 

compared with the literature and original concepts” (Weed, 2009, p. 505). Holt and 

Tamminen (2010) stress that this is an interactive process, which engages the researcher 

in the data.  

While my general dissertation requirements specified a literature review and 

interview guide prior to the start of data collection, literature sources were continuously 

collected throughout data collection, analysis and the writing process. A draft of the 

interview guide was created prior to data collection; however, it evolved after each 

interview, after I learned how to better frame questions in an effort to keep the participant 

focused on the intent of the question. Further, the interview guide was modified to 

include questions specific to the themes identified from previous interviews. Data were 

analysed immediately after they were collected, to enable me to better understand the 

themes, which informed the updated interview guides.  
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Theoretical Sampling 

Using grounded theory, a researcher will begin with an initial sample of data, and 

determine how much additional data to collect based on the initial identification of 

themes. Theoretical sampling is “the process of data collection for generating theory 

whereby the analyst jointly collects codes, and analyses his data, and decides what data to 

collect next and where to find them, in order to develop this theory as it emerges” (Glaser 

& Strauss, 1967, p. 45). During this process, the researcher makes decisions about where 

and how to seek additional data (Birks & Mills, 2015). Weed (2009), however, explains 

that this aspect of grounded theory exists not necessarily to add to the data collected, but 

to refine theoretical concepts. Urquhart (2012) states that theoretical sampling enables 

researchers in two ways, “build up justification for concepts in the theory by finding 

more instances of a particular concept” and “follow an emerging storyline suggested by 

the data” (p. 7). 

In addition, constructivist grounded theory advocates for the use of abductive 

reasoning, which is “a mode of imaginative reasoning researchers invoke when they 

cannot account for a surprising or puzzling finding” (Charmaz, 2014, p. 200). Abductive 

reasoning can also be explained as way of working with data to understand the complex 

relationships between themes. With Charmaz’s (2014) constructivist approach, it is also 

suggested that rather than seeking additional participants, the researcher may choose to 

strategically use the iterative process previously described, and modify interview 

questions to ask strategic, or analytic questions, in order to determine the strength of the 

themes. In this case, Charmaz uses the term analytic to describe breaking up the data to 
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better understand the conditions for the construction of properties (Gibbs, 2015), which 

provides greater insight into what the participant has shared. 

Theoretical sampling was used in this dissertation research during the iterative 

process used in developing a theory. Initial ideas for the theory were conceptualized early 

in the data collection process and were used to construct future interview guides as a way 

of determining the strength of the themes and the components of the theory.  

Codes, Memos and Concepts 

Coding is a way of systematically organizing the themes identified throughout the 

process of qualitative research (Lichtman, 2013). While each of the different variants of 

grounded theory dictates the details of the coding processes, the original grounded theory 

utilized two levels of coding, with the first being to develop categories and the second to 

integrate the categories (Heath & Cowley, 2004). Constructivist grounded theory utilizes 

a flexible coding method when compared with other variants of grounded theory (Kenny 

& Fourie, 2015) and also uses two levels of coding, known as initial and focused coding. 

This is a fluid coding framework which is completed with the construction of a grounded 

theory (Armour & Macdonald, 2012), which continues to encourage an iterative process 

of data collection, analysis, literature review and theory building. 

Initial coding is described by Charmaz (2006) as “simple, direct, and 

spontaneous” (p. 113). In initial coding, words, phrases, or data fragments are named as a 

way of beginning to sort through mass amounts of potential information. In constructivist 

grounded theory, an inductive approach is taken with no pre-established coding 

frameworks. Charmaz encourages both speed and spontaneity with initial coding. This 

phase should remain as open as possible to ensure that all potential data are analysed, 
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with initial data being coded line-by-line, until it is possible to move into a more focused 

coding approach. In this research, initial coding was utilized with the initial transcripts, 

before the codes were reviewed and organized, transitioning to a more focused coaching 

approach. 

For Charmaz (2014), focused coding is more selective, as it organizes what is 

determined to be the more significant or more frequent codes from the initial phase. This 

phase begins the constant comparison that is synonymous with grounded theory, as codes 

are compared with one another. While this focused coding involves making decisions, 

Charmaz stresses that these are not permanent and can be reversed at a later time if 

necessary, and that there are not “correct” codes that need to be identified due to the 

subjective nature of data analysis. Charmaz explains that the view of the researcher will 

greatly impact the way codes are constructed, as the process will ultimately be influenced 

by the researcher’s own understanding. The author stresses that the researcher’s views 

and experiences will shape even the words used in constructing codes. From a practical 

standpoint, Charmaz does not encourage researchers to formally re-code early data once 

focused codes have been developed; rather Charmaz suggests reviewing the data to 

ensure the identified themes fit with the data (Gibbs, 2015). 

Charmaz (2014) further suggests using “words that reflect action” (p. 116) when 

coding, as this supports distinguishing between coding the persons being interviewed 

from the data they are providing. Charmaz specifically suggests the use of gerunds when 

coding and memoing as a way of encouraging connecting the data to actions and 

processes to avoid categorizing people or events. Charmaz believes this approach better 

supports the development of a theory as a result of understanding the data in this active 
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fashion and more appropriate pacing to prevent the researcher from jumping to uncertain 

connections. This detail in coding can also support data analysis, particularly if the data 

are analysed or re-analysed at a later time. An action approach to initial coding was used 

in this research, with gerunds, while these ideas were synthesized into broader categories 

in the focus coding stages. 

While theoretical coding is used in other grounded theory approaches to explore 

the relationships between codes, constructivist grounded theory does not typically 

employ this specificity of coding. Rather, Charmaz (2006) does not divide codes with this 

formality, and cautions against using theoretical codes, as they can unintentionally 

impose preconceptions from the researcher. Charmaz (2006) suggests, “If you use 

theoretical codes, let them breathe through the analysis, not be applied to it” (p.155). 

Theoretical coding was not intentionally used in this research; however, the process of 

analysing the focused codes and how they connected was used, and is discussed further 

when the grounded theory developed through this dissertation is presented. 

Memos are a “written record of a researcher’s thinking during the process of 

undertaking a grounded theory study” (Birks & Mills, 2015, p. 11). In memoing, the 

researcher will take notes during the data collection and analysis to guide the direction of 

additional data collection and begin to formulate the basis for the themes, which will 

eventually inform the theory creation (Creswell & Poth, 2018). With the nature of 

grounded theory, it would not be possible to fully plan the data collection prior to the 

research beginning and themes beginning to be identified. Researchers become reliant on 

their memos to guide the direction of their project, which makes this aspect an integral 

and unique part of grounded theory research. Birks and Mills (2015) caution researchers 
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not to discard a memo, especially during the early stages of research, as it is not known 

what will be needed or helpful as the research evolves. Memos were recorded during 

each interview, as well as after each interview as a reflective activity. While these memos 

were not coded and included in the data, they guided the iterative processes involving 

data collection, literature review, and theory development.  

Constant Comparison 

As grounded theory researchers uses the theoretical sampling and iterative 

process, they must utilize the information collected and constructed. The researcher must 

compare the information collected with the information already noted and continue until 

a theory has been created, which will require comparing codes, categories and incidents 

(Birks & Mills, 2015). Urquhart (2012) describes this process as the heart of grounded 

theory. Glaser and Strauss (1967) indicate “facts are replicated with comparative 

evidence internally (within a study) or externally, outside a study, or both” (p. 22). With 

this in mind, Glaser and Strauss (1967) believed that, since sufficient evidence could be 

found from a data-rich source, a single case could support the generation of a theory, 

meaning there would not be a required minimum for the amount of data needed. This 

process encourages researchers to carefully analyse data and provides the researcher with 

indications of when saturation is occurring.  

Given the large number of codes identified in initial coding, which is discussed 

further later in this document, codes were compared with each other early in the data 

collection process to progress into focused coding. Once themes were identified, pervious 

research was sought out to better understand the data. Due to the interdisciplinary nature 

of this research, literature between disciplines was also compared.  
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Theoretical Sensitivity 

Theoretical sensitivity is the ability of the researcher to know when a piece of data 

is relevant to the research questions. Since Charmaz encourages such an open approach to 

coding, in the beginning, the number of initial codes can be overwhelming (Gibbs, 2015). 

The researcher must interact with the data and made decisions as to what is important and 

what can be left out given the intention of the research and the identified themes. This 

decision making is inherently subjective. 

Inductive processes were initially believed by Glaser and Strauss (1967) to assist 

with reducing research bias. For example, they discuss other researchers who may look 

for specific pieces of evidence to support their hypothesis or deliberately not construct 

their research in a way that would allow for all evidence to be reasonably included. With 

a constructivist approach, Charmaz (2006) does not believe it is possible for researchers 

to distance themselves from their involvement in the research by attempting to be 

objective since the researcher is actively involved in each aspect of the research, 

including the design, the data collection, analysis, and the construction of the documents 

documenting the research. Rather, Charmaz stressed the importance of recognizing one’s 

position and role within the context of the research setting to understand how biases may 

impact the research process. Theoretical sensitivity is personal to individual researchers, 

involving their level of self-awareness and their beliefs, and what the individual has 

internalized based on learning and experiences. This concept supports the building of a 

theory. 

With my previous involvement in the NCCP, I recognized my role in the research 

process, and how I could impact the outcomes, intentionally or unintentionally. Through 
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memos and a commitment to an open interviewing process, I was able to collect data, and 

recognize how my own opinions guided the research. This is discussed further in the 

section Researcher Bias. 

Theoretical Saturation 

Researchers working with grounded theory continue to gather data until no new 

themes are identified, a point known as data saturation (Urquhart, 2012). This is an 

important aspect of grounded theory, since researchers are unable to determine the scope 

of the data required prior to beginning their project (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Data 

saturation means that collecting additional data would not contribute further to the 

project, but rather would continue to reinforce the current themes (Armour & Macdonald, 

2012). Glaser and Strauss (1967) explain that, “When saturation occurs, the analyst will 

usually find that some gap in his theory, especially in his major categories, is almost, if 

not completely filled” (p. 60). However, theoretical saturation involves more than a lack 

of repetition in codes, particularly when approached with a constructivist grounded 

theory lens, but rather emphasizes the role of the researcher in defining saturation.  

According to Charmaz (2014), while scholars continue to debate the definition 

and boundaries of saturation, the author encourages theoretical saturation when 

employing constructivist grounded theory and specifies that “judgements about 

theoretical saturation needs to rest on the qualitative method the researcher adopted” (p. 

214). Bryant and Charmaz (2007) discuss that with the constructivist approach, 

theoretical saturation can be determined when the research runs out of ideas, and when 

additional data would sort into the constructed themes. With the collaborative activity 
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between the researcher and the data in constructivist grounded theory, saturation must be 

defined by the researcher.  

Charmaz further explains achieving saturation in research, saying that 

constructivist grounded theory approaches saturation somewhat differently, as saturation 

is achieved by definition, or by claim of the researcher (Gibbs, 2015). This approach to 

saturation is, in essence, entirely subjective and completely personal to researchers, based 

on their interactions with the data. This subjectivity will make saturation more difficult to 

defend, as the explanations may not resonate with others the way they have with the 

researchers themselves. Therefore, researchers must describe what aspects of the 

identified themes lead them to determine saturation had occurred, sharing as much as 

they can about their process and results.  

Fit, Work, Relevance & Modifiability 

This series of terms is provided by Weed (2009) as a way of capturing the quality 

assurance techniques used in grounded theory. Each term and its respective definition are 

outlined in Figure 9. Traditional terms sometimes used in qualitative research, such as 

reliability, verification, validity, or trustworthiness, are not necessarily appropriate 

considering the ontology and epistemology of this variant of grounded theory, though it 

should be noted that not all scholars agree on this specific aspect of qualitative research 

analysis (Holt & Tamminen, 2010). 
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Figure 9 

Grounded Theory Quality Assurance (Weed, 2009, p. 506) 

 

These concepts are entirely dependent on the ontological and epistemological 

position the researcher takes in guiding the research (Lomborg & Kirkevold, 2003). 

While often associated with Glaser and Strauss’ initial iteration of grounded theory 

(Charmaz, 2006), these concepts are also compatible with a relativist and constructivist 

approach, rather than the debated positivist assumptions the original grounded theory was 

built upon. While Charmaz (2006) does not explicitly use these same terms to explain 

constructivist grounded theory, the details provided in relation to other key aspects of 

grounded theory, such as the iterative process, theoretical sampling, constant comparison, 

and theoretical saturation, provide information of a similar nature to fit, work, relevance, 

and modifiability. This research employed the inductive approach to data collection, and 

in following the direction of the participants in terms of themes; however, the data were 

constantly compared with the research questions in an effort to determine if the responses 

of the participants were providing answers to the questions initially posed.  

Fit

•"...relates to the the concepts and theory generated fit the incidents and phenomena they 
represents" (p.506)

Work

•"... able to offer analytical explanations for problems and processes in the context to which 
it seeks to refer. (p.506)

Relevance

•"...the extent to which it deals with the real concerns of those invovled in the processes..." 
(p.506)

Modifiability

•"...open to extension or further development to accomodate new insights provided by 
further emperical research..." (p.506)
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Substantive Theory 

Finally, and most importantly to grounded theory, there is the actual creation of a 

theory through the research process, which occurs through the final stage of coding and 

the iterative nature of data analysis and reviews of literature. Theory generation 

explaining a phenomenon differentiates grounded theory from other methodologies 

(Birks & Mills, 2015). Bryant and Charmaz (2007) state that if a theory has been 

generated as a result of using the grounded theory methods, then true grounded theory 

methodology has been used. Lichtman (2013) explains that a simple way to determine 

how grounded theory was used in research is to ascertain whether a theory was generated, 

or simply a conclusion.  Furthermore, this generation would be a substantive theory, 

meaning that it “does not seek to be generally applicable. It is a theory grounded in a 

substantive area” (Weed, 2009, p. 506).  

Charmaz stresses that many scholars, particularly scholars with an objectivist 

epistemological stance, may seek to verify this theory, to ensure accuracy; however, due 

to the subjective nature of the research and interpretation of the data, Charmaz suggests 

theoretical plausibility in the place of formal verification (Gibbs, 2015). In alignment 

with a constructivist approach, this plausibility is subjective. Charmaz recognizes that 

there could be multiple ways of explaining the data, therefore researchers should strive to 

find the theory that will provide the broadest, most inclusive explanation (Gibbs, 2015). 

This dissertation research generated the theory of Evaluation Leadership in the NCCP, 

which is discussed in Chapter 5. 
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Methods 

This section describes the selection of participants for this research, the methods 

of data collection and analysis and the theory construction process. Later chapters will 

present study results and discussion. The University of New Brunswick’s Ethics Research 

Board approved this research in May of 2020. 

Selection of Participants 

Participants sought for this research were active MCDs in the NCCP at the time of 

data collection. While the individual amounts of evaluation experience may vary based 

on an MCD’s personal background, qualifications, and activity, MCDs are positioned 

within the NCCP to have the opportunity to perform the widest variety of NCCP 

evaluations, since they can often lead both coach and CD evaluations.  

For this dissertation research, the criteria for participants’ involvement in the 

study were as follows: 

1. Location: Participants must have been primarily residing in and experiencing the 

NCCP in Canada. Rationale: To control for delivery modifications that may be 

made in NCCP delivery in other countries.  

2. Qualifications: Participants have been qualified MCDs (either trained or certified 

status), having completed all Core Trainings, as well as any relevant content-

specific training required by their respective sport organization. Rationale: This 

ensures MCDs have been equipped with the relevant information to both 

understand and execute the NCCP. 

3. Activity: Participants must have served in an MCD role for at least two years and 

be actively evaluating coaches or CDs. They must have completed at least three 
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NCCP evaluations. Rationale: This ensures MCDs have had a variety of 

experiences from which to base their opinions, and that their experiences have   

occurred with current materials. 

Participants were initially recruited through two personal social media platforms, 

and through a request to the P/TCRs. The Google Forms link was posted on my personal 

Facebook and Twitter pages, which resulted in initial potential participant interactions, as 

comments on the posts and personal direct messages. Coach NB was asked to forward an 

email about the research to the full P/TCR network, as a request to them to further 

forward the information to eligible MCDs, however I did not know which P/TCRs 

forwarded the information to their MCDs, or how many MCDs received the information. 

