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ABSTRACT

Since the 1980s, commonly referred to as the ‘golden era’ of sport psychology (Biddle
1989), there has been a consistent stream of evidence surrounding the usefulness and
positive impact of sport psychology upon athletic performance (Zakrajsek et al 2013).
However, the process and factors which impact upon the transference of such
knowledge into the coaching environment has been limited. Thus, while sport
psychology as an academic field is well established, its use in the applied setting is
reported to be sporadic but with little understanding as to why.

This thesis examines the use of Rogers’ Theory of Diffusion of Innovations within the
athletics domain. Specifically, the focus is to examine the process of diffusion and
adoption and its associated constructs affecting athletics coaches’ decision-making
process surrounding the learning about and subsequent use of sport psychology.
Consequently, the aim of the study was to critically analyse and explore the diffusion
process, and factors which influence the adoption of sport psychology, thus providing a
synthesis of research in the form of a conceptual framework.

To achieve this, from the post-positivist standpoint, a mixed-methods multi-strand
design was implemented to guide the methodological process. Phase 1 involved the
undertaking of semi-structured interviews in order to establish initial insights into the
understanding of coaches and the subjective reality of sport psychology in athletics
coaching. Results from the representative sample of licensed athletics coaches
authenticated the use of the Theory of Diffusion of Innovations as a mechanism for
evaluating coaches’ decision-making surrounding the use of sport psychology.
Information gathered informed the development of Phase 2 which incorporated the
concurrent collection of quantitative data (strand A) and qualitative data (strand B) thus
providing deeper insights into the process of diffusion and the driving forces that
influence the adoption decision. 160 UK licensed athlete coaches completed the
quantitative survey which was divided into five sections pertaining to each stage of the
Innovation-Decision Process and additional information surrounding the driving forces
affecting the process. Qualitative semi-structured interviews were undertaken with 24
participants representing the varying roles within the athletic social system.

The results showed there to be two component parts to the diffusion and adoption of
sport psychology. The cognitive aspect incorporated knowledge, understanding and
perception development and led to a decision for or against the use of sport psychology.
The behavioural aspects included implementation and confirmation of previously made
decisions regarding the use of sport psychology. Each stage of the Innovation-Decision
Process was found to be affected by intra and inter personal and structural barriers.
Those experiences were dependent on coaches’ classification as a participation or
performance coach along with their level of educational background in sport. However,
barriers could be overcome by facilitating factors. The study raises both theoretical and
practical implications and recommendations for facilitating an improved diffusion and
adoption process.
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND CONTEXT

Coach education within the United Kingdom (UK) has experienced massive change
since 2002 as a result of the Government creating the Sport’s Strategy Coaching Task
Force which, following a £28 million investment had the intention of creating a
national coaching certificate (Nash and Sproule 2011). While many researchers argue
such developments will professionalise coaching practices through increased coaching
competence (Kao, Hsieh and Lee 2017; Nash and Sproule 2011), Piggot (2015)
suggests this will only occur if high quality training (as opposed to any general form of
training) is at the centre of Governmental plans. Nelson and Cushion’s (2006) previous
discussion of the national coaching certificate also suggested the certificate could
increase standards, but their discussion focused on its ability to provide a platform for
change and thus view the introduction of the certificate as an opportunity to develop a
coaching workforce that is thoughtful, dynamic and imaginative, but only if coach

education providers utilised the opportunity effectively.

Despite the various interpretations of the Sport’s Strategy Coaching Task Force, what
was widely accepted was that coaching is a core activity of sports performance and
coach education is an essential component of raising standards (Nelson et al 2013;
Piggot 2015). According to De Martin-Silva et al (2015), numerous influencers act
upon coach learning from formal educational programmes to informal discussions with
other coaches. The work of Oldridge et al (2016) and Piggot (2015) similarly suggest
this is the result of coach education research being in its infancy which, from an
academic perspective, is the result of scholars focusing on identifying, defining and
categorising coaching knowledge, leaving the field of research under-theorised
meaning coaching practices lack theoretical frameworks which guide practice (Nelson
et al 2013). De Martin-Silva et al (2015) suggests this has caused a cognitive evolution
whereby much of the research focuses on what Oldridgge et al (2016) refers to as the
construction of knowledge but with little concern as to how the acquired knowledge
translates into behaviours. As a result of the over focus on knowledge construction,

Piggot (2015) suggests there is a need to establish the ideal conditions for firstly, coach

-1-
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learning and secondly, the opportunity to widen the number of topics under debate
within the coaching field. Widening the debate could offer deeper understandings of the
issues affecting coaching provision as, to date, little is known about how, why and
when coaches translate theory into practice. Coaches however, are not immune to
change, or purely the receivers of change, specifically Nelson et al (2013) in recent
years have increasingly challenged the traditional technical foundations upon which
coaches base their training practices. They suggest coaches, like scholars need to make
greater use of the variety of strategies available to aid athletes if they are to achieve

their goals.

Within this context, the current study examines the diffusion and adoption of innovative
training practices by athletics coaches. Furthermore, it explores the inhibitors and
facilitators to the uptake of innovations at the macro and micro levels. Such
explorations will enable conceptual understanding, and thus the mapping, of antecedent
factors, cognitive processes and subsequent implementation behaviours surrounding the
use of sport psychology as an innovation by coaches. At an applied level, the aim is to
provide strategic guidance for enhancing uptake of sport psychology within the

athletics context.

Sport psychology constantly balances between integration (embedding) and collusion
within coaches’ technical training methods (McNab 2014). Consequently, there is an
extensive but somewhat dated body of literature (e.g.Anderson et al 2004; DeFrancesso
and Cronin 1989; Dosil 2005; Ferraro and Rush 2000; Pain and Harwood 2004; Silva et
al 1999; Zaichkowsky 2005) which recognises that, despite its usefulness, the uptake of
sport psychology remains limited in the athletic arena. Researchers (e.g. Pain and
Harwood 2004; Silva et al 1999; Woolway and Harwood 2015) report this to be due to
an expanse of barriers and obstacles which inhibit the utilisation of services by coaches,
such as perceptions of sport psychology (Dunn and Holt 2003; Ferraro and Rush 2000;
Johnson 2006; Orlick and Partington 1987), portrayals in the media (Greendorfer 1983;
Brewer et al 1998) and gender issues (Addis and Mahalik 2003; Krane 1994,
Mansfield, Addis and Courtenay 2005; Turkum 2005; Woolway and Harwood 2015).
However, end-users, in this PhD research study athletics coaches, are not powerless nor
are they passive in their choice of which - if any - elements of sport psychology they
explore and utilise. Yet to date, little is known about why, how and the extent to which

-2-
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the idea of sport psychology is embraced by some but rejected by others altogether.
This thesis is therefore concerned with the process of diffusion and adoption of sport
psychology by athletics coaches. To achieve this, barriers and facilitators, otherwise
known as driving forces (Holt and Ryan 2012), which impinge or aid the widespread

integration of sport psychology in athletics are explored.

1.2  DIFFUSION OF INNOVATIONS

Initial investigations surrounding the process of behaviour change focused upon
Prochaska and DiClemente’s (1983) biopsychosocial Transtheoretical Model of
Change. The model proposed that an individual’s intention to change behaviour unfolds
over time and in discrete stages thus making it appealing for understanding coaches’
decision-making process surrounding their use of sport psychology. Moreover, the
model considers intention to change as a result of specific social and biological
dimensions associated with an individual. However, in relation to examining the mass
uptake of sport psychology in the coaching arena, therein lays the limitation of the
model in that it focuses on individuals at the expense of consideration of the social
context in which the individual is operating and thus group processes. Such issues
render the model ineffective in the current research domain as Stoszkowski and Collins
(2016) report coaching practices to occur in ever changing socially complex and

multifaceted arenas which are bound by contextual factors.

Alternatively, Rogers (1983) Theory of Diffusion of Innovations is a concept that
provides a systematic framework for the exploration of the uptake of sport psychology.
Within the diffusion process, Rogers (1983) makes reference to two component parts;
diffusion and adoption. Ashley (2009) suggests that, combined, these conceptual
elements provide understanding and broaden explanations of an individual’s decision-
making process. She continues to suggest that such information yields solutions to the
lack of widespread adoption of an innovation through the application of diffusion and
adoption principles. The intent of this research is therefore to critically analyse and
evaluate the diffusion process, and the factors that influence adoption, thus providing a
synthesis in the form of a conceptual framework.
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According to Rogers (1983), diffusion is a process whereby innovations, defined as
new ideas or concepts, are filtered into the structure and function of a social system.
This is achieved via the use of communication channels over various periods of time
(Haider and Kreps 2004). Moreover, it is these communication channels that act as a
catalyst for behaviour change (Lovejoy, Demireva, Grayson and McNamara 2009). In
relation to sport psychology, the communication channel could be an organisation such
as the British Association for Sport and Exercise Science (BASES) introducing or
filtering sport psychology into, for example, National Governing Bodies (NGBs), such
as British Athletics (BA). Ultimately, diffusion thus deals with how an innovation is
spread throughout a specific social context. Rogers (2003) classifies it as a group
phenomenon which leads to an idea being adopted, rejected or postponed (Rogers
1983). To this end, in order for diffusion to be sustained, Damanpour and Schneider
(2006) state it must be widely adopted.

According to Rogers (2003), adoption is an individual process involving a decision
whether or not to utilise an innovation and is assessed in terms of units of adoption, and
thus how many individuals make this choice. With regards to its placement in the
current study, Damanpour and Schneider (2006) suggest that many adoption studies fail
to fully address the reasons for either adoption or non-adoption. Furthermore, they
report the need to better examine influential factors which lead to this decision. Hence,
despite diffusion and adoption both being constructs within the Theory of Diffusion of
Innovations, at present, research studies appear to address one or other (diffusion or
adoption) rather than the intricate relationship between the two. Thus, coupled with the
observation that both constructs (diffusion and adoption) are yet to be researched in the
coaching context, the current study sought to explore sport psychology as a possible
source of competitive advantage (Destani 2010; DeWitt 2001; Voight and Callaghan
2001). Specifically, the study will explore the diffusion of information that builds the
case for adoption and the point at which the individual decides they have sufficient
knowledge and competence to gain a competitive advantage from the adoption of sports
psychology. It will examine the process of diffusion through a quantitative design in
order to extract generalizable findings and individual adoption via qualitative narratives

thus providing in depth meaning.
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1.3 THE CONTEXTUALISATION OF COACHING

1.3.1 Coach Education and Learning

Researchers commonly agree that the education of coaches is a dynamic and complex
process (Bertram, Culver and Gilbert 2017; Nelson and Cushion 2006). Nelson and
Cushion (2006) along with others (Abraham et al 2006; Mesquita et al 2014; North
2010; Stoszkowski and Collins 2016) state that the NGBs are a central component in
this process, yet report that, in many instances, the learning process they currently
provide is ad-hoc with few opportunities to mediate continued integration of knowledge
into practice thus rendering them ineffective in relation to long term impact (Mesquita
et al 2014). De Martin-Silva (2015) similarly highlights limitations of the current coach
provision but argues formal NGB education courses de-contextualise coaching causing
them to lack ‘real-world’ relevancy as coaches use each other as participants in one off
staged coaching scenarios. More recently, Bercial et al (2016) unsurprisingly reported
the need for a step change in the provision of training coaches in order to provide a
robust evidence-based approach to what they called coach interventions. However,
despite having the same aim of driving up the standard of coaching practices, unlike
Nelson and Cushion (2006) who call for a framework to aid the learning process in
terms of translating theory into practice, Bercial et al (2016) aim to improve standards
by closing the gap between academic learning at institutions (universities) and
vocational courses (NGB courses). Specifically, Bercial et al (2016) report sport
coaching graduates holding advanced knowledge in comparison to vocational based
coaches but also acknowledge the importance of on the job training which also allows
the development of expertise. Thus, there is a need for an ‘optimal match’ between
experience and academic knowledge if coaching standards are to be increased
(Woolway and Harwood 2015).

1.3.2 The Art versus Science of Coaching

In relation of what coach education should actually entail, the traditional view of sports
coaching, according to Cassidy et al (2008), evolves around the notion of product

outcomes and thus the technical aspects of performance. They continue to argue that
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athletes have become commodities to process, package and rank aligned to the
underlying belief system that if athletes have talent and train hard, performance will
result. This perspective of coaching views athletes as machines and as a result Cassidy
et al (2008) state it is one that needs challenging as they suggest it is an
oversimplification of the technical elements of coaching and causes coaches to have a
limited focus on what they consider to be valuable knowledge in the endeavour to be an
effective coach. As an alternative perspective, Cassidy et al (2008) suggest coaching to
be a holistic science comprising of essential components including physiology,
nutrition and psychology. However, they report these elements of coaching are
fragmented add-ons within current coach education which require coaches to make
their own connections between theory and practice. This separation of multidisciplinary
knowledge causes what they refer to as a lack of credibility due to the

oversimplification of high-level tasks.

Unpicking this discussion further, recently Parish (2014) portrayed sports coaching
within track and field athletics as both an art and science. Originally Griffith, in 1925,
noted that the scientific approach to coaching was the systematic application of
scientific knowledge. In contrast the art of coaching related to the empirical sport-
specific information that goes beyond the familiar everyday expected coaching
occurrences. He concluded that combined the desired result is a relatively stable and
permanent improvement in performance. More recently, McNab (2014) specifically
named the science as dealing with areas such as notational analysis and the
physiological testing aspects of sports coaching. These he suggested are the objective,
measurable and hence tangible (hard) aspects of coaching, which reduce the complexity
and increase the predictability of performance. Both he and Vaughan (2016) however,
suggested a purely tangible scientific approach limits human imagination and creativity
and fails to explain the impact of interactions between individuals upon performance

thus referring to this as the soft or art of coaching.

In terms of the art of coaching, McNab (2014) does however argue that coaches need to
drop their illusions of what constitutes ‘art’ as this may lead to inaccurate applications
of misguided training methods in the form of art. Specifically, he recognised that
neither sport nor humans are simplistic and predictable. Therefore, he captures the

intangibles of coaching practices as subjects such as sport psychology, as equally
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important to that of the science but concluded the art as being suppressed in modern

day coaching due to coaches need for tangible outcomes.