The CAC was formally notified of this dissertation research but was not asked to support 

recruitment, since initial recruitment efforts through P/TCRs and social media were 

resulting in communication with many potential participants. Ten participants 

successfully engaged in the research, and therefore additional recruitment methods were 

not employed.  

To confirm study eligibility, potential participants who expressed interest in being 

interviewed for this research were asked to provide their names and NCCP numbers 

through a Google Form. Eligibility was confirmed through the public transcript of the 

Locker, the CAC’s database and record of training, with the participants also asked to 

confirm their eligibility. All participants were provided with the Participant Information 

Letter, included as Appendix B, and agreed to the terms described.  
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Participant Information 

The recruitment process resulted in 15 potential participants, however, four were 

found to be ineligible, two for not having completed sufficient evaluations, one for not 

being a qualified MCD, and one for not having completed the content-training from their 

sport organization. Eleven potential research participants were deemed a high number, 

given that there are few eligible MCDs in Canada, with my personal estimation being 

fewer than 100. Of the 11 MCDs, 10 proceeded with scheduling and participating in an 

interview; one MCD did not respond to the scheduling communication.  

MCDs were asked to share their gender identification; six MCDs identified as 

female while four identified as male. Six provinces were represented: British Columbia, 

Alberta, Saskatchewan, Ontario, New Brunswick, and Prince Edward Island. Confirmed 

through the Locker transcripts, MCDs had varied levels of involvement in the NCCP, 

having participated in between 53 and 150 NCCP events, and having led between 53 and 

320 events, though it is likely most of these events are in relation to NCCP training rather 

than evaluations. The exact nature of the leadership could not be determined by public 

access to the database. Eight participants were involved in multi-sport delivery, as well as 

some sport-specific, while two participants were only involved in sport-specific delivery. 

Data Mining Process 

This section details how data were obtained in this research. In alignment with a 

constructivist grounded theory approach, the data were mined or created rather than 

uncovered, or found, which implies an interactive and collaborative process rather than 

collection, which is more passive (R. Baker, 2010), though the term data collection is 

used in this dissertation. To best understand the perspectives of the participants, when the 
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MCDs were interviewed, they were encouraged to share their opinions and experiences 

about NCCP evaluations.  

Interview Process 

According to Charmaz (2014), constructivist grounded theory is concerned with 

visibility with two areas when conducting interviews, being “learning the participant’s 

words and meaning; and exploring the researchers’ areas of emerging theoretical interest 

when a participant brings them up” (p. 84). Intensive interviewing is utilized with a 

constructivist grounded theory framework because it is “open-ended, yet directed, shaped 

yet emergent and paced yet unrestricted” (Charmaz, 2014, p. 84). This open style of 

interviewing allows the researcher to guide the topics of conversations using exploratory 

questions, without influencing the responses of the participant. The researcher may 

inquire further about the topics a participant discusses, gathering the data pertinent to the 

research questions. With intensive interviewing, there is no formal time limit placed on 

the interview; however, the participants were told to expect between 30 to 60 minutes. 

The length was determined by the amount of information the participant chooses to share, 

given the interview topics. The actual interview lengths ranged between 39 and 71 

minutes. All interviews were conducted in English and occurred in May and June of 

2020. 

Charmaz (2014) suggests that constructivist grounded theory interviews should 

begin with the story of the participant, with interview topics following. Interviews 

addressed the following topics: 

• The MCD’s background 

• The MCD’s experience in performing NCCP evaluations 
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• The MCD’s opinions about the role of evaluations in the NCCP 

• The MCD’s impressions of the NCCP evaluation tools 

• The MCD’s process when conducting evaluations 

As with a constructivist grounded theory approach, interview guides were created for 

each participant, but the specific questions changed with each participant, often guided by 

how the participant directed the interview. Interview guides were revised after each 

interview based on what was learned from the previous interview. Appendix C shows the 

first and last interview guides. 

All interviews began with re-stating key points from the participant’s letter, 

including information about confidentiality. While most of this information was provided 

before the recording began, all participants provided verbal consent at the beginning of 

each recorded interview. As much as was natural to the conversation, open-ended 

questions were used as a way of encouraging the participants to share as they are 

comfortable. Charmaz (2014) encourages the researcher to be an active participant in the 

interview, providing affirmation to the participants, and sharing indications that the 

researcher is understanding their words.  

Prior to each interview, interview guides were printed so that hand-written notes 

could be taken during each interview. These notes consisted of potential themes, 

additional questions to ask, ideas for coding, and other thoughts that arose during the 

interview process. All documents were photographed and saved electronically for easy 

reference at later stages of data analysis. Further, reflections from each interview were 

noted, to support theme construction, and to document interview challenges, in an effort 

to learn from challenging interviews and work to become a more effective interviewer. 
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While the memos for this dissertation were used to guide evolving data collection, theme 

construction and theory creation, they were not formally coded and included in the data. 

As themes began to be constructed through data collection, the themes were 

checked with later participants. For example, the first research participant described in 

detail how their own evaluation experiences had impacted how they make decisions 

around communicating with their evaluation participants. With such a strong theme from 

only one interview, interview guides for future MCDs included asking about their own 

experiences being evaluated. In addition, after the first three interviews, each participant 

had discussed evaluating friends or colleagues. Additional MCDs were asked about 

evaluating friends or colleagues, to determine the strength of the theme. This iterative 

process of modifying interview guides for the purposes of theoretical sampling is central 

to a grounded theory approach. All themes and sub-themes were confirmed after the eight 

interviews, and were confirmed with the final two interviews. 

Special attention was paid to the specific language a participant used during the 

interviews. As constructivist grounded theory seeks to understand from a relativist 

ontological perspective, participants were sometimes asked to clarify the meaning of their 

statements, explain further their interpretations, or share examples. For example, when 

one participant shared that they did not feel that they had the same flow as an educator, 

the participant was asked to explain what that meant to them. The participant further 

shared an example of an educator colleague, describing how that individual displayed 

confidence and was able to draw from experiences that they felt they lacked themselves. 

Interviews were conducted using the online video conferencing platform Zoom. 

Participants were sent individualized, secure links, and were asked to use their device’s 
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audio and video for the interview. The interview was recorded through Zoom, and saved 

to the Zoom cloud, then transferred to Dropbox, and deleted from Zoom for added 

security purposes. 

The Zoom recording was then uploaded to Otter.ai, a transcription software 

platform. Initial transcript editing occurred within the Otter.ai platform, for easy audio 

review and transcript editing. Since interviews were transcribed using Otter.ai, the 

transcription was available for manual editing usually within one hour after being 

uploaded to the platform. Editing within the platform consisted of finding errors Otter 

had recorded that were not reflective of what the MCD shared. For example, Otter often 

recorded “MCD” as “emcee.” Attempts were made to find all of these errors, by 

reviewing the audio while reading and editing the text.  

Once the transcripts were moved into Microsoft Word, all identifying information 

was removed from the transcripts. This included names, sports, organizations, specific 

identifying titles, language specific to a sport, and locations mentioned. When the 

participant used, for example, a sport or location as an example, it remained included in 

the transcript. In the case that an identifier was missed, and the information was included 

in the coding analysis, it was manually edited before inclusion in this dissertation, to 

ensure identifiable information would not be accessed by anyone but myself. MCDs were 

referred to by participant number (e.g., P1). 

As with the iterative process of grounded theory, it was possible that participants 

might be asked to interview again (Charmaz, 2014). Participants were also given the 

opportunity to re-connect and share additional thoughts. While no additional formal 

interviews took place, some participants added some information through the transcript 
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review process. Since there were no significant themes emerging around specific 

locations or sports, additional participants were not sought out to further explore specific 

regions of the country or specific sports, or types of sport (e.g., Large sport, small sport, 

team sport, high performance-based sport). 

Member Reflections 

While member checking may be employed with different epistemological and 

ontological underpinnings, the constructivist nature of this dissertation research supported 

the concept of member reflections. Smith and McGannon (2018) share, “Member 

reflections is not about verifying results, finding correspondence with the truth, or getting 

at the independent reality. Rather, one aim of member reflections is to generate additional 

data and insight” (p. 108). In this dissertation research, participants were given the 

opportunity to reflect on a written transcription of the interview conversation, and request 

editing or additions, as they felt appropriate, rather than determining the accuracy of the 

content. 

Within 48 hours of each interview, the participants were provided a transcription 

of their interview for their review. They were asked to provide feedback within one week. 

Six participants actively approved the transcripts, while four allowed the deadline to pass, 

with no further communication. Some participants expressed concern about their 

transcripts, since verbatim transcription was used and each “like,” “um,” “yeah,” and 

other typical conversational phrases, pauses, and re-directions were included. All 

participants were assured that every transcript included the same informalities. Five out 

of the 10 participants requested adding clarifying comments to ensure their messaging 

was not lost, with those comments then included as notes in the transcript and used as 
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data. None of the added comments changed the nature of information the MCD shared, 

but provided a more detailed explanation of their position on the topic. 

Data Analysis 

For clarity in terminology, it is important to state how commonly interchangeable 

terms are used throughout this dissertation, such as codes, themes, and concepts. Code is 

used as an analysis tool within the software NVivo Windows 1.3 as a way of identifying 

specific aspects in the data. Theme is the overarching topic that has been constructed by 

the codes. Themes and sub-themes are identified, with each sub-theme being related to, 

and building upon, the main theme. A concept is a broad term, used to discuss topics in a 

non-specific way, likely in relation to the codes and themes. For example, a concept 

could be coded and used to construct a theme. With scholars using terminology slightly 

differently, the intention with stating how these terms were used is to clarify how data are 

collected and analysed, and used to construct a grounded theory. 

Analysis of each interview began immediately following the approval of the 

transcription by the participant. After each interview was analysed, notes were made to 

guide the nature of appropriate literature to be sought, and interview questions were 

modified as appropriate for upcoming interviews. As grounded theory utilizes an iterative 

process, data analysis, data collection, and literature review occurred simultaneously, as 

much as was possible. Holt and Tamminen (2010) stressed that this iterative process is 

more of an interactive process, which engages the researcher in the data.  

Interview transcriptions were inputted into data analysis software NVivo 

Windows 1.3 for coding. Interviews were coded and re-coded up to three times each as I 

became more comfortable with the coding process, more comfortable with the actual 
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data, and more confident with the codes selected. The first round of initial coding was 

done line by line, attempting to use gerunds whenever possible (e.g., desiring to lead, 

evaluating through video). Everything shared by the participants was coded, even if the 

initial perception was that it would not be relevant (e.g., early experiences as an athlete).  

After the first four interviews, a transition to a more focused coding approach 

naturally occurred, since themes were beginning to be identified. After five transcripts 

were coded, over 170 codes were identified. Codes were compared with each other, and 

examined with the data collected up to that point for frequency and relevancy to the 

research topics in line with a constructive approach to grounded theory. Codes were 

logically organized to better direct the second round of coding. 

The second round of coding used the coding framework created from the first 

round of coding. This framework, found in Appendix D, included 35 codes, with an 

additional seven codes created throughout this second stage of coding. These new codes 

were reviewed and analysed for frequency and compared to the research questions, and 

through this process, one final coding framework was created. All interviews were re-

coded one final time to provide some assurance of saturation with the same thematic 

structure, as explained in Chapter 5. The list of codes can be found in Appendix D. 

Efforts were made to understand the information shared from the viewpoint of the 

participant, but also to look further than the statements provided and into the reason they 

were shared (e.g., not feeling confident, wanting connection). Therefore, both explicit 

and perceived implicit meanings were coded, with respect to constructivist grounded 

theory.  
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In this dissertation research, the codes that were identified were compared with 

other codes within the same interview to determine the strength of that code within that 

specific interview, and also to other codes in other interviews to determine the impact of 

the frequency on the strength of the code. The themes that were constructed from the 

codes were then compared with the literature, which related to the themes and which 

supported the development of a grounded theory, the theory of Evaluation Leadership in 

the NCCP, described in Chapter 5. 

As previously discussed, data saturation is considered achieved when no new 

codes are used, and no new themes are identified, though this is approached differently 

with a constructivist approach. In stating saturation, researchers often claim they already 

know what participants will share before it is shared, with interviews becoming 

predictable. In an interview reported by Gibbs (2015), Charmaz acknowledges that 

determining saturation can be a challenge for researchers, but approaches saturation 

slightly differently than others. In her interview with Gibbs, Charmaz stresses the 

difference between theoretical saturation compared to data saturation, saying that each 

individual’s stories will saturate a concept, which differs from data simply repeating 

itself. Charmaz encourages a conceptual saturation, rather than data saturation. Further, 

Charmaz believes that saturation by definition or by claim, which is individually 

determined by the researcher. This is accomplished through the constant comparison 

process, while observing the lack of new concepts. 

In this dissertation research, saturation was determined in part by the lack of 

identification of new codes that related to the research questions. With an open 

interviewing style and line-by-line coding, it might be impossible to ever stop capturing 
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new codes, particularly if one considers data unrelated to the research questions. For 

example, one MCD discussed their role as a parent as a way to build negotiation and 

communication skills with evaluation participants, while another MCD discussed their 

experience in returning to competitive sport as an adult. While these experiences could 

have become relevant themes, they were not shared among multiple participants, and did 

not heavily influence the codes.  

Saturation was assessed based on the strength and frequency of the codes. 

Strength was determined based on how the participants discussed the impact of the 

information they shared. For example, when P1 discussed an early experience with the 

NCCP, they shared that it “hugely” impacted the kind of leadership they wanted to 

demonstrate now in the NCCP. While this was not recorded in NVivo, the strength was 

captured in memos and used when determining themes. Charmaz advises such memos 

should be kept private and not shared (Gibbs, 2015). 

While the number of participants or codes is not necessarily relevant in 

determining saturation, I examined how many participants contributed to the main theme 

and the sub-themes to determine if I could consider the concept a common occurrence. 

Further, I reviewed the strength of each code within a single interview. For example, one 

participant would often re-direct the question, and not provide a clear answer to the 

question I asked. Most often when they re-directed the conversation, they discussed the 

importance of connecting with the evaluation participant, and how valuable a person-

centred approach was. This indicated a strong theme within this one interview, which was 

reflected in the frequency of codes used. In alignment with constructivist grounded 

theory, other researchers may interpret the data differently, and may question saturation. 
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This methodology accepts that aspect, as this approach is subjective by nature. The 

impact of this approach to saturation in this research is that there was not a specific 

number of occurrences of codes needed to consider them as themes of the research. 

Rather, my own judgement was applied when interpreting the data as a part of the 

iterative process of data collection, data analysis, literature review, and theory creation. In 

the specific case of this research, I considered saturation reached when the theory I 

constructed was able to explain the themes identified from the data.  

Use of Literature and Theory Building 

Literature was reviewed throughout each stage of this research. While not 

necessary to constructivist grounded theory, literature was collected prior to data 

collection to provide a foundation of understanding about adult learning and evaluation 

practices and to better understand a constructivist grounded theory approach. This initial 

literature review helped inform the initial interview guide. Throughout the data collection 

and analysis phases, literature was also sought based on themes identified from 

interviews, which influenced the evolution of the interview guide. After data analysis was 

complete, and themes had clearly presented themselves, literature was used to explore the 

themes. To provide some boundaries in literature use, only literature which provided 

insight directly into the identified themes and how they related to the research questions 

was reviewed and included. In addition, literature was used to support the construction of 

a theory. 

In their original text about grounded theory, Glaser and Strauss (1967) detail the 

methods used in the original form of grounded theory to support data collection and 

theory emergence. They expressed concern with a perceived imbalance in research 
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between theory verification and theory generation, with a focus on verification (Bryant, 

2002). Since actual verification or proving of a theory would not be practical with a 

constructivist grounded theory approach, theory generation is the focus with this 

methodology. Theory creation begins to occur through the final stage of coding and 

continues during analysis and literature review. Theory generation is what differentiates 

grounded theory from other methodologies (Birks & Mills, 2015). Bryant and Charmaz 

(2007) state that if a theory has been generated as a result of using the grounded theory 

methods, then true grounded theory methodology has been used. Furthermore, this 

generation would be of a substantive theory, meaning that it “does not seek to be 

generally applicable. It is a theory grounded in a substantive area” (Weed, 2009, p. 506).   