Another angle on the debate examines the balance between scientific underpinning and
personal experience (on the job learning). Abraham et al (2006) argue that this debate
derives from lack of a unified perspective of what the role of the coach actually entails.
Specifically, they suggest coaching is a decision-making process based upon the
coach’s role which fundamentally is to help athletes attain their goals. Thus, coaches
must ask themselves what they need to know in order to fulfil this role and therefore
what type of knowledge they require to train their athletes effectively; sport specific
knowledge, which they refer to as the ‘ologies’ or sports science knowledge (such as
physiology, psychology, biology, and sociology) or on the job training. Therein lies the
debate; what balance of input from each of these areas is required to be effective as a

coach.

Introducing an alternative angle, the work of Oldridge et al (2016) indirectly discusses
the art versus science debate in their discussion of the implementation of periodised
training plans. They note coaching sessions should be based upon planned, scientific
practices but also the pedagogical delivery style of coaches. These two vistas or
perspectives reflect the art versus science debate but offer new interpretations or
framing of terms. Rather than viewing coaching as a science, evidence-based objective
measures, or something based on intangible subjective experiences, the art, periodised
programmes allow for the widening of topics as called for by Nelson et al (2013) and
thus incorporate both principles. Thus, physiology, nutrition and biomechanics all come
to the fore at different points in the season, with the art also grounded upon a scientific
evidence base but concerning the delivery style of the material at hand. The delivery
can vary from individual to individual and between various communities of practice.
Combined with the work of Cassidy et al (2008), this could be referred to as holistic
coaching science which has the aim of removing the art versus science debate and its
associated assumptions into something more refined. Specifically, a bio-scientific
foundation which is influenced by social relationships, cultural, political and personal
belief systems of those involved. To achieve this the cultural environment, technical
components (the science) and the pedagogical delivery (the art) need to be considered

S0 coaches practice is based on scientific principles but delivered in a manner which
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recognises the cultural and personal sensitivities which influence coaches use of a
variety of coaching practices. In this argument, sport psychology as an intervention
would sit in the scientific realms as part of the periodised plan but would also provide
the underpinning for enhanced scientific delivery styles. Such movements could fulfil
Cassidy et al’s (2008) call for a rebalancing between the scientific view of coaching
and the need to consider athletes as a person experiencing emotions in the form of an

integrated framework that better prepares coaches for the reality of coaching.

1.4  CONCEPTUALISING SPORT PSYCHOLOGY

1.4.1 Introduction to Sport Psychology

Sport psychology is an umbrella term for a discipline that can be subdivided into a
number of separate, but related, areas of study, known as disciplines (including, social
psychology, mental skills training and motor learning and control). Hence, a commonly
accepted definition of sport psychology is difficult to pinpoint due to the ever
continuous developments within the industry. Nonetheless, initial attempts to provide a
common understanding did come from Morgan in 1972. He postulated that sport
psychology concerns the study of the psychological foundations associated with
physical activity. However, in relation to the current study, this definition was deemed
limiting for two key reasons. Firstly it was due to its restriction or focus on physical
activity as opposed to the wider sports context and secondly, its ambiguity for those
who wish to interpret and apply the subject to the applied setting. Alternatively, Gill
(2000) defined sport psychology more specifically as a scientific study of people’s
behaviour in the sport and exercise context and the practical application of such
knowledge. Such a definition is more comprehensive than the earlier definition from
Morgan (1972) due to its consideration of the behaviours which occur within the sport
setting, thus allowing for evidenced-based underpinning. Moreover, it provides
credibility for evidence-based interventions, hence validating its use for the applied

sport psychologist.

In a similar vein to the latter definition from Gill (2000), Cox (2002, p.5) proposed that

“sport psychology is a science in which the principles of psychology are applied in a
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sport setting” thus making it the most applicable definition for the current study due to
its recognition of sport psychology as a science. Further to this, he additionally
acknowledged that such a definition can be easily applied to the enhancement of
performance without the need for further interpretation as per previous definitions.
However, he did recognise the interpersonal aspect of enhancing performance and
therefore also stated that the quality of the interaction between coach and athlete
contributes to the sporting experience and is therefore also deemed an important
element of improving performance. Thus, ultimately those who take a holistic approach
to sport psychology should consider it to be an exciting domain which is dedicated to
the improvement of both athletic performance and the social-psychological aspects of
human enhancement (Cox 2002). It can be noted that the diverse range of definitions
does render sport psychology applicable to a vast number of sporting environments.
Consequently, Weinberg and Gould (2007) have stated that in order to reflect this
broadening of interests, some sport psychologists have become specialised in specific
practical facets of the domain. Williams (2013) recognises seven particular facets
(social psychology/motor control and learning/skill acquisition/lifestyle management/
injury rehabilitation/applied sport psychology/mental skills training) that contribute in
various amounts to psychological performance, management of the athletic

environment and care of athlete development (Buschbacher et al 2009).

1.4.2 Applied Sport Psychology

One discipline specialisation is that of applied sport psychology, the area with which
this thesis is concerned. The very word ‘applied’ (in relation to sport psychology)
implies a certain level of application of thinking in a logical manner which goes beyond
common sense (Vernacchia 1992). Hence, applied sport psychology addresses the
identification and subsequent understanding of psychological theories and interventions
that can be used to facilitate the improvement of performance (Williams 2006). Thus,
according to Voight and Callaghan (2001), sport psychology can offer both coaches and

athletes interventions for gaining a competitive edge.

An abundance of research (e.g. Anderson et al 2002; Brewer et al 1998; Dosil 2006;
Humara 2001; LaRose 1988; Van Raalte et al 1996) evidences that during the last 30
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years the field of applied sport psychology has experienced massive growth and
sustained advancements in the realms of producing qualified sport psychology
practitioners. This is the result of an initial injection of interest during the 1980s. It has
been suggested that such developments can be attributed primarily to the acceptance of
sport psychology amongst the academic community. This is due to its applied nature
lending itself to translating ‘theoretical concepts into meaningful techniques’ (LaRose
1988, p151). For that reason, a key body of literature (Nideffer et al 1980; Orlick 1986;
Schell et al 1984) suggests that the field has a great deal to offer the sporting world but
is now somewhat outdated. Furthermore, it identifies sport psychology as a pivotal part
of achieving high performance at any level, thus validating sport psychology as being
able to provide meaningful contributions to the art of coaching if such findings hold
true in the current day.

In more recent years the specific field of applied sport psychology has once again
experienced rapid expansion which has led to an era of massive growth in the academic
domain. High profile events, including the 2012 London Olympics, the 2014
Commonwealth Games in Glasgow and the forthcoming World Championships in
2017, have led the British Government, NGBs and organisations such as BASES to
recognise the importance of successful sporting performances on a world stage. As
such, UK Sport (2015) have reported the need for the United Kingdom (UK) to have a
strong, and respected voice within international sport. Consequently, disciplines such as
sport psychology have experienced new injections of interest which have led to
sustained advancements in applied sport psychology during recent years (Dosil 2006;
Humara 2001). Whilst the advantages of such events and subsequent linked growth are
celebrated, it should not go unnoticed or mentioned however, that such sharp growth
can often lead to limited infrastructure, training and resources for all those involved
(i.e. coaches) in the process of using or implementing psychological techniques.
Evidencing the realisation of such concerns, more recently McCarthy et al (2010) and
Zakrajsek et al (2013) similarly found that despite academic acceptance, sport
psychology still has some way to go before it could claim to be a widely accepted part
of training practices due to what they refer to as a lack of appropriately disseminated

information thus still supporting the previous literature. Consequently, the abundance
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of research and therefore knowledge has not as of yet been fully transposed across to

potential end-users thus still leaving the art versus science coaching debate open.

Causing further limitations to the use of sport psychology, there is also an on-going
debate surrounding the potential end-users of sport psychology. Specifically, confusion
has arisen in relation to who exactly the end-user of sport psychology is as to date
studies (e.g. Harwood and Pain 2007; Orlick and Partington 1987; Woolway and
Harwood 2015), have discussed perceptions of identified groups but without explicit
acknowledgement of whether or not they are the actual end-user. Therefore, of concern
is the observation that, whilst athletes (as discussed by Gould 1990) are often
considered the central focus of athletic performance, more recently, researchers
(McCarthy 2010; Zakrajsek et al 2013) have discussed the coach as the individual who
is pivotal in the development of athletic prowess (Dimec and Kajtna 2009; Napier,
Sproule and Horton 2008; O’Boyle 2014; Werthner and Trudel 2006). Such
acknowledgement of the coaches’ role has occurred as a result of the sports coaching
environment emerging beyond the traditional notion of the coach merely providing
technical information along with lap times (O’Boyle 2014). Consequently, further
explorations of the relationship between sport psychology and coaches’ use of content

material is required.

Such considerations are pertinent to the UK, as although there is a specific emphasis on
athlete performance, the coach is widely acknowledged as playing a vital role in the
success and failure of athletes (Dimec, Kajtna 2009; Napier, Sproule and Horton 2008;
O’Boyle 2014). Consequently, coaches have become not only recognised but accepted
as the orchestrators of athletes’ careers. This signifies a requirement for coaches to be,
1) committed facilitators to the holistic development of athletes, 2) an analyst of
performance, and 3) responsible for an athlete’s personal and social well-being
(Erickson, Bruner, MacDonald and Cote 2008; Gordon 2009; Gould, Collins, Lauer and
Chung 2007; Normand and French 2013). In this role it is suggested that it is the
coach’s responsibility to ensure they invest in their own education, philosophy and
resources in order for them to fulfil the requirements of their athletes (Duffy et al
2013).
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1.5 RATIONALE AND POSITION WITHIN THE RESEARCH

According to Daly (2014) the number of athletics coaches actively engaging in athletics
coaching practices in the UK, is falling at a rate of approximately 450 per year. Daly
(2014) continues to argue that failings in producing new coaches is in part a result of
fundamental flaws, 1) lack of recognition for varying starting points of knowledge, 2)
courses only covering novice level foundations, and 3) non specialisation despite
numerous athletic disciplines. As a result, he renders the current provision of coach
education not fit for purpose. Such a statement is not without support; Nelson and
Cushion (2006) have previously reported similar findings albeit generalised across
sports. They noted that standardised curriculums, supporting the notion of a one size
fits all approach, fail to fully prepare coaches for the variety of circumstances they
could potentially experience. More recently, Mesquita et al (2014) similarly reported
that coach education programmes continue to practice rigid protocols which are
divorced from the practical reality of coaching. Consequently, the current study seeks
to contribute to the understanding of coach learning, specifically the sources and
situations through which coaches learn and moreover the driving forces impacting upon

coaches decision-making process to engage with personal development.

With this in mind, the initial research idea for the thesis was derived from two key
driving factors. Firstly, the lack of current, systematic understanding and research
surrounding the diffusion process of sport psychology and its adoption by coaches.
Secondly, the author’s own personal experience and training as a coach, sport
psychologist and early career researcher. Over the last ten years the author has become
ever more fascinated by the complexities of the coaching environment as recognised by
Nelson and Cushion (2006) and Bartram et al (2017). Specifically, the content and
manner through which coaches acquire sports science knowledge within coach
education courses and, moreover, coaches varying perceptions and use of sports science
disciplines in relation to use within their own coaching practices. Both anecdotally and
empirically it has become apparent to the author that the disciplines of nutrition,
physiology and biomechanics are embedded into the coaching domain on a much
greater scale than sport psychology. This is a view supported by researchers Kasiulis
and Garbaliauskas (2010) and specifically Zakrajsek et al (2013) when they stated that
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unlike athletic training, the services of a sport psychologist are not yet fully integrated

into the athletic setting.

The lack of substantial use of sport psychology has led to a desire, to gain an
understanding of the cognitions, behaviours and attitudes towards sport psychology by
coaches. Specifically, there is a need to develop a knowledge base which evidences the
multidimensional factors involved in the decision-making processes related to
embedding sport psychology techniques into coaching practices. Additionally, there is
an interest in how sport psychologists could improve knowledge transfer from theory to
practice in order to increase coaches’ awareness, receptivity and implementation of
sport psychology (Anderson et al 2004; Ferraro and Rush 2000; Weinberg 1989). A
potential avenue to achieve such knowledge transfer is that of the Theory of Diffusion
of Innovation (Rogers 1983). This theory has potential to be utilised as a facilitative
vehicle for encouraging and supporting use of sport psychology (Sharp and Hodge
2013). It is thus expected that the current study will enable the domain of applied sport
psychology to be better equipped to tap into the coaching environment. This could be
achieved through awareness of coaches’ needs and the unique contextual environment
in which they make the decision to use applied sport psychology (Woolway and
Harwood 2015).

Such thoughts correspond with Weinberg’s (1989), and somewhat more recently
Anderson et al’s (2004), identification of the need to facilitate a progression from
academic knowledge to practice. Similarly, both studies suggest that researchers need
to assess theoretical frameworks which investigate the reasons for the lack of use of
sport psychology. Nearly ten years on from Anderson et al (2004), Earle and Earle
(2013) reported that it is still “mission impossible’ when selling sport psychology as a
product to coaches. Moreover, to date, few studies have investigated coaches’ personal

use of both sport psychology services and techniques.

Whilst it is exciting to recognise that both the coaching and sport psychology domains
of research are growing entities, at present there are currently only a few isolated
examples of research examining coaches’ adoption of sport psychology (e.g. Blinde and
Tierney 1990). As a result of the low number of research studies in this particular area,

the author has been unconvinced by the current research examining awareness
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surrounding the decision-making process of coaches in the context of sport psychology
as the majority dates back to the 1990s and predominantly in countries other than the
UK. Since that time there has been a focus on legitimising interventions (Holmes and
Collins 2001) and organisational psychology (2009), yet since that time the sport
psychology industry has witnessed many changes including professional regulation
(Woolway and Harwood 2015).

Additionally, whilst many have highlighted the contemporary issues in sport
psychology, to date research has failed to critically analyse the types of barriers that
restrict the adoption of sport psychology. Better information is needed in order to
enhance understanding of the facilitators and constraints surrounding the decision-
making process. There is a lack of systematic research exploring, or likewise offering,
new ways of thinking in relation to coaches’ perceptions of the sport psychology
industry. Hence, the purpose of this research was to systematically contribute to
multiple research fields (i.e. diffusion of innovation, sport psychology and coaching) in

order to progress the embedding of sport psychology into the coaching environment.