In the case of this research, ideas for a theory to explain the research results were 

captured early in the data collection process, through memos. The components of the 

theory were constructed based on the relationships between the themes, and how they 

were viewed as fitting together. As the literature review process continued, and gaps in 

the theoretical literature became more evident, the theory was created, which explained 

the findings of this research, plus addressed a gap in the literature about adult learning 

needs of the leaders.  

Limitations and Delimitations 

Research limitations refer to aspects that may affect some aspect of the research 

which cannot be controlled by the researcher (Theofanidis & Fountouki, 2018). Initial 

limitations recognized in this dissertation research primarily included participants, as 

there would not be a way to control how the MCDs’ have experienced the NCCP 

throughout their lives. Commonly in the NCCP, individuals are often involved in 
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multiple roles either currently or in their past. These roles could include a sport 

organization employee, athlete, coach, academic, CD, NCCP content developer, club 

leader, sport organization board member, parent of an athlete, event organizer, official, or 

a practitioner (e.g., mental training consultant, physiotherapist). With the study 

participants having likely experienced the NCCP in multiple ways, it was not possible to 

control for how they have experienced the NCCP or their recollections of their 

experiences.  

Further, MCDs who have been involved through different iterations of the NCCP 

could have opinions about the impact of program updates on coaches and the Canadian 

sport system, and varied degrees of positive or negative views on the current system. At 

times, their frustrations with the changes in the system or with the functionality of the 

current iteration of the NCCP distracted the MCD from answering the questions or 

providing clear answers.  

It was also not possible to control for confusion the MCD may have experienced 

about NCCP events. For example, two MCDs referenced a specific training event when 

asked to discuss evaluations. As I was the primary organizer at the event, I can confirm 

that formal NCCP evaluations did not take place. The MCDs were reflecting on 

interacting with participants at the event in a training situation, which they mistook for an 

evaluation. However, their reflections are still considered to be true with the information 

they have provided still included in the research data. 

Finally, the MCDs’ perceptions or opinions of me, or my involvement in the 

NCCP, may have affected what they choose to share with me or how they interacted with 

me. I have personally supported six of the participants in a variety of roles, and knew 
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nine of them prior to the research. In one case, I asked the MCD about their experiences 

being evaluated, and the MCD re-directed the conversation. I later realized that I was the 

evaluator in their LF evaluation, and while the MCD had shared during the interview that 

I had been a positive support, they may not have been comfortable sharing details of the 

evaluation with me. Another MCD expressed frustration during the interview about an 

organization I have previously been employed with. This MCD shared that there had 

been some recent issues and feeling disrespected. This may have impacted what 

information the MCD chose to share with me. 

Recruitment also dictated additional limitations. Due to privacy regulations, there 

was a reliance on sport organizations to share the invitation to participate in the research 

with their MCDs, in place of providing me with contact information. For these same 

reasons, I did not have access to lists of potential participants or information about the 

number of potential participants in Canada. A final limitation of the study involved the 

interviews being conducted in English, therefore MCDs who do not speak English were 

excluded from the study.  

Delimitations refer to aspects of the research that the researcher has intentionally 

attempted to control to keep the research focused (Theofanidis & Fountouki, 2018). Due 

to the open nature of constructivist grounded theory, delimitations were not initially 

identified prior to the research to remain authentic to the inductive methodology and open 

to any themes that may be identified. However, delimitations were identified as data were 

being collected and analysed to more effectively guide the conversations to support 

gathering information pertinent to the research questions. Due to the open nature of the 

interview style, and the perceived informality, participants would sometimes re-direct the 
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conversation. For example, when one participant began discussing their experience with 

an evaluation tool affiliated with another program, and not with the NCCP, the 

participant was re-directed, since this research did not intend to explore all evaluation 

tools.  

Further delimitations recognized throughout the literature collection process 

involved intentionally selecting literature based on perceived relevancy. With the 

interdisciplinary and constructivist nature of this research, searching for relevant 

literature could potentially be endless if reviewing publications from every academic 

discipline. Therefore, disciplines were typically limited to business, education, and sport, 

though many medical publications appeared within the search terms associated with the 

aforementioned disciplines.  

As education is a broad field, literature was restricted to adult learning and 

education, with an attempt to include relatively recent publications. A directed effort was 

made to include learning and educational literature specific to sport or coaching. 
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Chapter 5 – Results 

The purpose of this dissertation research was to better understand MCDs and their 

perceptions of NCCP evaluations. The initial research questions aimed to explore their 

process for leading evaluations, factors that may influence their decisions, and their 

perceptions of the NCCP evaluation processes and materials. MCDs were asked directly 

about these topics and shared their rationales. Beyond these specific topics, MCDs 

discussed what made them feel confident and competent in being NCCP leaders, and 

what supported them in leading effective evaluations.  

With theory creation central to a constructivist approach to grounded theory 

(Bryant & Charmaz, 2007), a theory titled Evaluation Leadership in the NCCP is 

introduced and discussed. The three factors that contribute to a program leader feeling 

confident and competent in their role, being practice and preparation, relationship focus, 

and an orientation to process, are further discussed in Chapter 6. 

Evaluation Leadership in the NCCP – A Grounded Theory 

In qualitative research, substantive theories may be formed, which remain specific 

to the research for which the theory was developed (Bryant & Charmaz, 2007). Annells 

(1996) discussed that a theory provides an interpretation in a non-positivist paradigm. 

With a constructivist grounded theory approach, Charmaz (Gibbs, 2015) explains that the 

term theory is one that has some assumed meanings, and often those meanings are more 

aligned with a positivist approach involving verification; however, this is not the 

definition of theory used in constructivist grounded theory. Rather, a theory in 

constructivist grounded theory, and other interpretivist views, provides a way to 
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understand the social world in an organized way (Gibbs, 2015). With this in mind, a 

constructivist grounded theory will provide a way to understand the data, rather than 

verifying a hypothesis. Further, this approach encourages a broad approach to theory, so 

that the theory constructed can explain the widest range of data possible (Gibbs, 2015). 

As such, the theory constructed in this research attempts to explain the data mined 

through the interview process.  

Evaluation Leadership in the NCCP, illustrated below in Figure 10, is the 

grounded theory constructed in this dissertation research. This theory describes the three 

factors that contribute to program leaders in an adult learning situation feeling confident 

in their abilities to lead and offers an explanation to understand the information the 

participants chose to share in this research.  

Figure 10 

Evaluation Leadership in the NCCP – A Grounded Theory 
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The focus of this theory is the program leader. The term program leader was 

chosen to reflect the diversity of evaluation activities the MCDs lead in the NCCP. 

MCDs in this research often discussed their role in program leadership beyond their 

responsibilities as evaluators, which suggested consideration of the MCDs’ broader 

responsibility of program leadership, and how their perception of their confidence and 

competence is impacted.  

Further, constructivist grounded theory supports a broad theory, which could 

provide the most possible explanations of the data (Gibbs, 2015), with the recognition 

that the theory has been constructed throughout the interactive process involving the 

researcher, the literature, and the data. Therefore, the focus of the theory encompassed all 

leaders of adult education, defined as program leaders. In this research, the program 

leader refers to the MCD, who is the leader of the evaluation process, while the objective 

is to understand the contributing factors to the program leader perceiving they are 

competent and confident, so they can effectively perform their tasks.  

The theory of Evaluation Leadership in the NCCP offers an explanation about 

how the perceived confidence and competence of program leaders is impacted by a focus 

on process, a focus on relationships, and the opportunity to engage in sufficient practice 

and preparation to feel ready for leadership. A description of how the research themes are 

explained by the theory of Evaluation Leadership in the NCCP is provided below, along 

with further details from the literature about the components of the theory.  

Through the coding process, constant comparison, and the iterative and reflective 

nature of this approach, three primary themes were identified as significant to the purpose 

of the research: the Opportunity to Engage, Connections with Participants and Peers, and 
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Perceptions of the Evaluation Tools and Processes. These themes and their sub-themes 

are illustrated in Figure 11. This reminder of chapter will discuss how these themes are 

reflected in the data collected.  

Figure 11 

Research Themes 

 

Opportunity to Engage 

Discussed by all participants were the opportunities they had available to them to 

engage in activities related to NCCP evaluations. This concept includes their personal 

involvement with any type of activity that may enable or enhance their ability to carry out 

tasks as an MCD effectively. Specifically, four sub-themes in this area were identified as 

Engaging in Evaluations as a Leader, Experiencing Evaluations as a Participant, 

Participating in Training, and Interacting with Peers.  

Opportunity to 
Engage

• Engaging in 
evaluations as a 
leader

• Experiencing 
evaluations as a 
participant

• Participating in 
training

• Interacting with 
peers

Connection with 
Participants

• Pre-existing 
relationships

• Supporting the 
participant towards 
success

• Building 
relationships 
purposefully

Perceptions of 
Evaluation Tools and 

Processes

• Emphasis on 
preparation

• Following the 
process

• Positive and 
negative impressions 
of tools and 
processes
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Engaging in Evaluations as a Leader 

Most participants interviewed expressed a desire to be more frequently engaged in 

leading the NCCP, specifically in leading evaluations (P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P9, 

P10).  For example, “My role as MCD… I don’t get to practice much” (P4). P6 provided 

a similar explanation, “I haven't done a ton [of evaluations], you know, I don't know a lot 

of Master Coach Developers that have done a ton.” The MCDs were not as active in their 

roles as MCDs as they would have liked. 

Specifically, P4, P7, P9, and P10 shared that while they had led a large number of 

coach evaluations, they felt they lacked experience in leading CD evaluations. P7 shared, 

“I've done three or four, Coach Developer, Learning Facilitator evaluations, some not 

successful and some successful. And as for Coach evaluations, I don’t know 20 … 30? 

There's a lot. I mean, it's a lot.”  P4 encountered a similar situation: “So the bulk of 

evaluation experience I have in the NCCP has been coaches … LFs, I've done a few.”  

This limitation prevented these participants from being able to share their views on CD 

evaluations, even though this is one of the primary responsibilities of a MCD.  

P2, P4, P5, P9, and P10 struggled to answer the interview questions, feeling as 

though they did not have sufficient experience to provide an answer or could not recall 

enough information about the evaluation process or tools. These participants shared 

similar statements such as, “I’m trying to remember, off the top of my head” (P2), or 

“Well, it’s been a little while since my last evaluation” (P5). The lack of interaction 

within the process and materials made participants hesitant with their responses, with 

some participants expressing regret over not having reviewed the evaluation tools prior to 

the interview, and some participants attempting to review materials or evaluations they 
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had completed on their computers during the interview. There was a perception amongst 

most participants that other MCDs led more evaluations, either because their own 

specific sport or province/territory was small, with one participant providing this 

example: “[My province is] kind of small, so haven't led as many as evaluations as in 

larger centers or larger populations” (P3). The assumption from some participants was 

that they may not be experiencing a high demand for evaluations compared with the 

number of evaluation opportunities presented to other MCDs.   

However, P1, P4, P6, and P9 discussed the low number of evaluations taking 

place in general. This response would suggest there to be few opportunities for MCDs to 

lead evaluations. For example, when asked about leading evaluations, P9 shared, “They 

don't happen that frequently.” One participant provided more detail, and discussed their 

impression of the lack of demand for evaluations as a possible explanation for the lack of 

opportunity to do evaluations, specifically with LFs. P6 has been responsible for 

organizing evaluations of LFs and shared the following: “There wasn't a big demand. We 

tried really hard and over to get all the multisport Learning Facilitators evaluated, there 

just wasn't a lot of uptake or interest.” In these cases, the MCDs did not express feeling 

excluded from the opportunity of leading evaluations, but rather that there was not a large 

demand for evaluations, and they were not needed. Thus, the opportunity to engage in the 

process of leading evaluations as a MCD was critical to the MCD’s ability to being able 

to confidently discuss the process. 

Experiencing Evaluations as a Participant 

It became apparent that the MCDs’ personal experience in the NCCP was an 

influencing factor in how they lead the NCCP, with nine participants discussing how their 
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experiences participating in NCCP evaluations has impacted their leadership approach. 

Participants discussed their experiences with the delivery of the NCCP, including 

instances that they felt had been beneficial to their development by leaving them feeling 

happy and satisfied and instances where they expressed being unhappy with the 

experience. Further, participants often compared their experiences in evaluation prior to 

the competency-based approach adopted by the NCCP, where a consistent evaluation 

framework was applied to all sports involved with the NCCP. P10 summarized their three 

evaluation experiences, as they took place during different iterations of the NCCP: 

I was evaluated in the old NCCP system. So level 1, 2, 3. First, and it was done by 

a man who was sort of a legend in our sport. I was terrified. Mostly because he 

was a legend. Not terrified in an intimidating way. Just terrified to sort of have to 

perform in front of this, some said legend. But his feedback was he was very, very 

nice, very gentle almost, because I think he could tell I was super nervous. He, his 

feedback was really, really positive. And he continued to work with me over the 

next sort of couple of years as sort of a mentor, if you will. I was very shy and 

quiet, believe it or not, when I got evaluated the first time, so just really helping 

me with, you know, having that sort of practice voice, not the quiet voice that I 

had. And then I got evaluated when I moved to [PROVINCE/TERRITORY]. … 

So, the feedback for the evaluation was very vague. It was: you did this well, you 

didn't do this well, but sort of. No, I guess action plan, we would refer to now 

there was. No steps are, no ideas given on how to correct some of the pieces that 

they that they had marked as not good because there was no sort of supporting 

words, if you will, it was good or not good. And then I got evaluated again [in the 
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current NCCP iteration], And it was really, really well done. A very well known 

MCD, in [PROVINCE/TERRITORY] did it, which was also sort of awkward, 

because we're very good friends. But she is also the hardest person on me, I think. 

I think she's harder on me than I am on myself. And so the feedback was very 

positive, but it was very constructive. And I really value her opinion.  

P8 also discussed their earlier evaluation experiences as a coach by sharing: “I 

was a little disappointed. This is when the old system when, when I would have been 

evaluated as a coach. I was a little disappointed that it wasn't as rigorous as I thought it 

was gonna be.” The “old system” refers to a previous iteration of the NCCP, when 

evaluations were not used consistently in the certification process, and there was less 

formality around CDs. P1 went into detail about how they were humiliated in a NCCP 

course as a young coach, which was followed by an unsuccessful and unhelpful 

evaluation. They then discussed what they described to be an impactful personal 

evaluation experience: “That evaluation was the best thing that ever happened to me. He 

was just an amazing leader and asked good questions and, and was a really good 

evaluator and changed my coaching path” (P1). 

 While some participants were able to share their experiences being evaluated, 

four participants expressed frustration over not being able to participate in their own 

evaluations and, therefore, they lacked the official status as a certified MCD. P4 has been 

involved in the development of NCCP for their sport and had been asked to lead a 

number of NCCP programs; yet, their own certification opportunities had been denied. P4  

explained: 
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I'm not MCD certified because I don't have an MCD to [lead the evaluation]. And 

I've been asking for that for like four years and it has not worked out. … For me, 

it was like jump right over [the designed program]. [I lead] everybody else but 

meanwhile I got left.  

Another participant shared how they were not comfortable leading an evaluation 

in which they had not participated. Since they were not certified as a MCD, and had not 

experienced that specific evaluation as a participant, they declined leading the evaluation 

of another MCD, P6 shares, “I would probably feel more comfortable [if I could] co-

evaluate with somebody that is a certified Master Coach Developer, just because I haven't 

been through the process myself.” The opportunity to engage in the evaluation process 

has provided these MCDs with the experiences they needed to continue their journey as 

leaders in the NCCP, and a lack of these opportunities prevents the MCD from 

effectively leading.  