1.6  AIMS AND OBJECTIVES

Overall, through the amalgamation of sport psychology and diffusion of innovations
literature within the athletics environment, the current study is specifically concerned
with exploring the process of diffusion and adoption of sport psychology, as
experienced by athletics coaches. While coaches’ perceptions of, and attitudes towards
sport psychology have been widely examined in the literature (Kasiulis and
Garbaliauskas 2010; Mesquita et al 2010; Mesquita et al 2014; Rahmati et al 2017;
Weinberg et al 2016), the process through which these perceptions and attitudes are
formed has, to date, been neglected. Hence, at present there is no understanding of why
or how perceptions and attitudes are formed in this area and the extent to which they
subsequently influence the uptake of sport psychology. The aim of the research is
therefore;
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To critically analyse and explore the diffusion process, and factors
which influence adoption of sport psychology, thus providing a
synthesis of research in the form of a conceptual framework.

This will provide a deeper understanding of the dynamic processes which

impact upon the diffusion and adoption of sport psychology.

Underpinned by a post-positivism paradigm, the objectives of the research are to:

1. Critically review the existing models associated with the diffusion and
adoption of an innovation and their suitability to the study of sport psychology
in order to establish a theoretical basis for the research.

2. Critically evaluate those variables that influence the diffusion and adoption
process of sport psychology in order to map their impact upon the decision-
making process of a coach.

3. Utilise a mixed methods design, to extract primary data for the interpretation
of relationships between the foci of analysis.

4. To categorise and critically evaluate the driving forces which impact upon the
diffusion and adoption of sport psychology in athletics.

5. Synthesise current theory by developing a conceptual framework that
contributes to the intellectual framing of the diffusion and adoption of sport

psychology by coaches to provide systematic guidance for the uptake of sport

psychology.

Theoretically this will lead to establishing the content of the diffusion and adoption
process when dealing with an intangible subject matter. It is expected that this will
reveal positive adaptations to the existing process due to the synthesis of individual
characteristics, barriers and facilitators as these will potentially be categorised and
placed at various stages of the process. Such theoretical developments should increase
explanations of the conceptual elements for managing movement through the process
resulting in sustained adoption of sport psychology. Fulfilment of the aims and
objectives on a professional practice level would be useful for NGBs, the English
Institute for Sport, BASES, coaches and sport psychologists. It is intended that their
fulfilment further establishes the field of applied sport psychology as a well renowned

professional field. Furthermore, it could assist the sports coaching social systems to

-15 -



Amanda J. Wilding Chapter 1 — Introduction

better diffuse information at the correct level in order to provide greater levels of

adoption.

1.7 STRUCTURE OF THE THESIS

The thesis is divided into twelve chapters the first of which is this introduction. The
literature review outlines the current landscape of each field of exploration. The
methodology follows and is subdivided in order to firstly outline the theoretical
paradigm underpinning the mixed-methods design (MMD) and the three strands of the
research approach. The findings are divided into seven chapters the first of which is the
qualitative exploratory phase. This chapter has two key purposes; firstly, it seeks to
explore coaches’ subjective reality surrounding sport psychology in coaching.
Secondly, it looks to establish whether Rogers (2003) Innovation-Decision Process can
be utilised as a vehicle for examining coaches’ decision-making process towards the
use of sport psychology. The next five chapters represent each stage of the Innovation-
Decision Process (knowledge, persuasion, decision, implementation and confirmation).
They consist of three sections. First, the quantitative results seek to expose
generalizable patterns of response. Second, the qualitative results provide deeper
meaning in the form of descriptive nuances which unearth reasons behind the outcomes
of the quantitative results. Finally, the discussion integrates the quantitative and
qualitative results in order to challenge and redirect thought processes thus providing
scientific and practical utility. It additionally contests existing content of the diffusion
and adoption process thus including consideration of theory and other existing research.
Coaches’ barriers and facilitators to the diffusion and adoption of sport psychology are
identified and categorised in accordance to the Leisure Constraints Model from
Crawford and Godbey (1991) and subsequently explored in relation to their impact
upon the Innovation-Decision Process. The conclusion chapter draws theoretical
insights while considering the implications and future possibilities for extending

understanding.
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CHAPTER 2 - LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 INTRODUCTION

It is apparent that changing attitudes and behaviours is a difficult and somewnhat
complex task (Holt and Ryan 2012). Explicitly, Tarde (1903) observed common
behaviours in relation to the uptake of an innovation and noted that if 100 innovations
were introduced to individuals all at the same time 10 would be adopted whilst 90
would be forgotten. Given the multiple strands which underpin the academic discipline
of sports science, the observation by Tarde (1903) calls into question whether sport
psychology is one of those innovations which is easily forgotten.

The process through which sport psychology enters the coaching environment requires
examination of those factors which impinge on, or in fact maximise, transference from
theory to practice, are to be rectified. Known as knowledge transfer, Martinez et al
(2013) contend that it is important to consider how a knowledge base (in the current
study, that of sport psychology) will be transmitted. They put forward that
communication forms an essential component of knowledge transfer as it is this that
translates knowledge that exists in a person’s mind into information which is useable
and can provide the user with a competitive advantage or performance outcomes (Grant
and Dumay 2015; Jasimuddin 2012). Martinez et al (2013) concluded that, to ensure
sustained performance of a newly introduced idea, the communication from one
influencing person to another must be organised to allow for strategic management of
the transference of knowledge (Argote et al 2000; Jasimuddin 2012). Thus, a provider-
receiver relationship between two groups is formed for mutual benefits (Laframboise et
al 2007; Martinez et al 2013). With this as the focus, Glaser (1973) discussed the
complex issue of how to get individual decision makers to develop a climate of non-
defensive, open-minded willingness to review common practices and become receptive

to change.

In relation to the current study, knowledge transfer appears to have the potential to aid
the identification of seeking the most suitable way of transposing knowledge from one

person to another. More broadly, according to Prowidenza et al (2013), knowledge
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transfer could assist the development of optimal education strategies which in the
current study could increase the positive outcomes of adoption decisions. The reasons
being, as a process, knowledge transfer is characterised by the creation of steps which

provide guidance between the conversions of knowledge into useable information.

In order to understand the current climate of sport psychology within athletics there is a
need to examine a body of knowledge that can accurately describe coach cognitions,
motivations and feelings towards sport psychology. To achieve this, the literature
review is divided into three broad themes. Specifically, in line with the suggestions of
Wardell (2009) initially theories and theoretical frameworks will be explored as a
means for establishing the conceptual elements which explain, contribute and impede
the diffusion and adoption process. Therefore, the review begins with an examination
of what constitutes an innovation and, furthermore, its associated properties, for
example, the perceived characteristics of innovations and the adoption process of an
innovation. Subsequent to the fundamental constructs which are understood to impact
upon the Theory of Diffusion of Innovations (Rogers 1962), the literature review then

turn its attention to the dissection of the specific process of diffusion.

To achieve this, sub-models of diffusion are examined as each model contains disparate
components which Rogers (1962) propose individuals pass through when diffusing an
innovation. Such understandings will provide insights into the factors leading to the
adoption of sport psychology into athletics. Additionally, in order to conceptualise the
barriers towards sport psychology the Leisure Constraints Model (LCM (Crawford,
Jackson and Godbey 1991)) will be examined in order to ascertain not only the
pertinent barriers to the adoption of sport psychology as innovation but also the extent

to which any barriers impact upon the process of diffusion.

This synthesis of information from a number of theoretical domains (e.g. Diffusion of
Innovation, sport psychology and the Leisure Constraints) will then be displayed in the
form of a conceptual framework which can guide the collection of data. Such synthesis
provides a unique opportunity to add to the existing knowledge base as such integration
between models has not been previously undertaken. The concepts synonymous with
these domains have been examined from a unilateral perspective. However, in the

current study key conceptual elements will have primacy, in order to allow for the
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modification of already existing theories and/or uncover the essence of phenomena if
the diffusion process and adoption model is not suitable for the sport psychology realm.
Thus, whilst the researcher possesses knowledge of the various theories involved, she
remains open to the notion that incoming data might contradict existing theory
(Holloway 2008). The theorising in this chapter will therefore simply be used as

guidance for the methodology to follow.

2.2 THE NATURE OF AN INNOVATION

2.2.1 Invention versus Innovation

Kanter (1983) refers to an innovation as the process of bringing a new problem solving
idea into use. However, in line with the thoughts of Francis and Bessant (2005), such a
definition is insufficient due to its failure to note the subjectivity of innovations.
Specifically, what constitutes an innovation to one user can be a well-established
practice for another. In a similar vein, Rogers (2003) defines an innovation as a new
alternative solution towards an existing problem. He further advances that an idea,
practice or object that is perceived by a given user, or group, as new, can be categorised
as an innovation. Added to such discussion is that, whilst there is a common
understanding of what constitutes an innovation (a new solution to an existing issue),

this term is not to be confused with that of an invention.

Unlike Kanter (1983), Rogers (2003) defines an invention as a process by which a new
idea is discovered or created. Recently, Liviu (2014) also made the distinction between
the concepts of innovation and invention, but more explicitly than Rogers (2003), by
recognising them as a sequence of notions. Specifically, in his recent work, Liviu
(2014) described an invention as the initial occurrence of a new idea or concept as a
result of systematic, repeated research with an innovation then being concerned with

the implementation of the invention.
These two notions (invention and innovation) lead to the improvement of a product,
theory or service in order to achieve enhanced standards (Ashley 2009; Hanna 2001;

Liviu 2014). Drawing upon both definitions, for the purpose of the current study, of
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importance is the central difference between the terms and, in particular, that an
innovation is expected to have a positive impact and thus is about refining and
improving something that is already in existence. With regards to the subject matter at
hand, as an applied science, sport psychology has been in existence for over 50 years.
Thus, as a specific idea sport psychology in the current study is not being discovered or
created for the first time, hence ruling out the term invention. Due to the aspect of
perceived newness, for those coaches who are new to the subject or regular users of
sport psychology within their coaching practice, it can, within the context of the current
study, be classified as an innovation. For those coaches who have already adopted sport
psychology, the current study provides an opportunity to learn how they came to this
positive adoption decision. This will aid understanding of how to increase coaches’

widespread use of the innovation.

2.2.2 Desired Outcome of an Innovation

In line within the suggestions of Kostic (2003) the perceived success of an innovation
in the current context concerns positive change as opposed to harmful change. Kostic
(2003) notes this analysis and measure of change as concerning the direction of change
(either positive, adaptive behaviours or negative, maladaptive behaviours). He suggests
an innovation has four properties that can alter the existing practices of the potential
user. Latterly, Bessant and Tidd (2011) developed the notion of a 4P’s Model. Building
upon the original terminologies and constructs of Kostic (2003), Bessant and Tidd
(2011) consolidated the nature of the four properties that can bring about change. The
initial P (product) innovation deals with changing or improving the services or products
which are on offer, thus within the current study would involve ensuring coaches have
awareness of and access to the many facets of sport psychology so they can offer their
athletes a new dimension to their training practices. Bessant and Tidd (2011) define this
new offering as leading to the second ‘P’. Process innovation, is defined by Tidd,
Bessant and Pavitt (2005) as changes in the way the innovation is delivered. To date in
the field of sport psychology, the idea of process innovation has yet to be examined
from the receiver’s perspective. Position innovation, the third ‘P’, involves re-
positioning perceptions, thus dealing with changing attitudes or alternatively the way in
which the innovation is framed and communicated within its given context. It is this

aspect of context which is emphasised by Tidd et al (2005) but to date; the existing
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literature reveals no scientific evidence of the channels through which coaches’ desire
to receive information concerning sport psychology. The final ‘P’, paradigm
innovation, refers to the sector as a whole and the mental models which shape the
norms of the business. Thus in the current study, there is a need to better understand
what role the National Governing Bodies hold in the dissemination of sport psychology
material. Overall, categorising or organising the properties of an innovation allows for
better measurement of change and management of innovations. With regards to sport
psychology there is a need to establish whether improvements to sport psychology as a
product and/or service are required and desired and how these products could be

delivered more effectively.

2.3 DIFFUSION OF INNOVATIONS

2.3.1 Elements of Diffusion

Described by Budman et al (2003) as a classic work, Rogers’ Theory of Diffusion of
Innovations as a whole subsumes adoption within the diffusion process. However,
analysis of each concept in isolation allows for the identification and conceptualisation
of the contributory elements prior to their organisation into a theoretical model.

The phenomenon of adoption deals with an individual deciding to use an innovation
and thus doing something different, whereas diffusion deals with the process of
spreading the new idea throughout a population base. To this end, it describes how the
process of adoption begins (Al-Sugri and Al-Aufi 2015; Ashley 2009; Rogers 2003).
The standard definition of diffusion hence comes from Rogers (2003, p.5) ‘the process
in which an innovation is communicated through certain channels over time among
members of a social system’, (Ashley 2009; Budman et al 2003; Robinson 2005). He
further denotes diffusion as a particular form of communication concerned with the
spread of messages which deal with new ideas. Hence, it is said to be a social process
characterised by acceptance over time by either a group or individual leading to

eventual adoption of an innovation.
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To date, nine traditional areas of diffusion research have been established
(anthropology, early sociology, rural sociology, education, public health and medical
sociology, communication, marketing and management, geography and general
sociology). Consequently, the diffusion of innovation theory provides what Robinson
(2005, p.49) refers to as ‘a generic model for the process of the adoption of an
innovation” which identifies ‘those factors that will lead to the adoption of an
innovation’. In relation to this generic understanding of the diffusion process, Rogers
(2003) proposes four key elements to be involved in the diffusion of an innovation. 1)
Type of innovation-decision, 2) the communication channels used throughout the
process of disseminating the innovation, 3) the social system in which the innovation is
being examined, and, 4) the change agents who promote the diffusion of an innovation
within the social system, which affect the utilisation of an innovation.