Participating in Training 

Eight MCDs discussed their own skill development and being able to access both 

formal NCCP trainings, as well as professional development opportunities such as 

conferences. P10 discussed not understanding all aspects of the evaluation tools, and 

acknowledged that additional training would help. P10 discussed the evaluation tool, and 

described redundancies in some sections of the tool, but pointed out that it may not be an 

issue with the tool, but rather their own understanding of how the tool was to be used. 

P10 explained, “Maybe it just needs an explanation to myself on what the difference 

between the two phrases are, that, to me are basically saying the exact same thing.” P4 

recognized the training they had received, but felt it was inadequate to perform the tasks 
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required of them. When asked what contributed to their development as a MCD, they 

acknowledged that the formal NCCP training had not provided the foundation they 

needed to carry out tasks. P4 specified: “I wish we had stronger MCD modules.” This 

participant felt their experience in education had better prepared them to lead the NCCP, 

as they had experience in teaching at the post-secondary level. Some participants 

specified a desire to engage in further training opportunities specific to their roles as CDs. 

P9 expressed the need for sport organizations to play a more active role in offering 

trainings: “The system needs funding to provide pro-d training to LFs and 

evaluators. Even just opportunities for MCD and CE to have dialogue around the 

challenges of training coaches, LFs and coach evaluators.”   

Participants who had employment with a sport organization identified that the 

relationship with their sport organization offered access to CD training. This was the case 

for P1, P4, P6, and P10. P10 had been considering becoming a LF for their sport, but was 

then invited to become a LF by their P/TSO, when they took on a staff role with that 

organization. P10 explains, “I was the Sport Development Coordinator for a PSO, and 

they asked if I would take the Learning Facilitator training, because there were low 

[coach and LF] numbers in their province”. Other participants shared this experience, 

such as P1: 

I joined [SPORT ORGANIZATION] and then part of my job was coaching. So I 

became a learning facilitator… [there was] a lot of it was need here in 

[PROVINCE/TERRITORY]. There were no facilitators as a coach coming 

through the system.  
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P4 described a similar example, “When I was working at the P/TSO, that's when I really 

found the need that we had, and an opportunity to take the training and, you know, just 

take leadership in a different role.”  In another case, P6 had the responsibility of 

overseeing and supporting CDs, and discussed becoming a CD as a way of being more 

effective in their work: 

I was appointed as, among other things, a coaching lead for 

[PROVINCE/TERRITORY], and was responsible for delivery of the NCCP...I 

got into the role a little as myself as a Coach Developer, through I guess, 

overseeing the group of Coach Developers in [PROVINCE/TERRITORY], 

wanting to have a better understanding of what they do how they do it, and how I 

can better support them.  

Interacting with Peers 

There was a clear desire by the study participants to connect with other MCDs as 

a means of developing and enhancing their own facilitation or evaluation skills, but also 

to re-affirm the approach the MCD takes to NCCP delivery. This was expressed by nine 

participants. Participants often expressed not knowing how other MCDs approach 

evaluations (P2, P4, P5, P7, P9), or what happens in other NCCP sports or regions of the 

country (P4, P5, P6, P7). As a result, participants were unable to confirm if their personal 

processes matched others (P2, P4, P5, P9, P10). P4 expressed a desire to have access to 

MCD role models. P7 discussed the lack of visibility of the NCCP and the need to stay 

connected with others: 

And at the last NSO NCCP meeting, I brought this up. So how do I know that I'm 

being consistent with [PROVINCE/TERRITORY]? Or how do I know that I'm 
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being consistent with [PROVINCE/TERRITORY]. And this bothers me a little bit 

because we really are trying to have the same fundamental baseline to evaluate 

and to, to bring coaches up on. So that's one thing that is, in my mind, because 

people evolve based on their experience, and so there's going to be a drifting 

apart.  

P5 also discussed the desire to connect with peers, explaining how they felt there 

were fewer recent opportunities: 

I feel like there was a time there where we were getting together very regularly 

going to conferences or Coach Developer meetings and so on and, and everybody 

would be there. …We just had a lot of opportunity. A lot of a lot of connection 

with each other. And it's been not happening like that, in 

[PROVINCE/TERRITORY] anyway, I don't know what it's like anywhere else.  

P8 was the only participant to discuss the opportunities they were provided by 

their sport organization to connect with fellow MCDs: 

When we discuss and meet, it just gives everybody such a better view. … When 

we meet, that really gives us a really good rounded way to move things agenda 

items forward. …When you get together, that wealth of knowledge actually 

allows everyone to build and I think from what I've seen, we have a really top 

notch team here and until off, so it really makes a difference. And us being able to 

feed off each other. 

P8 valued the opportunity to work with their fellow MCDs, and recognized the 

importance of collaboration.  
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Built into the Coach Developer Pathway is a required co-delivery component, 

which is the practice of leading a NCCP activity with another CD who ideally has more 

experience. Participants explained that co-delivery was a practice that helped them to feel 

connected to other CDs and feel part of the larger system of coach education in Canada. 

P1 often spoke about their experiences using “we,” as they would often co-deliver with a 

specific colleague. P10 expressed an appreciation for a co-delivery experience, as it 

helped both MCDs to better gather evidence through the evaluation: 

I think it was really valuable to work through. Because, she caught things that I 

didn't catch, and vice versa. Not necessarily bad things, good things as well. But 

you start writing a little note down and you, you stop listening. And that's 

hopefully when the person you're evaluating with catches it. So we found a lot of 

those pieces too.  

P6 discussed the value in co-delivering by sharing, “I've been very fortunate in that I've 

done a lot of co-evaluations together with others. And so I've been able to talk through 

some of their experiences and some of their preferences.” The MCDs believed that the 

opportunity to co-deliver with others in the NCCP was important in their own 

development as MCDs. 

Finally, MCDs recognized the impact of mentors in their own development and in 

their progress in the NCCP. All participants identified the importance of receiving 

feedback from key people, though they were not always explicitly identified as mentors 

by participants. Participants discussed the impact of the individuals who provided them 

with guidance, mentorship, and support (P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P10). P4 

summarized, “People like [PERSON 3] another good role model and CD for me is one of 
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those people that helped me. … To me, having those cohort peers is really important.” 

The importance of mentors for CDs was recognized and valued by this group of MCDs as 

a way to connect with peers who can support them in their tasks in the NCCP.  

Connections with Participants  

MCDs expressed a desire to connect with participants and intentionally build 

positive relationships through the evaluation process. They felt that a connection with the 

evaluation participant was a key part of the evaluation process, and of their responsibility 

as a MCD, regardless of the nature of the relationship prior to the evaluation, if 

applicable. This theme was discussed by all research participants during their interviews. 

The MCDs discussed how they approached managing personal relationships with those 

individuals they led through evaluations, and discussed using the standard processes 

strategically to intentionally build a relationship with the evaluation participants. Further, 

MCDs discussed how they could use a strong connection with the participant to support 

them towards a successful evaluation result.  

Pre-Existing Relationships 

Nine participants discussed that they had evaluated friends or colleagues in the 

NCCP. P6, the only participant who had not evaluated a friend or colleague, shared that 

he had not yet been presented with the opportunity, but would welcome the opportunity: 

I would evaluate someone I had an existing relationship with] because we already 

have developed some rapport and, [they] would feel more comfortable, I guess. 

And having those conversations because we have a previously formed 
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relationship, but I don't necessarily think it would change my approach to that 

evaluation. 

For the participants who had evaluated someone with whom they had a personal 

relationship, they described that leading evaluations brought mixed reactions. For 

example, P1 explained, “[Evaluations of friends] always more difficult. Because you do 

know them. Well. I may have had my expectations set a little higher than I should have.” 

P1 explained that this was a frequent occurrence for them, since they most often know the 

participant of the evaluation personally. They share, “I don't know I've ever walked into a 

gym with someone I didn't know.” P3, P4, P7, P8, and P10 also discussed how small their 

sport and/or region was, and how these relationships could impact the evaluation process.  

P2, P7, and P9 had similar sentiments to P1, that evaluations of this nature were 

more challenging. P2 shared their values around leading evaluations, in relation to 

evaluating colleagues: 

Just the ones that are more difficult are probably I would say, colleague to 

colleague, like there are so many of us like we know sports a small world. And so 

many of the coaches out there I consider colleagues, and [those are] more 

challenging conversations. You know how good they are, but you also need to 

operate within a place of integrity and being honest and respectful.  

P2, P7, and P9 discussed that, while these relationships with friends and colleagues may 

make the conversations more difficult, the outcome of the evaluation would not change, 

in that they would grant certification or withhold certification regardless of an existing 

relationship.  
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P2 pointed out that special treatment would not help the participant in addressing 

areas in need of development. MCDs discussed relying on the structure of the formal 

NCCP processes and tools as a way to depersonalize the evaluations, since they were 

“not evaluating [the participant]as a person” (P7), but rather evaluating their skills as a 

coach or CD. P3 described using the process, sharing, “It gets back to process. I don't 

really change anything, particularly for them, although I might come into that to that 

evaluation with a little bit more knowledge about who they are and what they're doing.” 

P8 takes a similar approach, saying, 

[I tell the participant] “Here's the process. Everyone has to follow the same, we 

can't make any exceptions. There's no way to get around it. We need to see 

everything.” So I usually fall back on [the] cover your ass policy. “Everybody's 

got to do the same thing. We have to be transparent and consistent and fair. So I 

can't do anything for you. This is the way it has to be. How would it look like if 

I'm the person who's saying we have to enforce the rules and not enforce them 

myself?”  

P2 further explains, “If we don't challenge each other as coaches, [then] we're doing a 

disservice to the whole process. So, how do we separate the evaluation from the 

friendship?”  

Many MCDs recognized their inherent biases in leading evaluations, particularly 

with people they knew personally. P2 observed that everyone has personal biases, as did 

P4. P1 discussed trying to control their bias when evaluating, acknowledging they did not 

believe it was possible to control for them entirely. P1 explains: 
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No matter what, as humans, we always kind of go with the personal that we know 

and the backgrounds and that kind of stuff if we consciously do it or 

unconsciously do it. So again, here in (PROVINCE/TERRITORY), even though I 

may not know the sport, rarely do I not know that coach. 

P10 discussed their own experience being evaluated by someone they had a 

strong, positive personal relationship with as a mentor and close friend. As the participant 

in the evaluation, they felt awkward at times, but appreciated the experience: 

But in terms of receiving the feedback, it wasn't difficult because I really do value 

her opinions and I value her. I value her experience. So it wasn't, yeah, it was kind 

of awkward. I was more worried about what it would look like to everybody else 

as opposed to what I was receiving. Because the feedback that I receive is, is 

never taken as negative feedback. 

While evaluating friends and colleagues often presented a greater challenge to the MCDs, 

it appears that this is a common practice in NCCP evaluations, and these MCDs have 

shared how this has affected them in leading evaluation. 

Supporting the Participant towards Success 

Frequently discussed by MCDs was the responsibility they felt, or the actions they 

took, to support the participant towards achieving NCCP certification and improving their 

skills (e.g., providing feedback, setting boundaries). This sub-theme was discussed by P1, 

P2, P3, P4, P6, P7, P8, P9 and P10. P2 shares, “I'm here to be a guide and to help along 

the way. I'm not here to make anything difficult for them, but to make sure they get the 

best outcome they can.” P8 agrees that the role of a MCD is supportive in nature, saying, 

“I feel like as an MCD, that's probably the most important question. How can I help 
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you?” For these MCDs, ensuring their participants felt supported was a crucial aspect of 

their roles.  

Some of the study participants described the specific actions they took throughout 

the evaluation process to ensure their participant felt supported. This included discussions 

immediately following being assigned to the participant to ensure the participant 

understood the evaluation process and what to expect (P1, P2, P3, P6, P8, P10), having 

informal conversations throughout the evaluation to put the participant at ease (P1, P2, 

P7, P8, P9). P10 describes how they prepare the participant for evaluations, by reviewing 

the evaluation package: 

When we do our pre brief, I always go line by line of the evaluation and [explain 

what] the marking standards are. …I also go through the sheet in the evaluation 

package that talks about what the coach is responsible for and what the evaluator 

is responsible for.  

MCDs also discussed intervening within a course delivery when there was a safety issue 

(P4, P7, P8), or when they felt they were seeing a behavior that was not authentic to the 

participant’s usual behaviors (P1, P2, P7, P8) and supported the evaluation participant by 

guiding them to make decisions that would lead to a successful evaluation result. For 

example, P7 discussed an experience in evaluating a coach where the coach was not in a 

situation to succeed, having been held up late with work and arriving to the evaluation 

“flustered.” P7 recalled stopping the evaluation to offer an alternative time for the coach 

to be evaluated at a time that would be less stressful. P7 happily shared that the coach 

was successful in the evaluation with the second opportunity.  
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P10 discussed a time when they intervened during an evaluation to try to provide 

guidance to ensure a successful evaluation result for the LF, but the LF resisted the 

guidance: 

We started the morning with a couple of F-bombs. …So I tried to gently remind 

her at break time that we need to try and leave that part out of the course. And it 

didn't go over well, which unfortunately, I think set off sort of the remainder of 

the afternoon, or the remainder of the day where you know, she was just a little bit 

... umm... had her back up a little bit. …The debrief didn't go very well either 

because, you know, her view or her stance was “You can't change who I am, this 

is who I am. I wouldn't ask you to change who you are.” So that was an 

interesting and challenging debrief to have. 

When discussing providing feedback to evaluation participants, P1 discussed this 

process as being challenging. P1 found it especially difficult to offer feedback to 

extremely competent participants, explaining:  

Debriefs are never easy, be a good or be a bad debriefs. …especially too if 

somebody has done well. Sometimes it's harder to come up with that action plan, 

than if someone if they're missing some pieces. That's usually pretty easy to come 

up with. 

P3, P6 and P10 express similar sentiments around challenges giving feedback, which may 

take place at any point in the evaluation process, formally or informally. P1, P3, P4, P6, 

P8, and P10 specifically discussed the action plan, which is a formal document that is to 

be co-created between the evaluator and the participant to address the areas needed for 

growth based on the evaluation. P6 expresses, “I think the action plan is most important 
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component of the evaluation package.” P8 also shares, “The action plan is crucial, 

because, as I said, if it's otherwise it's a pass fail, if you don't have an action plan that 

relates to what you did.” MCDs viewed participant support as crucial to developing a 

connection with the evaluation participant and to support their personal development.  

Building Relationships Purposefully 

In building on the sub-theme of supporting participants for success, some MCDs 

(P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P7, P9, P10) discussed using the evaluation process to intentionally 

strengthen relationships with the individual being evaluated for the purpose of being able 

to manage the evaluation more effectively and work towards a successful evaluation 

result. In these cases, the MCD may or may not have an existing relationship with the 

evaluation participant. In the NCCP certification process, the participant and the 

evaluator meet prior to the evaluation to discuss expectations, which is known as the pre-

brief. MCDs in this research discussed using this pre-brief time to connect with the 

evaluation participant as a strategy for making the evaluation easier on both the evaluator 

and participant. P4 explains, “If I can talk to that person, and they feel comfortable asking 

questions, getting mentored by me, then your impact is definitely greater.” P9 further 

discussed building the relationship with the participant to have a stronger impact by 

saying, “If you can have enough of a relationship with them, you can turn it around. They 

want to work and learn more.”  

One MCD discussed intentionally using the pre-brief time to connect with the 

individual being evaluated and explain the evaluation as a way to avoid potentially 

difficult situations later on should the evaluation not be successful. P7 explains:  
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I try to pre-empt [challenging conversations] in that I spend more time going over 

the lesson plan, and going over my expectations, and going over the evaluation 

before they get on the mat to be evaluated to ensure that I don't have to place 

myself in that position.  

P2 adds their own approach to intentional relationship building, by explaining that they 

“spend a lot of time on trying to humanize the conversations and making it less about 

evaluation, and more about just connecting as coaches as leaders in sport.” MCDs in this 

study expressed a desire to support participants as best they could. They believed that 

building a new relationship, or continuing to build an existing relationship, was crucial to 

the evaluation process. 

Perceptions of Evaluation Tools and Process 

MCDs were asked to share their perceptions of the NCCP evaluation tools and 

processes. Since the MCDs’ experiences varied in terms of which NCCP evaluations they 

had led and their degree of comfort with the processes, the MCDs’ answers varied 

considerably. For example, when asked what changes they would like to see to the 

evaluation tool, no two MCDs responded with similar answers, which indicates that a 

more targeted approach may be required to better understand the detailed aspects of the 

evaluation tools (e.g., interviewing MCDs who all work with the same evaluation tools, 

in the same sport and context).  Three subthemes were identified: Emphasis on 

Preparation, Following the Process, and Positive and Negative Impressions of the 

Evaluation Tools and Processes. 
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Emphasis on Preparation 

Most MCDs (P1, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P9 and P10) provided insight into their 

evaluation process, and reported that there was an emphasis on a detailed and intentional 

preparation. P3, who shared they spend anywhere between a few hours or up to a month 

preparing for an evaluation, believed they potentially spent more time preparing for 

evaluations than others, stating, “It all just comes down to preparation.”  P4 recognized 

the time commitment needed for evaluations and shared, “I know that's gonna take me 

time to do a good job. So if I don't have time, I'm not going to, I'm not going to engage.” 

The same MCD explained that even more time was needed for some individuals being 

evaluated because they were international coaches who may not have English as a first 

language.  

MCDs who were evaluating a coach or CD from a sport with which they were not 

personally familiar (P3 and P6) described adding steps to their usual evaluation process. 

These steps included a detailed review of materials, such as facilitator guides and course 

materials, and engaging with other experts to confirm sport-specific aspects to assist in 

the evaluation, such as developmentally appropriate safety practices. For example, P6 

described their process as being the same as when they personally understood the sport, 

but needed to reach out to the respective sport organization to confirm the 

appropriateness of technical details of the sport. They described receiving a lesson plan 

that outlined what they perceived to be an unusually long practice. P6 reached out to the 

sport organization, which confirmed that it was considered appropriate and provided a 

rationale for why this was standard in that particular sport environment. P3 often reaches 

out to others when unfamiliar with the sport and requiring further insight. They 
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frequently reach out to NSOs or P/TSOs, and have been pleased with the support 

received. As P3 shared: 

I've never had an issue. Like, I've never, I've never been afraid of reaching out. So 

that's one piece is, is I've never been afraid to contact somebody if I wasn't sure or 

wasn't clear. And anytime I have everybody's always been more than willing to 

help out or to or to kind of share with me.  

As mentioned when discussing how MCDs build relationships with participants, the early 

stage of the evaluation process is viewed as critical by these MCDs. They valued taking 

time to prepare appropriately for the evaluation.  

Following the Process 

All MCDs were asked to outline their process when evaluating participants in the 

NCCP. Six participants provided a very detailed account of the steps (P1, P2, P4, P6, P7, 

P10). As an example, P6 sharing their process: 

In almost all cases, the process is initiated by the sport organization that I can 

think of all were initiated by the sport organization that contacted me to help 

perform the coach evaluation, or Coach Developer evaluation. And I think after 

that information once they've contacted and we agreed that we could perform or I 

could perform the evaluation, I would reach out to the coach or Coach Developer 

directly to, I guess, initiate contact or communication and either walk them 

through the next steps and or set up the next step. So what I mean by walk them 

through the next steps is if they had just contacted their sport and said, “I want to 

get certified”. And they contacted me and said, “[P4], can you perform this 

certification or this evaluation.” Then I would contact the coach or Coach 
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Developer and say, first thing is, if it's a coach, “you need to put together your 

portfolio, you'll submit that portfolio, we need to do a practice observation. So 

we'll need to find a time when you're going to do that, and or a competition 

evaluation and let's set up how we're going to perform that.” So we set a bit of a 

schedule. And I think in other cases I've been informed by the organization, 

they've already submitted everything, they're ready to go so you can start the 

process. So I would contact them and we would start a little bit differently. So it's 

a little bit dependent on where the individual was, I think, their starting point, but 

then once that, that goes on, we would have a brief conversation to walk through 

the expectations of the evaluation. I think in all cases, have shared the evaluation 

toolkit and expectations to make sure that it's clear for the coach and Coach 

Developer before going through the process, try to make sure that they feel as I 

think as comfortable with the processes, as they can ask, answer any questions 

that they may have about the process or provide any direction that they may need, 

I think in going through the through the evaluation. Next step, obviously, then is 

to do the evaluation. I've done a couple a little bit differently. We've either done 

the portfolio evaluation first, I've also done the portfolio evaluation afterwards, 

depending again on I guess, where the coach is that through that process, so let's 

see and perform either the portfolio evaluation provide feedback and, and, or, 

provide the, I guess the evaluation form with feedback to the coach and then 

move to the next step which is in the in person observation, set up the in person 

observation walkthrough the or perform the or collect, I guess, evidences through 

that observation, then have a debrief conversation with the coach. And upon 



 

97 

completing the debrief conversation, complete an action plan. That's always been 

my process. And then after completing the action plan, informing the organization 

of if they were successful, successful, and the next steps. 

The events the MCDs detailed included how they made contact with the participant, 

initial conversations, document review, pre-briefing, on-site evaluations, post observation 

debriefs and follow up administration. These steps match the steps the CAC (2015b) 

outlines as part of the evaluation process. P3 believes it’s important to stay as closely 

aligned to the NCCP processes as possible, saying: 

I don't do anything special, I follow the process that is really laid out with them. 

…I think that for me, my process sticks very simply to the process laid out 

through our NCCP training. As an MCD, I think it's really important that I take 

pride in following that process.  

P8, who had shared that they had a good connection and good visibility on other MCDs 

in the province/territory, believed that their group of MCDs all followed the NCCP 

evaluation processes as they were laid out. No other participants felt they were able to 

confirm one way or the other whether their fellow MCDs follow the same, consistent 

practices.  

Positive and Negative Impressions of Tools and Processes 

All 10 MCDs expressed positive sentiments towards at least some aspects of the 

NCCP evaluation processes and tools. They all spoke about the improvements in the 

NCCP, specifically around rigor and their general approach to coach development. For 

example, P9 discussed how the evaluations tools had improved over time. Since P4 and 

P8 reported being involved in the development and updating of the evaluation tools in 
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their own sports, they spoke with confidence about the tools. P4 confidently discussed the 

evaluation tools, saying, “I have confidence in the tools because I think that they are well 

outlined. I think they're fairly user friendly.” P6 reiterated P4’s sentiments about the tools 

by stating, “I think the way that the evaluation tools are designed right now, I think the 

outcomes criteria and evidence all are appropriately aligned, and I think they do the job 

that they're supposed to.”  

 P5 had not led many evaluations, and admitted to not feeling confident in their 

role as a MCD at times. However, P5 did express an appreciation for the guidance the 

evaluation tool provided them by stating:  

I think the one thing that really helps me in the evaluations is the evaluation tool 

itself. It really takes you from beginning to end, and really helped me in knowing 

what to be looking for. And that made the evaluations that much easier. 

While every MCD expressed that the tools had a good framework and were easy 

to use, there were some issues. For example, MCDs were not certain if the evaluation 

tools effectively assessed competency in full, saying that while the tools addressed 

competency in part, there were concerning gaps. P4, who trains many CEs, shares their 

perception of challenges with the evaluation tools used in their sport: 

I do hear from some evaluators that wish we had separate evaluations with less 

generic coaching evidence and more detailed sport specific evidence, such as the 

use of music. The statements are generic like “level appropriate activities,” but 

maybe that is too vague and leaves it open to the evaluator and coach's 

interpretation. This is where recruitment and training the evaluator has to make up 

the gaps. 
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P4 also shared that their own experience with the NCCP training, which prepared them to 

lead evaluations was insufficient, and that because the evaluation concept was new in the 

NCCP, recruitment and selection of appropriate evaluators were critical. P7 shared a 

similar sentiment when discussing how the tools are used: 

The tool, you know, to be well written or to be well, to be able to be well 

understood by everybody and applying it the same way, I don't think is really 

possible in the format that we have right now. Unless you've gone through it, and 

people have explained, this is what this line really means or this is what I believe 

it means. And we need to talk about that so that we can apply it the same way. 

P9 shared concerns about evaluators, saying, “it's too hard to evaluate. And people don't 

know how to evaluate people. The system doesn't have the resources to evaluate people.”  

Even though they both shared some positive impressions of the evaluation tools 

and processes, two MCDs (P4 and P9) questioned the sport system’s ability to effectively 

implement the NCCP as designed. P9 explained: 

The sport system does not have the resources across all the sports to implement a 

competency based program where people can be evaluated for their competency 

versus taking courses in a linear fashion. …There's no sense designing something 

that's a Cadillac when it can't really be implemented. 

Finally, since the responsibility of organizing NCCP evaluations rests with the 

governing sport body (e.g., NSO, P/TSO, or P/TCR), some MCDs identified pressure 

from a sport organization to either “speed up” or “push through” participants. P1, P3, P6, 

and P7 all discussed pressure from a governing body. P6 understood the sport 

organization’s requests: 
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[The sport organization] wanted to make sure that the coach achieved those 

standards. They just had a time crunch and just wanted it to get done quickly. So, 

it was totally understandable, I think from the perspective of the sport 

organization, as well as from the coach. 

P1 discussed a P/TSO that would have been left without a facilitator if the facilitator was 

not successful in their evaluation. Similarly, P3 shared, “I had had an evaluation with 

kind of a legacy facilitator in [SPORT 2], that the provincial association was really 

pushing to get the evaluations done.” P7 also discussed in detail a situation where they 

were asked to pass a coach in an evaluation they did not feel the coach was ready to be 

considered certified, due to a highly political situation with the NSO and a well-known 

individual as the evaluation participant.  

The information the MCDs shared about the evaluation tool was positive, though 

many had suggestions for improvement. While the certification process was also well 

received, the overall evaluation process, which involves recruiting, selecting, and training 

evaluators, as well as evaluation management by sport organization, was questioned by 

some of these MCDs.   

The results of this dissertation research showed the connection the participants 

have with their roles as MCDs and provided insights as to what they felt they needed to 

be effective leaders in these roles. The MCDs shared their appreciation for, and their 

reliance on the formalized NCCP tools and processes. Further, they required constant 

interaction with the tools and processes to feel confident in their role. MCDs also shared 

their desire and need to build and maintain relationships within the NCCP, both for the 
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benefit of the evaluation participant, and for their personal growth and connection to the 

program.  

Theoretical Application to Understand MCDs 

As the product constructed through this research process, the theory explaining 

Evaluation Leadership in the NCCP was specifically developed to interpret the research 

themes. Interacting with Peers, Pre-Existing Relationships, Supporting the Participant 

towards Success, and Building Relationships Purposefully were all themes that were 

constructed from the data collected from the MCDs, which all contributed to a 

Relationship focus. Engaging in Evaluation as a Leader, Engaging in Evaluations as a 

Participant, Participating in Training, and Emphasis on Training were themes that 

contributed to the Practice and Participation factor. Finally, Following the Process and 

Positive and Negative Impressions of the Tools and Processes signify the importance of 

the Process factor. These themes are illustrated in Figure 12, which shows the 

relationships among the concepts and what is needed for a program leader to feel 

confident and competent. This theory is considered a substantive theory and, as such, it is 

only applicable to this specific research. Further research is needed to better understand if 

the application of this theory would be relevant to NCCP leadership in its entirety, other 

evaluation situations, or to other adult education programs. These concepts will be 

discussed in Chapter 6. 
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Figure 12 

Research Themes Applied to Evaluation Leadership in the NCCP 
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Chapter 6 – Discussion 

The nature of constructivist grounded theory encourages the researcher to follow 

the direction of the research participants and allow for the construction of themes through 

iterative, collaborative processes. Participants in this research provided insight into areas 

that were broader than the research questions, which is reflected in the themes. MCDs 

provided rich data to explore using existing literature. This chapter builds on the concepts 

previously described in the literature review in Chapter 3 and further discusses the factors 

outlined in the theory of Evaluation Leadership in the NCCP. 

Practice and Preparation 

The participants in this research shared the importance to them in preparing for 

evaluations and in engaging in regular practice in leading evaluations. When they were 

able to sufficiently prepare, and when they were able to frequently lead evaluations, they 

felt confident and competent in their evaluation leadership. With this in mind, it is 

important to understand the existing literature about the role of practice and preparation.  

The phrase “practice makes perfect” was a belief of the participants. As one of the 

themes identified involves being engaged in programs, it is important to explore previous 

research about how the concept of practice and preparation affects a program leader. The 

participants generally shared one of two perspectives. Some participants shared how they 

lacked the experience in delivering evaluations because of a lack of opportunities, and 

therefore were challenged in sharing their opinions. Alternatively, participants were 

presented with sufficient opportunities, and could confidently speak about the process. 

Since practice is considered a key component in superior performance (Ericsson et al., 
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1993), the ability to engage in practice is important to the MCD’s ability to perform 

evaluations effectively.  

The concept of practice typically refers to repetitive attempts at a task or skill with 

the goal of improvement. It has long been established that practice is crucial in learning, 

though the type and quality of practice have continued to be a point of discussion among 

scholars (Clay et al., 2007; Lyster & Sato, 2013; Maynard, 2006; Pirolli & Anderson, 

1985; Rock, 1957; Schneider & Detweiler, 1988; Wogan & Waters, 1959). Deliberate 

practice is defined as “highly structured and purposeful forms of practice, which were 

highly relevant to performance enhancement in a specific area” (Nordin et al., 2006, p. 

345). Engaging in deliberate practice has been found to support the development of 

expertise in teachers (Bronkhorst et al., 2011, 2014; Dunn & Shriner, 1999) and 

educators in the medical field (Gifford & Fall, 2014). When the concept of deliberate 

practice has been researched in business, it was also found to be an effective tool in 

developing leaders (Dew et al., 2018; Ericsson et al., 2007; Unger et al., 2009). In 

medical training, there was a very high correlation between the number of hours practiced 

and the demonstration of learning outcomes (McGaghie et al., 2006). 

While scholars continue to discuss how athletes practice their skills to achieve 

mastery, and which type of practice is most effective for progress (J. Baker et al., 2003; J. 

Baker & Côté, 2006; Erickson et al., 2007; Ericsson, 2013; Hüttermann et al., 2014; 

Williams & Ford, 2008), there lacks research about coaches or coach educators and what 

kind of practice, and how frequently, they need to engage in to be effective in their roles. 

Several study participants explained how they felt they lacked experience compared to 

their CD colleagues who were also educators, either in the Kindergarten to Grade 12 or 
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post-secondary systems. Further, experience outside the coaching system with leading 

employee evaluations in the business world was identified as a reason for feeling 

confident in leading the evaluation process. With one mandatory initial co-delivery 

required of all MCDs, as the MCD continues in their role, it is necessary that they 

regularly engage as leaders in evaluations to remain effective. While this research 

indicated that practice is a critical component for the perceived confidence and 

competence in MCDs, further research would be needed to explore the details around 

how practice should occur for MCDs. 

Practice was linked with preparation in this research since the participants often 

discussed the concepts as being interconnected. If they were able to practice sufficiently 

to lead an evaluation, they would be prepared for the task. The MCDs described being 

prepared as taking specific, intentional actions to be ready for a task or project, with one 

of the mentioned preparation activities being engaging in professional development. 

Participating in such events was discussed by several research participants as an 

important component in helping to prepare them to perform their tasks well. Webster-

Wright (2009) stated, “The need for continuing professional development (PD) to 

maintain high quality practice is widely identified as an implicit responsibility of 

professionals today” (p. 702). Further, according to Guskey (2002), the three major goals 

of professional development programs for teachers include seeing changes in their 

classroom practices, in their attitudes and beliefs, and in the learning outcomes of 

students, with the change in attitudes and beliefs being the most crucial aspect in seeing 

change in any other area. Ultimately, the goal of professional development for a program 

leader would be to positively impact the participant in their program (Angrist & Lavy, 
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2001). Darling-Hammond et al. (2017) found that there were seven components to 

effective professional development: focusing on content, incorporating active learning, 

supporting collaboration, using models of effective practices, providing coaching and 

expert support, offering feedback and reflection, and being of sustained duration. In 

teaching, these professional development opportunities have been found to contribute to 

more effective teachers, and greater teacher retention (Berry et al., 2010).  