2.3.1.1 Type of Innovation

Innovations are said to incorporate hardware, which is the physical being of the
innovation and the software which is considered by Rogers (2003) to be the information
base. Damanpour, Walker and Avellanda (2009) distinguish these as being variations
between types of innovation which can then be displayed in the taxonomy of
innovations. Specifically, they depict between two typologies, 1) product and service
and, 2) technical and administrative processes. Product innovations deal with tangible
goods whereas services are intangible and focus on meeting the needs of clients.
Additionally, process innovations seek to improve the efficiency of the processes
within an organisation whether that is introducing a new technology or administrative
orientated which Damanpour et al (2009) suggests create motivation and rewards for
members of the organisation. Sport psychology is considered a service process
innovation whereby according to Kolk (2013) there is no direct interface to be observed
as the desire is to examine new approaches to existing practices, thus making it
software dominant (Satell 2013).

2.3.1.2 Communication channels

Communication is the process through which individuals share information regarding

the innovation with each other in order to reach common practices or norms of
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behaviours (Ashley 2009; Berger and lyengar 2013; Rogers 2003). The introduction of
an innovation into a social system is thus concerned with the flow of information
through the social system and it is this flow which determines the outcome of the
innovation. The means through which information flows through a social system are
referred to as communication channels of which researchers (Ashley 2009; Rogers
2003) suggest there are two recognised forms; mass media and interpersonal channels
such as word of mouth. Whilst mass media is thought to be the most prompt way to
diffuse information, however, interpersonal channels are more often than not, more
effective as they facilitate exposure through social contact (Ashley 2009; Berger and
lyengar 2013; Rogers 2003). Thus, examination of these channels is of importance to
the athletic context given the categorisation of sport psychology as a soft service
process innovation. Hence, examination of whether this categorisation biases the

preference for one form of communication over another is still to be established.

2.3.1.3 Social Systems

A social system is comprised of a number of individuals who are connected by a need
or desire to solve a problem in order to achieve a goal within a given contextual space
(Ashley 2009; Montada 2014; Rogers 2003). Together they play an intricate role in the
introduction of an innovation into a social system (Rogers 2003). More specifically,
Metzler et al (2008, p.458) denote social systems as occurring on one of two levels.
Firstly, the macro social system, which is referred to as being a collective group of
individuals who belong to the same community or culture and thus share the need for
the innovation (Ashley 2009; Metzler et al 2008; Montada 2014). Alternatively, the
micro social system is a group of individuals who share expertise and job
responsibilities, then apply them in more or less similar settings. Parsons (1970) states
that combined, these form the broader social system due to commonality between the
two systems of interest which, in the current study, is athletics. Specifically, BA, who
licence athletics coaches, can be considered a key influencer in the macro social system
due to their positioning as an authoritative body. Whereas those coaches, who
undertake a similar role of training athletes and have official qualifications, evidencing
a minimum required standard, can be classified as being the micro social system.
Within the coaching literature base Bertram et al (2017) refer to such notion of context

specific environments as communities of practice. Similarly to the social system

-23-



Amanda J. Wilding Chapter 2 — Literature Review

discussed in the Diffusion of Innovations Theory, the community of practice is said to
comprise of individuals who share a concern or hobby and that in order to expand their
knowledge interaction with each other must occur (Bertram et al 2017). However,
while social systems seek understanding of relationships and their hierarchal influences,
communities of practice are said to focus on competition and thus sporting prowess
rather than knowledge interaction to enhance coach development. As a result Bertram
et al (2017) suggest that to facilitate the growth of coach education the culture of sport
needs to align its definitions with practical realities so as to allow for collaboration and
fulfilment rather than contradictions and confusion. Consequently, terminologies from
the Theory of Diffusion of Innovation will be adopted in the current research project to

allow examination of the relationships required to foster collaboration.

2.3.1.3.1 Organisation of a Social System

According to Rogers (2003) not all individuals have equal leverage (power) within the
diffusion process and indeed their respective social system. Such differences, he
proposed, were caused by the arrangement of individuals and their allocated roles
within the system along with, according to Ashley (2009), environmental factors as
these determine who information actually reaches. Consequently, the structure and
organisation of the social system is thought to affect the diffusion process, along with
the interrelationships which occur within the system. Such a notion was initially
recognised by Parsons (1970). Previously, he argued the need for a theoretic system
which conceptualised the scientific development of the system rather than displaying
the applied nature of a social system. He went onto argue that specialised units or
individuals aid the functioning of the social system. Rogers et al (2005) more recently
highlighted that the structure of individuals can be an impediment or facilitator to the
diffusion of the innovation. An organised structure provides stability and reduces
uncertainty (Rogers 2003). Typically the arrangement of individuals is, according to
Rogers (2003), hierarchal in nature and based on an individual’s role and responsibility

within the social system commonly referred to as the social structure.

Commonality in terminology of the roles ascribed to those within the social structure is
not in dispute. However, there are a number of interpretations related to their
functionality. To this end, when pressure to initiate change occurs, the influencer
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responsible for the introduction of the new knowledge is referred to as a change agent
(Ashley 2009; Lunenburg 2010). However, more comprehensively, Rogers (2003)
suggests they introduce what they (as the expert) believe to be desirable change and
slow the process of diffusion down in order to decrease the chance of undesirable
consequences due to a decrease in the perception of risk (Rogers 2003). With this in
mind, based on suggestions from Parsons (1970) that change agents often have limited
familiarity with the social system, which Ashley (2009) explains is due to them often
residing externally to the system. Due to such criteria, the sport psychologist could be
identified as holding this role in the athletics social system. Furthermore, Lunenberg
(2010) states, when perceived negatively, lack of familiarity can be off-set by coupling

the change agent with an insider who Rogers et al (2005) refers to as a gate-keeper.

To facilitate the introduction of the change agent, a gate-keeper is normally involved as
they enable access to the social system thus acting as intermediaries (Ashley 2009;
Breuning 2013; Rogers et al 2005; Wyper 2014). This would potentially be (in
athletics) via a Club and Coach Support Officer, but such roles are yet to be
investigated within the athletics context. Once the innovation has entered the social
system, according to Schleien and Miller (2010) another key influencer in the
communication of the innovation is that of an opinion leader. Their attitude and opinion
is well respected within the social system due to their high status level within the social

system and consequently are considered to be role models.

In a similar vein, Anderson and Whall (2013) report that opinion leaders possess the
interpersonal characteristics to exert influence over others but go further to explain that
this influence has two functions: to improve understanding of the process and to enable
innovations to become part of normal practices. However, whilst also recognising the
role of the opinion leader, Holt and Ryan (2012) suggested that they can drive change,
but identify the need to carefully place and execute the role of the opinion leader
otherwise they can be regarded as an additional management tool which could elicit
negative consequences. Despite such clear distinctions between various individuals
thought to be involved in the process of diffusing an innovation into a given social
system, at present there is a lack of literature examining these roles in the athletic

environment thus presenting a gap in the literature base.
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2.3.1.4 The Time Dimension of an Innovation

When an innovation is introduced into a new domain not everyone within the social
system makes use of the idea, practice or product simultaneously, thus creating the time
dimension. This time dimension represents the amount of time between when an
individual potential user has first knowledge of an innovation up to the point that they
make a decision to adopt, reject or postpone its use (Ashley 2009). Referred to by,
Bass (1969) as a Theory of Timing, its basic premise is that the uptake of an innovation
can be predicted due to what Bass (1969) called growth patterns. Further to the Theory
of Timing, the time it takes to diffuse ideas through the social system was later

conceptualised by Rogers (1983) as the rate of adoption (Rogers 2003).