Commonly, a form of professional development for CDs would include 

participating in conferences or webinars directed specifically at updating CDs, additional 

NCCP courses, or other programs that may directly or indirectly enhance the CDs’ ability 

to perform their tasks. Potentially, if the MCDs had more access to these opportunities, 

they would feel more confident in their ability to perform MCD tasks, though this is not 

guaranteed. When Jacob and Lefgren (2004) found that marginal increases to preservice 

teacher training did not have a significant impact on students, they suggested that a more 

significant addition to the training should be evaluated. Critiques of professional 

development programs, particularly for teachers, are not limited in the literature, with a 

clear message that not all professional development programs are effective, with many 

factors to consider with each individual leader (Guskey, 2003). 

Participants shared that they prepared to lead evaluations by reviewing evaluation 

tools and any other relevant documents. The MCDs detail spending hours or weeks 

preparing for an evaluation, with more detailed preparation done when they were not 

familiar with the sport of the participant they were evaluating, or if they did not know the 

participant themselves. Interestingly, there was limited literature available that outlines 

the details in how an individual would prepare to lead an evaluation. This gap in literature 
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could be addressed by further research which would connect the preparation tasks 

completed by an evaluator to the perceived success of the evaluation to determine the 

impact of the tasks.  

Participating in evaluations was identified by participants in this research as 

experiences that have prepared them to lead evaluations, and they shared how these 

experiences have influenced how they lead evaluations. Sport research has provided some 

insight into the concept of learning to lead by involvement as a participant by examining 

what coaches have learned through their sport involvement as athletes. Literature has 

previously made connections between coaches who have extensive experience as athletes 

in their sport and their ability to coach effectively (Gilbert et al., 2009). Experience as an 

athlete was found to be an important contributing factor to how a coach performs their 

tasks (Rynne & Mallett, 2014). Further, coaches use their experiences as athletes to draw 

upon, and guide their decision making (Gilbert & Trudel, 2001). Erickson et al. (2007) 

further discussed that coaches will have increased confidence if they have a significant 

background in their sport as an athlete, even if they are lacking coaching experience. 

However, using one’s knowledge about sport from the perspective of an athlete is not 

without limitation as coaches are limited by the experiences they personally encountered 

as an athlete in their own situations (Werthner & Trudel, 2006). This opens a discussion 

about MCDs suggesting that individuals who lack experience in leading evaluations 

could gain some experience by engaging in evaluations as a participant, though this 

strategy is unlikely to provide the full depth of experience the MCD would need to feel 

confident and competent in their tasks.  
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Relationship Focus 

The term relationships implies some sort of connection with another individual or 

organization. Martin and Dowson (2009) use a base definition of a relationship as a state 

of connectedness between individuals, with a focus on the emotional connection. Though 

the state of a relationship can be viewed from a number of methodological perspectives, 

the constructivist approach would support the collaborative aspect of relationship 

construction. Jowett and Wylleman (2006) discuss that the relationship between two 

individuals does not sit with either individual, but is rather a product collaboratively 

produced, which emphasizes the action of both parties. It has been long established that 

healthy relationships are crucial to human development (Weissberg et al., 2003). 

In sport, previous research has focused on the athlete-coach relationship (Bennie 

& O’Connor, 2012; Boardley et al., 2008; Jowett & Wylleman, 2006; LaVoi, 2007; 

Lisinskiene, 2018; Poczwardowski et al., 2006; Purdy & Jones, 2011), while some 

research focuses on the athlete-athlete relationship (Jowett & Lavallee, 2007) or the inter-

organizational relationships (Babiak et al., 2018; Babiak & Willem, 2016; Edwards et al., 

2009; Edwards & Leadbetter, 2016; Wagstaff et al., 2012). Scholars exploring these areas 

discussed the importance of positive relationships to accomplish program goals, such as 

retention of youth in sport programs (Allen, 2003) or success in a high-performance 

program (Burns et al., 2019).  

Similar to the existing literature, the theory of Evaluation Leadership in the NCCP 

suggests that relationships play a crucial role in developing the confidence and 

competence in a program leader. Existing positive relationships made evaluating 

colleagues and friends easier on the MCDs, with the MCDs even reporting that this 
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existing relationship strengthened the evaluation. Thus, the concept of friendship or other 

relationships within coach education should be further investigated.   

While power is the ability to achieve the desired outcome by affecting others, soft 

power is “the ability to affect others to obtain the outcomes one wants through attraction 

rather than coercion or payment” (Nye, 2008, p. 94). Though power was not explicitly 

discussed by participants, MCDs expressed their desire to use their positive relationships 

with evaluation participants to achieve the outcome of seeing a behavior change as a 

result of the evaluation, implying their use of soft power. Nye (2005) applies the concept 

of soft power to higher education, stating that universities could reduce barriers to access 

that international student experience by improving their practices and enhancing their 

awareness of the role their soft power has on their relationships internationally. This 

suggests that MCDs are successfully using their soft power in helping their evaluation 

participants, at least in their own perception. 

When discussing power, it is important to specifically discuss which party in a 

relationship holds the power, and what that impact is. Asymmetrical power specifically 

refers to “a relationship between two individuals in which one, the powerful person, has 

control over the outcomes of the other, the subordinate, but not vice versa” (Goodwin, 

1993, p.1). This is a means to describe the power relationships between an evaluator and 

a participant in the NCCP. While the MCDs in this research often described evaluating 

friends and colleagues, individuals they would normally consider equals, the nature of the 

evaluation places both parties in an asymmetrical power relationship that impacts the 

interaction between the evaluator and participant. With the power inherently with the 

MCD in an evaluation situation, the MCD may allow the participant to lead discussions 
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around their own evaluation, essentially giving them the power to lead their own 

evaluation. Giving power to one party will inherently take power away from another 

(Holley & Oliver, 2000), which in the context of this study can open discussion about 

how an evaluator interacts with their participant, and what the implications are of this 

power, perceived or real. While no literature was found regarding power relationships 

and the implication of a friendship type relationship, much can be learned from the 

relationship research from education, and business.  

Education can offer insight into student-teacher relationships. The student-teacher 

relationships can greatly influence the motivation of the student (Bear & Minke, 2006; 

Wentzel, 2009). Though it has been found that positive student-teacher relationships will 

impact the student’s performance in a positive way, negative relationships will negatively 

impact the student’s performance (Roorda et al., 2011). From the perspective of the 

teachers, “teachers who feel respected, trusted, and cared about as individuals are in a 

much better position to offer the same support to their students” (Stipek, 2006, p. 48). 

Gray (2013) discussed the importance of a strong positive relationship between school 

administration and teachers for teacher retention. Principals, as the power authorities in 

an administrator-teacher relationship, have been found to greatly influence the culture of 

the teaching environment (Burke, 2009). Dallmer (2004) argued that, regardless of the 

formality of roles in education, all leaders must work collaboratively to ensure 

organizational and student success.  

In examining the impact of relationships in student-teacher relationships in adult 

learning, Myers (2006) explains that “students and instructors engage in communication 

in order to develop professional working relationships with each other” (p.293). Murray 
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(2014) found that a more collaborative approach to communication between adult 

students and teachers resulted in more desirable outcomes, in terms of the student’s 

learning and satisfaction with their educational experience. Though the focus of their 

study involved children as students, Spilt et al. (2011) found that teachers’ wellbeing 

were impacted by the nature of the relationships they had with students, with positive 

relationships resulting in a stronger mental health. This literature indicates the benefits of 

a healthy, positive relationships for both the leader and the learning in an educational 

relationship, which provides additional insight into understand why MCDs in this 

research intentionally build relationships with their evaluation participants. 

 Similarly, the importance of collaborative relationships amongst all levels of 

employees in a business setting has been established (Tjosvold, 1989). Further, just as in 

education, it has been found that employees in a business setting are more productive 

when they are surrounded by positive relationships (Li & Hung, 2009). Research found 

that, in business relationships, the individual at the receiving end of a power relationship 

developed a higher level of competency in interactions when they were intentionally put 

in the position of power (Halley et al., 2006). This supports the concept of putting the 

evaluation participant in a leadership role in their own evaluation, while the evaluator 

takes on a more facilitative role.  

Concepts of mentorship, peer-to-peer learning, and a social connection with peers 

all warrant discussion, as these concepts link strongly to how MCDs feel connected to 

their fellow MCDs. Mentorship is “a personal developmental relationship in which a 

more experienced person takes a less experienced person ‘under their wing’” (Beckett, 

2010, p. 21). Informal learning can occur through mentorship, which has been found to 
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be an effective style of learning for coaches and their preferred learning method 

(Erickson et al., 2008; Nelson et al., 2006), which would indicate that this is likely the 

preferred learning methods for coach educators. While formal mentorship programs offer 

a structured approach to intentional development, mentorship is typically a form of 

informal learning, which has been argued to be one of the more important components of 

coach learning (Callary et al., 2014). However, just having access to a mentor is not a 

guarantee of learning or support. Mentors hold power, and the use of this power can 

potentially be harmful (Hansman, 2002).  

Maynard (2006) explored the concept of mentorship for new teachers, finding that 

the vulnerability needed for a successful relationship was often a perceived barrier in 

effectiveness. While mentorship for new teachers was considered an important aspect of 

their learning, mentorship did not automatically ensure learning (Hobson, 2002). While 

most participants in this research shared the positive impact mentors had on their 

learning, some participants shared negative experiences with those they looked to for 

advice. However, with the reflective practices the MCDs engage in, they seemed to be 

able to discuss their negative experiences and share what they learned from the situation. 

Some participants commented the poor leadership they experienced as participants in the 

NCCP, and how they now are keenly aware of providing positive support to those they 

work with in their roles, striving to provide sensitivity and support.  

The benefits of a mentorship relationship offer more than the opportunity for both 

parties to learn. These relationships keep peers connected, and contribute to the social 

satisfaction that is sought after in a workplace. Lam and Lau (2012) found that loneliness 

in a work environment led to poorer work output, suggesting that social connections with 
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colleagues are an important aspect of productivity and effectiveness. Further, research 

suggests that these positive interpersonal relationships lead to reduced turnover and 

higher levels of workplace satisfaction (Lopes Morrison, 2005), suggesting that coaches 

or CDs may remain in their roles for longer periods of time if they have positive 

experiences when they are evaluated. With these relationships bringing such happiness to 

employees (Chadsey & Beyer, 2001), it is understandable why MCDs are seeking a 

social connection to their fellow MCDs and others.  

One potential solution to the disconnection issue experienced by MCDs may be 

Communities of Practice (CoPs). Bertram and Gilbert (2011) found that one of the most 

effective ways was to create learning communities for coaches as a form of non-formal 

learning. To create successful opportunities, Bertram and Gilbert described a stable, 

consistent opportunity, being the CoP, that provides peer-to-peer support to help coaches 

achieve their goals. Culver and Trudel (2008) discuss coach CoPs, where coaches are 

supported by a strong group leader, acting as a facilitator, to engage in peer-to-peer 

interactions in helping each other problem solve issues. Gilbert and Trudel (2001) also 

suggest peer-to-peer meetings or pods support groups as an effective way for coaches to 

learn, without formality. With MCDs residing all over Canada, and with MCDs from 

different sports likely not knowing who are the other MCDs in their geographical region, 

an online CoP could be a solid attempt at connecting this group. 

This type of peer-to-peer coach support and sharing may have its challenges, 

depending on the nature of the sport. Lemye et al. (2007) identified that the social norms 

of the sport must be taken into account when determining if this structure will be 

effective. The norms of the sport will not permit coaches from “rival groups” to interact 
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and learn from one another, with the competitive nature of sport becoming a barrier. 

Regardless of the effectiveness of the learning opportunity, the concept of a CoP would 

support some of the interaction and connection the MCDs in this research are asking for 

and would provide social support when in-person and more formal opportunities are not 

possible.  

Coaching research has provided insight into what CDs may require and prefer 

when it comes to building relationships, either to support them as they perform their tasks 

or so that those they evaluate are able to be successful in their evaluations. As the MCDs 

have shared, and as the results of the research confirm, it is imperative that MCDs build 

positive relationships with their peers, and those whom they evaluate, both for enjoyment 

and satisfaction in their roles, and for the participants to experience a positive evaluation.  

Process Oriented 

The term process is challenging to formally define due to the frequency and 

informality of its use; however, Charmaz has expressed concern with generic terms used 

without clear definition, as they take on a different meaning with each individual 

interpretation; yet that meaning is not necessarily shared (Gibbs, 2015). A process is 

typically a logical, sequential order of events aimed at a specific outcome. In the context 

of NCCP evaluations, the process would refer to the standardized approach to leading an 

evaluation.  

 All MCDs included in this dissertation research expressed their commitment to 

following the standard CAC evaluation process and using the standard evaluation tools. 

They relied on this simple, clear process to confidently lead evaluations, and felt the 

materials provided served as excellent guides for both the participants they are evaluating 
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and for themselves. MCDs discussed using this standard process as rationale for their 

decision making, particularly in difficult situations when their participants were 

challenging. MCDs also expressed wanting to know more about their peers’ process in 

leading evaluations, with many stating that they were not sure how their practices 

differed from other MCDs. As such, this research indicated that following a standard 

process positively affected the impressions of the MCDs. Decision making can cause 

anxiety (Hartley & Phelps, 2012). Since the MCDs reported evaluation tools as 

straightforward evaluation tools, they are able to use them confidently. Rietzchel et al. 

(2007) found that when individuals had a clear structure to follow, they were able to 

engage in creative processes confidently and build confidence, which supports the results 

of this research. Further, Nilson (2016) argues that the way information is structured and 

presented to the learner is crucial for learning to occur, sharing “structure is so key to 

how people learn and remember material” (p. 35). While not specific to the evaluation 

process, Misener and Danylchuk (2009) found that coaches engaging in the NCCP found 

it confusing and difficult to navigate, though the courses themselves were generally well 

received, which is in contrast to the MCDs’ reports, as they believed that the processes 

were easily understood by coaches.  

Confidence and Competence 

The terms confidence and competence are used throughout this dissertation. 

Through its processes of training and evaluations, the CAC (2015a) has long shared in 

practice with program partners that they strive to improve the confidence and competence 

of those coaches and CDs engaging in their programs so that they may perform their 
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tasks in their communities effectively. LFs and CEs seek to build and support confidence 

and competent coaches, while MCDs focus on LFs and CEs. 

Confidence can be described as the belief in one’s ability, which is closely linked 

to self-esteem (Lawrence, 1999). Davies (2000) states that there is a well-established and 

commonly understood link between confidence and performance. Teachers with greater 

access to in-service workshops and mentor teachers indicated higher levels of confidence 

(Pancsofar & Petroff, 2013), which supports the results of this research. Research has 

found that a teacher’s low confidence negatively impacts their students (Harlen & 

Holroyd, 1997) therefore, it is important for the success of program outcomes that the 

leader of a program feels confident in their abilities.  

In sport, the confidence of coaches has previously been explored, often 

differentiating the factors leading to a confident coach by gender (Kenow & Williams, 

1992; Marback et al., 2005; Weiss et al., 1991). Further, the behaviors of coaches have 

also been analysed to determine what effectively builds confidence in athletes (Forlenza 

et al., 2018; Kenow & Williams, 1999).  

As previously mentioned, the concept of competence relates to a minimum 

standard needed so that one is able to perform a task, with this research focusing on the 

MCDs’ perception of their competence in leading NCCP evaluations. The CAC (2016) 

discusses the importance of building competence in coaches and CDs, and ensuring that 

all coaches and CDs are able to achieve a minimum level of competence, when compared 

with their peers, through the NCCP pathways. As the CAC and their partners aim to build 

competence in all CDs through the CD pathway, this research explored the factors 

leading to that perceived competence.  
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In this research study on MCDs, the feeling of confidence and competence in 

performing their roles as evaluators required access to opportunities to practice and 

sufficiently prepare for evaluations. The MCDs also needed to develop a positive 

relationship with others, such as their own mentors, their colleagues, or the individuals 

they were evaluating. Finally, the MCDs appreciated clear, effective processes to follow. 
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Chapter 7 – Conclusion 

This dissertation research sought to explore MCDs’ perceptions of NCCP 

evaluations, specifically addressing evaluation standards and an evaluator’s process to 

assess competence. MCDs from across Canada participated in interviews, sharing their 

experiences with NCCP evaluations in answering the initial research questions: 

• What process does the MCD follow when performing evaluations?  

• What factors might influence how MCDs make their decisions? 

• What are the perceptions of MCDs regarding the evaluation process and materials? 

While participants provided insight into answers for these questions, more 

information was given about what factors were important to the MCD feeling confident 

and competent in their leadership role. This changed the initial direction for the research; 

however, this re-direction is supported by the methodology used. Charmaz specifically 

encourages dissertation students using constructivist grounded theory to follow the data 

(Gibbs, 2015), which led this dissertation research to follow a broader path towards 

andragogy to better understand what supported andragogical leaders to feel confidence 

and competent in their tasks.  

Research Questions Revisited 

In an effort to provide a brief summary of how the information shared by the 

participants answered the research questions, each question is addressed here. The theory 

of Evaluation Leadership in the NCCP provides a framework for answering these 

questions, based on the information participants provided in this dissertation research.  
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The first research question initially posed was this: What process does the MCD 

follow when performing evaluations? The answer to this question is as follows. MCDs 

desire to follow the process outlined for them in the NCCP. They appreciate clarity in 

instructions, and consistency in information. MCDs desire to prepare for evaluations well 

in advance and will make use of materials and resources provided to them. To better 

serve their evaluation participant, the MCD prefers to make a strong personal connection 

with the participant, beginning as early as possible, which supports putting the participant 

at ease. When the MCD encounters challenging situations, the MCD will reach out for 

help to an affiliated sport organization or a mentor. MCDs appreciated connecting with 

their peers as a way of validating their approach to evaluations and to continuing to 

develop their abilities. MCDs who were more frequently engaged in leading evaluations 

were able to more confidently discuss their evaluation processes. The theory of 

Evaluation Leadership in the NCCP can be used to illustrate the relationship between the 

MCD, as the program leader, and their need to follow process in order to feel confident 

and competent in their delivery, which is crucial to their ability to effectively deliver the 

NCCP. 

The second research question was this: What factors might influence how MCDs 

make their decisions? The findings revealed that there was an importance for MCDs to 

follow a standardized process of delivery and not to allow external factors to influence 

their decision-making ability. However, the MCDs recognized that their personal 

relationships with participants may impact the way that they approach evaluations, 

specifically impacting their preparation tasks, rather than the evaluation results. MCDs 

further shared that when they are not as familiar with the sport, they further rely on the 
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standard process to guide them through, and will reach out to others they have 

relationships with to help them better understand. With the lens of the theory of 

Evaluation Leadership in the NCCP, it can be understood that the relationships 

mentioned were important factors in building the MCDs’ confidence in navigating 

challenging evaluations, which was also supported by the reliance on process. 

The final question was: What are the perceptions of MCDs regarding the 

evaluation process and materials? MCDs all reported liking the materials and process, 

saying they found the process easy to follow, with tools easy to understand. Most MCDs 

reported not feeling capable of discussing details of the evaluation process and materials, 

as they had not engaged in the evaluation process frequently enough, and were not as 

familiar as they felt they should be. MCDs who had frequently led evaluations, or those 

who developed the materials, were able to confidently discuss the materials and the 

specific aspects they appreciated, and what they wanted changed. These MCDs expressed 

the desire to practice their evaluation skills more frequently, and also engage in additional 

training and professional development to ensure they are effective. More broadly, the 

MCDs raised concerns about not feeling connected to their fellow MCDs, and were 

uncertain as to how consistently they performed evaluations, in relation to their peers. 

The theory of Evaluation Leadership in the NCCP  shows the importance of this practice 

to their perceived confidence and competence. Further, since the MCDs considered the 

materials generally easy to use and effective, they were easily able to follow the 

processes as outlined.  
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Research Contributions 

There are a number of research contributions, identified by determining the 

current gaps in literature and the suggested research directions identified throughout the 

research process. Contributions are both theoretical and practical in nature.  

Theoretical Contributions 

While theories developed using constructivist grounded theory are substantive in 

nature, the theory of Evaluation Leadership in the NCCP may support a better 

understanding of a wider range of program leaders, particularly within sport. Within 

research concerning the NCCP, the theory may help to understand CDs beyond only 

MCDs, and why they may or may not be effective in their course delivering or coach 

leadership activities. Further, the theory may help to explain the behaviors of coaches, as 

they are also program leaders. Outside of the NCCP, this theory may address issues 

arising from other program leaders, such as university professors, sport and recreation 

program leaders, or perhaps managers in business, who are responsible for evaluating 

employees or program participants. The theory of Evaluation Leadership in the NCCP 

helps to understand contributing factors that allow program leaders to feel confident and 

competent in their tasks, as a theory that discussed the leaders of adult education did not 

previously exist. 

Practical Contributions 

The practical contributions of this research are aimed at the CAC and their 

partners in the NCCP. While this research could influence the content of training for 

CDs, this research could support establishing more rigorous ongoing support systems for 
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CDs by their respective governing sport organizations. With each NSO or P/TCR 

responsible for CDs who deliver their material, this research may encourage reflection of 

best practices to keeping their CDs, specifically their MCDs, sufficiently engaged to 

effectively represent their organizations through NCCP delivery. These discussions may 

impact the national standards for NCCP partner organizations, outlining expectations for 

NCCP delivery or influence the choices these organizations make as they strive to 

improve their programming. Communication pathways may open between sport 

organizations and CD to determine how they can more effectively collaborate to improve 

conditions for CDs and the overall experience of the NCCP for those engaging in 

programs.  

Future Research Directions 

Through the data collection and literature review process, many gaps in literature 

have been identified, with the largest gap being the focus on the leaders of coach 

education programs, which this research addressed. Previous literature discussed 

andragogical principles, with some use in a sport context with coaches; however, this 

research provided the first opportunity to focus on learning more about andragogical 

leaders, specifically in coach education. While there are more general topics that could be 

researched, such as the impact of structured processes on confidence or the impact of 

personal relationships on the results of evaluations, the recommendations made here 

address more specially coach education. 

Though only mentioned by a few participants, and without the significant weight 

to consider it a theme, the concept of trust in a sport organization or program should be 

explored. Two participants mentioned in passing not specifically wanting to be involved 
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in the NCCP; however, since it was the standard coach education program in Canada, 

they felt they did not have another option to formally develop coaches. Further, all 

participants discussed their relationship with a sport organization, whether a NSO or 

P/TCR, with some explicitly stating how that relationship affected their desire to engage 

in delivery.  Since questions specific to this topic were not asked in the interviews, not all 

participants offered insight into their opinions of these organizational relationships. 

However, for some participants, a lack of trust in their governing sport organization 

heavily impacted their experience. This would indicate the need to further explore the 

area of program leader and organizational relationships.   

With some of the study participants raising concerns about the capacity of the 

sport system to implement the NCCP as designed, it would be worthwhile to better 

understand how the NCCP is being delivered, and how this differs from the intentions 

from the CAC. Participants discussed not having access to their own evaluations, 

training, and professional development, which impacted their ability to lead the NCCP. 

Further, a few potential study participants were excluded from this study, since they had 

not completed all the training to be considered eligible, yet they were performing MCD 

tasks. Exploring the capacity of the sport system to implement the NCCP would help 

direct the evolution of the program, and ensure program effectiveness.  

Finally, with preparation being an identified theme, specific research about the 

impact of practice on a CD should be considered to better understand what a CD should 

do to maintain a high level of effectiveness and feel confident in their delivery. This 

could include frequency of delivery, engagement with peers or organizations, reviewing 

content, participating in update sessions, or other preparatory activities. Further, the role 
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of the CD should be considered, if the tasks they are leading affect how preparation needs 

to take place. For example, does the preparation change if the leader is delivering a 

course or leading an evaluation? Does the type of course or evaluation matter for 

preparation? While answers may differ by individual, the results of this research could 

affect the way organizations support their CD. 

This research addressed the current gap in literature regarding MCDs and 

evaluation in the NCCP. Moreover, the theory produced in this research provides an 

explanation as to the factors that contribute to the program leader in an adult education 

program feeling confident and competent in their role. With the information provided by 

the MCDs themselves, there is now an opportunity to modify current operations to ensure 

successful delivery of the NCCP in Canada. 
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LEARNING FACILITATOR EVALUATION TOOL  
This Evaluation Tool lists the evidences you must look for in your onsite evaluations of Learning Facilitators and presents a Summary 
of Evaluation that allows you to determine the Learning Facilitator’s standard of performance.  

The evidences in the Evaluation Tool are presented in terms of the four criteria Learning Facilitators must meet:  

 Structures and manages the training environment appropriately 

 Facilitates the achievement of learning outcomes 

 Displays appropriate communication and leadership to enhance coach learning 

 Manages group tasks to optimize coaches’ learning 

The Evaluation Tool includes a Summary of Evaluation. This Summary determines the standard of performance as: 

 Exceeds Expectations 

 Meets Expectations  

 Needs Improvement 

Once you have conducted a few evaluations, you may want to use the Evaluation Table on page 9. 

The following key is used throughout this document:  

 E Exceeds Expectations 

 M Meets Expectations 

 NI Needs Improvement 

 

  

Learning Facilitator:        

Sport:           
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Structures and Manages the Training Environment Appropriately  
For each evidence category below (Arrival at the Training Site and Use of Equipment), select the evidence that best describes what 
you observed.   

 Select 
One 

Comments 

Arrival at the Training Site 

 Arrives well in advance of the start time, arranges the training area to 
enhance interaction among coaches, distributes module material, and 
sets up flip charts and other learning aids  

 E 
 

 Arrives in time to set the training area up and ensures that all materials 
are ready for use 

 M 

 Arrives too late to set up the training area and ensure that all materials 
are ready for use 

 NI 

Use of Equipment 

 Tests and sets up all equipment (AV, laptops, slides, etc.) before coaches 
arrive and uses it well during coach training 

 E  

 Demonstrates the ability to use AV/computer equipment   M 
 Has problems with AV/computer equipment that interfere with coach 

training 
 NI 
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Facilitates the Achievement of Learning Outcomes  
For each evidence category below (NCCP Model, Learning Outcomes, Learning Activities, etc.), select the evidence that best 
describes what you observed.    

 Select 
One 

Comments 

NCCP Model 

 Explains the NCCP model and the competency-based approach to 
training and refers coaches to sport-specific examples 

 E  

 Explains the NCCP model and the competency-based approach to 
training  

 M 

 Does not explain either the NCCP model or the competency-based 
approach to training 

 NI 

Learning Outcomes  

 Assigns activities and debriefs them in a manner that encourage coaches 
to reflect on the learning outcomes and NCCP competencies 

 E  

 Clearly identifies learning outcomes and the NCCP competencies  M 
 Moves from task to task without clearly explaining the purpose of each 

task or relating tasks to one another 
 NI 

Learning Activities 

 Adapts learning activities to coaches’ learning pace and learning stage  E  
 Makes minor adjustments to learning activities in the Learning Facilitator 

Guide 
 M 

 Does not adapt learning activities to coaches’ learning pace or stage  NI 
Links with Coaches’ Experience 

 Helps coaches discover links between current coaching practices and 
desired coaching outcomes 

 E  

 Provides common learning experiences when appropriate and debriefs 
them 

 M 

 Makes limited use of coaches’ experience and learning activity debriefs  NI 
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 Select 
One 

Comments 

Critical Reflection 

 Debriefs, when appropriate, coaches’ feelings and reactions, 
understanding of the process, and ability to direct their own learning 

 E  

 Helps coaches identify areas for change or improvement in coaching 
methods 

 M 

 Makes limited use of questions and debriefing about current coaching 
practices 

 NI 

Use of NCCP Materials 

 Uses coaches’ experience to enhance the Coach Workbook activities and 
create links with the Reference Material  

 E  

 Uses the Learning Facilitator Guide, Coach Workbook, and Reference 
Material effectively  

 M 

 Does not make effective use of the activities in the Coach Workbook or 
the Reference Material 

 NI 

Knowledge of Module Content  

 Directs coaches to other material and resources, including sport-specific 
material 

 E  

 Uses his or her thorough knowledge of the module’s content to help 
coaches critically reflect on their current coaching practice 

 M 

 Lacks knowledge of the module’s content and is unable to fully answer 
questions relevant to completing tasks  

 NI 

Coaches’ Engagement in Learning Activities 

 Coaches are stimulated to ask questions, explore new ideas, etc.   E  
 Coaches are actively engaged in learning throughout the training session  M 
 Coaches are not obviously engaged in the learning process  NI 
Timelines 

 Respects recommended timelines and addresses all learning outcomes 
within the timelines 

 M  

 Does not respect recommended timelines and does not address all 
learning outcomes 

 NI 
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Displays Appropriate Communication and Leadership to Enhance Coach Learning 
For each evidence category below (Image of Canadian Sport, Communication, Respectful Language, etc.), select the evidence that 
best describes what you observed.   

 Select 
One 

Comments 

Image of Canadian Sport  

 Promotes a positive image of Canadian sport and models NCCP values 
and philosophy 

 M  

 Presents a negative image of Canadian sport and models inappropriate 
values and behaviours 

 NI 

Communication: Presenting  

 Uses his or her position, voice, and teaching aids in a manner that 
captures coaches’ attention, engages coaches, and reinforces learning 

 E  

 Makes effective use of position, voice, and teaching aids   M 
 Makes poor use of position, voice, or teaching aids   NI 
Communication: Listening  

 Uses a variety of listening and questioning techniques and adapts them 
to suit both individuals and groups 

 E  

 Uses listening and questioning techniques effectively  M 
 Makes limited use of effective listening and questioning techniques  NI 
Communication: Non-verbal  

 Uses non-verbal cues to enhance the message being delivered  E  

 Non-verbal cues are consistent with the message being delivered  M 
 Non-verbal cues are inconsistent with the message being delivered  NI 
Respectful Language  

 Effectively addresses comments from coaches that are racist, sexist, or 
demeaning to other coaches 

 E  

 Uses language that is respectful and promotes inclusion  M 
 Uses language that is racist, sexist, or demeaning to other coaches or 

allows coaches to use language that is racist, sexist, or demeaning to 
other coaches 

 NI 
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 Select 
One 

Comments 

Self-directed Learning 

 Coaches are stimulated to explore, problem-solve, and value learning  E  

 Helps coaches become self-directed learners   M 
 Does not encourage coaches to become self-directed learners  NI 
Feedback 

 Engages coaches in two-way discussions about coach development  E  

 Provides feedback that is positive, specific, and informative  M 
 Provides feedback that is negative or judgmental or both  NI 
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Manages Group Tasks to Optimize Coaches’ Learning  
For each evidence category below (Explanations of Group Tasks, Application of Group-development Theory, Group Interaction, etc.), 
select the evidence that best describes what you observed.   

 Select 
One 

Comments 

Explanations of Group Tasks 

 Creates an environment where coaches take responsibility for 
completing tasks 

 E  

 Explains group tasks clearly and concisely and allows for questions of 
clarification  

 M 

 Either does not explain group tasks clearly and concisely or does not 
allow questions of clarification 

 NI 

Application of Group-development Theory 

 Adapts the formation and management of groups to the situation  E  

 Applies group-development theory to the formation and management of 
groups  

 M 

 Creates and manages groups in a manner that does not reflect their 
stage of development 

 NI 

Group Interaction  

 Creates an environment of positive interdependence, where learners 
understand they need one another to successfully complete tasks 

 E  

 Creates and modifies groupings to enhance interaction and learning   M 
 Does not use groupings to enhance interaction and learning  NI 
Group Process  

 Uses the group process to help coaches develop interpersonal, 
communication, and valuing skills  

 E  

 Intervenes in the group process to ensure that coaches communicate 
effectively and show respect for one another  

 M 

 Does not intervene in the group process to ensure that coaches 
communicate effectively and show respect for one another 

 NI 
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 Select 
One 

Comments 

Leadership within the Group 

 Allows coaches to experience a variety of leadership opportunities within 
the group 

 E  

 Assigns roles, including leadership, within groups   M 
 Allows one or two coaches to dominate the leadership role  NI 
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Evaluation Table  
 Exceeds 

Expectations 
Meets 

Expectations 
Needs 

Improvement 
Comments 

Structures and manages the training environment appropriately 

 Arrival at the Training Site     

 Use of Equipment     

Facilitates the achievement of learning outcomes 

 NCCP Model     

 Learning Outcomes      

 Learning Activities     

 Links with Coaches’ Experience     

 Critical Reflection     

 Use of NCCP Materials     

 Knowledge of Module Content      

 Coaches’ Engagement in Learning Activities     

 Timelines     

Displays appropriate communication and leadership to enhance coach learning 

 Image of Canadian Sport     

 Communication: Presenting     

 Communication: Listening     

 Communication: Non-verbal     

 Respectful Language     

 Self-directed Learning     

 Feedback     

Manages group tasks to optimize coaches’ learning 

 Explanations of Group Tasks     

 Application of Group-development Theory     

 Group Interaction     

 Group Process     

 Leadership within the Group     
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Summary of Evaluation 
To become certified, a Learning Facilitator must achieve Exceeds Expectations or Meets Expectations on all four criteria. All Learning 
Facilitators will receive an Action Plan. Learning Facilitators whose performance is described as Needs Improvement will complete, 
with you, an Action Plan designed to bring the Learning Facilitator to the level of Meets Expectations. 

You have three choices regarding the Learning Facilitator’s status: 

 The Learning Facilitator is recommended as a Certified Learning Facilitator 

 The Learning Facilitator can be re-evaluated after completing an Action Plan  

 The Learning Facilitator is not recommended as a Certified Learning Facilitator 

Your final determination of the Learning Facilitator’s status should be based upon the data gathered about each of the four criteria. 
This data should be considered within the entire context of the training you observed, as well as your own professional judgment, 
experience, and common sense. For example: 

 If the Learning Facilitator achieved the Needs Improvement standard in two of the criteria without having a significant 
negative effect on the overall training, you could recommend that the Learning Facilitator complete an Action Plan and then 
be re-evaluated. 

Note, however, that you MUST NOT recommend the Learning Facilitator as a Certified Learning Facilitator if you observe any of the 
following behaviours, as they undermine the effectiveness of the NCCP and people’s views of the Program: 

 Presents a negative image of Canadian sport and models inappropriate values and behaviours 

 Finishes without addressing all learning outcomes 

 Lacks knowledge of the module’s content and is unable to fully answer questions relevant to completing tasks 

 Uses language that is racist, sexist, or demeaning to other coaches 

 Allows coaches to use language that is racist, sexist, or demeaning to other coaches 

 Provides feedback that is negative or judgmental or both  

 Creates and manages groups in a manner that does not reflect their stage of development  
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Action Plan 
 

LF’S NAME: DATE: 
MCD’S NAME: 

 
Outcome: Provides support to coaches in training workshops 

Criteria Standard Next Steps 
Structures and 
manages the 
training 
environment 
appropriately 

 Exceeds expectations 
 Meets expectations 
 Needs improvement 

 

Facilitates the 
achievement of 
learning outcomes 

 Exceeds expectations 
 Meets expectations 
 Needs improvement 

 

Displays 
appropriate 
communication and 
leadership to 
enhance coach 
learning 

 Exceeds expectations 
 Meets expectations 
 Needs improvement 

 

Manages group 
tasks to optimize 
coaches’ learning 

 Exceeds expectations 
 Meets expectations 
 Needs improvement 

 

 

The signatures below signify an acceptance of the Evaluation and the Action Plan. 

LF’S Signature: 
 

 

MCD’s Signature: 
 

 

 
MCD’s Recommendation: 
 

The Learning Facilitator is recommended as a Certified Learning Facilitator 

The Learning Facilitator can be re-evaluated after completing an Action Plan  

The Learning Facilitator is not recommended as a Certified Learning Facilitator 

Note: All Learning Facilitators will receive an Action Plan.  
 
MCD’s Signature: _______________________________________Date: ___________ 
 

  





Visit coach.ca – Canada’s most dynamic coaching community.

Check your certification, complete online evaluations, access 
sport nutrition tips, read coach stories and more!
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Appendix B – Participant Information Letter 

Title of Study: Understanding the Interpretation of the National Coaching 

Certification Program Standards by Master Coach Developers in Canada 
 

 

To Whom it May Concern, 

 

My name is Kate Kloos and I am PhD Candidate at the University of New Brunswick 

under the supervision of Dr. Jonathon Edwards. Based on your involvement with the 

National Coaching Certification Program (NCCP), I would like to invite you to take part 

in a research study that explores perceptions and interpretations of evaluations in the 

NCCP. This project has been reviewed by the Research Ethics Board of the University of 

New Brunswick and is on file as REB 2020-049. Specifically, for this research, I would 

like to draw on your experiences as a Coach Developer to better understand how you 

perform evaluations. The study is voluntary and you will only be included if you provide 

permission.  

  

I would like to invite you to take part in an interview using a video platform, Zoom. The 

interview will take approximately 30 to 60 minutes. A review of the information letter 

will take place prior to the start of the interview and you will be required to provide 

verbal consent. The interview session will be recorded, both audio and video. 

Furthermore, you will receive a summary report regarding the findings for the study 

within approximately one year of the completion of the study. There are no known risks 

with this study.  You are free to withdraw at any time until the analysis of the data begins 

and you can request to withdraw at any time during the interview without any 

consequence. There are no negative consequences for non-participation in this study. 

 

All transcribed data will remain confidential and be stored on password protected 

computers and platforms. Data will be stored for a period of five years post-publication. 

All the names of interviewees and organizations will be removed and pseudonyms will be 

used in the written report and within the transcribed data so that your identity is kept 

private, however, due to the nature of the small sample size, it is possible leaders within 

sport organizations will be able to identify you. As a participant, you will be provided 

with a copy of your transcript, which you will have a chance to review for approximately 

one week.  

 

The benefits of participating in this study are that you will be involved in providing 

information and perspectives on current practices involved in NCCP evaluation in 

Canada. Furthermore, this research will provide a foundation to better understand NCCP 

evaluations, which will provide a base for future research.  

 

If there are concerns with this research, you may contact the UNB Fredericton Research 

Ethics Board, the researcher or supervisor, listed below. Dr. David Coleman, the chair of 

the UNB REB, may be contacted at Sir Douglas Hall, 3 Bailey Drive, Fredericton, NB, or 

by email at ethics@unb.ca.  
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Sincerely, 

 

Kate Kloos  

 

Principal Investigator:     

Kate Kloos;       

PhD Candidate;       

Faculty of Interdisciplinary Studies;       

University of New Brunswick;    

Ph: (604) 845 1413;         

Email: kkloos@unb.ca  

 

Supervisor:  

Dr. Jonathon Edwards;       

Associate Professor;       

Faculty of Kinesiology;       

University of New Brunswick;    

Ph: (506) 453-5139;         

Email: jonathon.edwards@unb.ca  
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Appendix C – Interview Guides 

Interview Guide – P1 (first guide) 

Notes:  

- Anonymity – how I can do this 

- Don’t assume I know 

- My note taking 

 

• What process does the MCD follow when performing evaluations?  

• What factors might influence how MCDs make their decisions? 

• What are the perceptions of MCDs regarding the evaluation process and materials? 

 

Thank you for your participation. I expect to need approximately 30 to 60 minutes 

of your time. If you agree to participate, the information you provide me will be used in 

anonymous form, and will be treated as confidential. The interviews for this study will 

follow a semi-structured format. The main categories for questions will remain consistent 

however prompts may vary depending upon the expertise and knowledge base of each 

participant. If you wish to end the interview early, any information you have provided up 

to that point will be included in the study data unless you ask me not to include it. Do you 

consent to participating in this research? Do you acknowledge understanding and 

agreeing to the information outlined in the participant’s information letter? 

 

Gender identity: 

 

1. Tell me about how you got involved with NCCP delivery. 

2. What experiences prepared you to be a MCD? 

3. How do you think your experiences differ from other MCDs? 

4. Describe your experience with NCCP evaluations (which contexts, sports, 

coach vs Coach Developer, etc). Which NCCP evaluation tools have you 

used? 

5. Are there evaluations you find easier to complete, and others that are more 

difficult? 

6. What do you believe the role of evaluations are in the NCCP? 

7. What are your impressions of the NCCP evaluation tools? Do they accurately 

assess competency? 

8. What, if any, additional criteria might MCDs utilize when performing 

evaluations, different from the criteria listed in the standard evaluation tool? 

9. Describe your process when evaluating someone in the NCCP.  

10. Can you explain how similar or different you believe your process is to other 

MCDs? 

11. Describe which aspects of NCCP evaluations are positive. 

12. What challenges do you experience with evaluations?  
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Interview Guide – P10 (last guide) 

Notes:  

- Transcription software – no interrupting/talking over from me 

- Anonymity – how I can do this 

- Don’t assume I know 

- No right/wrong answers, all about your perspective and opinions, please provide 

details and examples whenever possible 

- My note taking 

 

• What process does the MCD follow when performing evaluations?  

• What factors might influence how MCDs make their decisions? 

• What are the perceptions of MCDs regarding the evaluation process and materials? 

 

Thank you for your participation. I expect to need approximately 30 to 60 minutes 

of your time. If you agree to participate, the information you provide me will be used in 

anonymous form, and will be treated as confidential. The interviews for this study will 

follow a semi-structured format. The main categories for questions will remain consistent 

however prompts may vary depending upon the expertise and knowledge base of each 

participant. If you wish to end the interview early, any information you have provided up 

to that point will be included in the study data unless you ask me not to include it. Do you 

consent to participating in this research? Do you acknowledge understanding and 

agreeing to the information outlined in the participant’s information letter? 

 

Gender identity:  

 

MCD BACKGROUND: 

1. Tell me about how you got involved with NCCP delivery. What drew you to 

the NCCP?  

2. What brought you to being a MCD? What was that transition like? 

3. What experiences prepared you to be a MCD? 

4. How do you think your background differ from other MCDs? 

5. I’d like to learn about your experiences with NCCP evaluations.  

6. Tell me about the types of NCCP evaluations you have led. Which sports, 

which contexts, coach vs Coach Developer, etc. 

 

MCD PROCESS 

7. Are there evaluations you find easier to complete, and others that are more 

difficult? 

8. How do you prepare for an evaluation? Describe your process when 

evaluating someone in the NCCP. How do you use the evaluation tool? 

9. What factors influence your process?  

10. How do you feel about evaluating people you know? Colleagues, friends, etc? 

How does this impact your process?  
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11. How might your process change if you aren’t as familiar with the evaluation 

tool, or the sport? 

12. Can you explain how similar or different you believe your process is to other 

MCDs? 

 

NCCP PROCESS AND TOOLS 

13. What NCCP evaluation tools have you used? 

14. What do you believe the role of evaluations are in the NCCP? 

15. What are your opinions of the NCCP evaluation tools? Do they accurately 

assess competency? Are there gaps? 

16. What, if any, additional criteria might you use when leading evaluations, 

which might be different from the criteria listed in the standard evaluation 

tool? Are there aspects of the evaluation tools that you think are more 

important than others? 
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Appendix D – NVivo Codes 

Name Description 

Connections with 

Participants 

The MCD discusses how they create and use 

relationships with participants through the evaluation 

process 

Building 

Relationships 

Purposefully 

MCDs use the evaluation process to build a relationship 

with the intention of enhancing communication and the 

influence the MCD has over the participant. 

Pre-Existing 

Relationships 

MCDs discuss relationships with colleagues, friends, etc. 

and how that impacted the evaluation process. 

Supporting the 

Participant 

Towards Success 

The MCD discusses strategies they have taken to support 

the participant in a successful evaluation and more 

effective practices. 

Opportunity to Engage The MCD discusses how they desire or required to 

interact or engage with another individual, program, 

organization or other 

Engaging in 

Evaluations as a 

Leader 

The MCD discusses being involved in NCCP 

evaluations as the leader of the evaluations. 

Can't Answer 

Interview 

Questions 

The MCD struggles to answer interview questions when 

not feeling confident with their answer, due to lack of 

involvement. 

Coach 

Evaluations 

but not CD 

The MCD discusses leading coach level evaluations, but 

not CD evaluations, therefore the MCD is not engaging 

in MCD tasks. 

Low Demand 

for Evals 

The MCD discusses their perception of there being a low 

demand for evaluations, either by the participants 

themselves or their respective sport organizations. 

Opportunity to 

Lead 

Evaluations 

The MCD discusses the frequency of leading evaluations 

Experiencing 

Evaluations as a 

Participant 

The MCD discusses their personal experiences as as they 

were evaluated by others in the NCCP. 

Lacking 

Access to 

Personal 

Evaluations 

The MCD discusses not being certified themselves, and 

a challenge accessing evaluations as a participant. 

Negative 

Personal 

The MCD discusses how a NCCP evaluation experience 

affected them in a negative way. 
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Evaluation 

Experiences 

Not 

Comfortable 

Leading 

without 

Certification 

The MCD discusses their hesitation in leading 

evaluations when they don't hold that certification 

themselves. 

Positive 

Personal 

Evaluation 

Experiences 

The MCD discusses how an evaluation affected them in 

a positive way. 

Interacting with 

Peers 

The MCD discusses the benefits of interacting with other 

NCCP leaders, or the challenges when they do not have 

this opportunity. 

Co-Delivering When the MCD delivers a NCCP program with another 

CD; two leaders. 

Desiring to 

Connect with 

Other CDs 

The MCD expresses a desire to interact or learn from 

other leaders in the NCCP. 

Mentoring The MCD discusses how mentorship has benefitted 

them, either as the mentor or mentee. 

Not Knowing 

How Other 

MCDs Operate 

Being unsure or unclear how other MCDs perform their 

tasks. 

Visibility in 

the NCCP 

The MCD discusses not knowing what happens in other 

sports or regions of the country, regarding the NCCP 

Participating in 

Training 

The MCD discusses participating in training to further 

their skills as a MCD, either formal NCCP training or 

other opportunities through their sport organizations, or 

unaffiliated. 

Accessing 

Training 

through Sport 

Org 

Employment 

The MCD has access the opportunity to participate in 

NCCP training through their employment with a sport 

organization. 

Desiring Better 

Quality NCCP 

Training 

The MCD expresses a displeasure with NCCP training, 

feeling it is inadequate. 

Seeking 

Additional 

Training 

The MCD is desiring additional training to further their 

skills or ensure they are qiualified to perform their tasks. 

This training could be required NCCP training, non-

mandatory NCCP training, or professional development 
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opportunities that are not in the established NCCP 

pathway, but specifically relate to their skills as MCDs. 

Valuing 

Experiences 

Outside of 

Sport 

The MCD discusses learning opportunities they access 

outside of the sport sector, and how it has supported 

them as a MCD. 

Perceptions of 

Evaluation Tool and 

Process 

The MCDs provide their insight into the positive and 

negative aspects of the NCCP evaluation tools and 

process, and provide their insights as to what should be 

changed. 

Emphasis on 

Preparation 

The MCD explains how they prepare for NCCP 

evaluations, as a part of their process. 

Following Standard 

Process 

The MCDs express a desire to follow standard processes 

around NCCP evaluations, or an indication that they 

believe they are following these processes 

Believing 

They Follow 

Standard 

Process 

The MCD expresses that they believe their actions are in 

line with standard NCCP processes 

Listing 

Certification 

Process Steps 

The MCD lists steps in the certification process, 

discussing how they are in compliance. 

General 

Impressions 

The MCDs expresses impressions of the NCCP 

evaluation tools or processes. 

Negative 

Impressions 

Aspects of the NCCP evaluation tools and processes the 

MCD did not like 

Positive 

Impressions 

Aspects of the evaluation tool and processes the MCD 

appreciated. 

Suggestions 

for Change 

Aspects of the tools or process the MCDs expressed 

wanting to see changed. 
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