2.3.1.4.1 Rate of Adoption

Rogers (2003) suggested the rate of adoption as relating to the speed at which various
groups of individuals adopt an innovation. To this end, he puts forward the notion that
individual characteristics of the potential user affects the rate at which the innovation is
adopted and ultimately the number of end users. This perspective was supported by
Meyer’s (2004) who defined the rate of adoption specifically to be the total number of
individuals (discussed as units) who have adopted the innovation. However, an initial
model for the rate of adoption reviewed by Ferrence (2001, p165) was that of Tarde’s
(1903) Laws of Imitation. He argued that an individual’s proximity to the innovation
led to imitation which was said to occur through a ‘trickle-down process’. Those
referred to as inferiors imitate superiors which Tarde (1903) denoted as being a ‘kind of
conquering epidemic’. Later work by Bass (1969) referred to these as two forms of
adopter classification: innovators (the first to adopt) and imitators (adopt later).
Similarly to Tarde (1903), Bass (1969) suggested there were different timings of
adoption associated with each group but labelled this to be as a result of their

innovativeness as opposed to Tarde’s (1903) trickle-down effect.

The different rates at which potential users are thought to adopt the innovation causes
an S-shaped curve (Bass 1969). He believes this curve depicts the rate of adoption
whereby use of an innovation increases slowly at the beginning, then rises rapidly to a
point of critical mass then slows down and levels off. More recently, Schleien and
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Miller (2010) also reported initial utilisation to be slow, then accelerating in an upwards
trajectory before levelling off to cause an S shaped curve. However, they went on to
highlight that when tracked over a period of time a Bell shape curve is produced.
Likewise, after assessing learning, mathematics and communication theories, Rogers
(2003) also reported that if the number of units adopted was plotted against time it
would create a bell shaped curve which has become known as the adoption curve
(Mann and Sahni 2012; Peterson 1973). This curve (Figure 1) is thought to depict the
time difference between the take up by various users of an innovation and accounted

for by their individual differences and social influences (Weenig and Midden 1991).

Figure 1. Bell Curve of Adoption depicting rate of adoption adapted from Rogers
(2005)

Units of adoption
A

Time

v
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Bass (1969) argued for the importance of stabilising the uptake of an innovation if
long-range forecasting or predictability is to be achieved. Thus, the rate of adoption
offers understanding of how the process of adoption occurs by, according to
Frederickson et al (2004), allowing the placement of individuals into predictable groups
of behaviour. However, within the athletics context, characteristics and conceptual
elements which lead to the varying rates of adoption are as of yet unknown.
Consequently, for those looking to increase the adoption of sport psychology there are
no standardised programmes from which to work. Nor can the likely time scale for
adoption be predicted as characteristics which could be manipulated to aid this process

are unknown.

-27 -



Amanda J. Wilding Chapter 2 — Literature Review

2.3.1.4.2 Individual Characteristics and the Rate of Adoption

Beyond adopter categories, in response to the calls of Mann and Shani (2012) to
identify the wider scope of factors that influence the adoption process, Linn et al (2014)
found alternative factors which affected the rate of adoption of an innovation.
Specifically, Mann and Shani’s (2012) study of internet banking revealed segmenting
users into different profiles according to demographic characteristics such as perception
of age, gender, education, income and users occupation, aided the facilitation of
adoption. This, they suggested, allowed for an understanding of users’ attributes and
demographic characteristics that influenced the adoption of Internet Banking in India.
They concluded that client profiling assisted marketers to identify and understand
customers so they could target and cater to their requirements more so than purely
addressing the environment in which they operated. Such acknowledgements were also
previously made by Ashley (2009) who noted characteristics of the potential adopter
including socioeconomic status, norms of the social system and education to all
influence the diffusion process and thus adoption. To date, there is a lack of research
examining the factors which influence coaches’ adoption of sport psychology.
Consequently, little is known about the coach characteristics which impact upon the
diffusion process which leads to adoption by individual units or at a level of critical

mass.

In summary, the balance between maximising the organisation and structure of the
social system in order to increase the rate of adoption has been well established in the
literature base pertaining to many industries. However, coaching is not one of the
recognised contexts. Thus, the modes of communication, time frame and user
characteristics which allow for the prediction of adoption through a consistent process

are yet to be established.

2.3.2 Perceived Characteristics of Innovations

Understanding the rate of adoption according to Rogers et al (2005) is not the only
contributory factor to the diffusion and adoption of an innovation. Barnett (1953)
suggested widespread adoption, thus hitting a point of critical mass within a social
system is based upon two considerations, namely satisfaction and desirability. He
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suggested motivation as being the simplistic driving force behind adoption in that for it
to occur, satisfaction must be increased, and dissatisfaction decreased. To achieve this,
the potential adopter’s level of desire to change behaviour must be established as
consciousness of the two constructs alone does not automatically lead to adoption. This,
Rogers (2003) suggested, is because adoption is merely the decision point of use, hence
suggesting Barnett’s (1953) insights oversimplify the process of adoption as he fails to
consider the entwinement of cognitive and behavioural processes and whether the order
in which these arise affects adoption and the rate at which this occurs.

In addition to the simplistic view of motivation being a driving force underpinning
various rates of adoption, in the early years of innovation research, scholars also
typically viewed all innovations as units of equivalency, thus users would adopt them at
the same rate, in the same way. However, latterly innovation differences in terms of
how individuals decide whether or not to adopt the innovation emerged as a result of
what Rogers et al (2005) referred to as the dangers of over simplification. These
innovation differences have become widely accepted as perceived characteristics of
innovations that influence adoption as they help potential adopters decide if the
innovation is of worth (Ashley 2009; Budman et al 2003; Lennon et al 2007; Rogers et
al 2005). Specifically, it is thought that such characteristics may account for up to 87%
of the variance in relation to how likely an innovation is to be adopted (Budman et al
2003). Consequently, the perceived characteristics of an innovation are said to affect
the speed at which potential users decide (or not) to utilise in this instance, sport

psychology, as a new solution to the existing issue.

Of concern to the study at hand is the notion that innovations comprise of various
underlying properties each with their own nuances, but can nevertheless be classified in
order to help explain human behaviour (Rogers et al 2005). Researchers (such as
Ashley 2009; Budman et al 2003; Hameed and Counsell 2014; Rogers 2003; Lennon et
al 2007; Pagoto et al 2007; Lin and Chen 2012; Lin et al 2007) repeatedly consider five
constructs or perceived characteristics of innovation which are widely accepted and
relatively undisputed as being the defining characteristics which impact upon and
influence the perceived need for the innovation. Lin et al (2007, p813) describe them as
‘attributes of innovation adoption’, furthermore, Haider and Kreps (2004) put forward
the notion that optimising these qualities or attributes allows an innovation to be
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adopted at a faster rate than those which lack them. This was because they not only
affect but also facilitate the rate at which the innovation is absorbed. Moreover, analysis
of these characteristics can help establish the order of importance for the particular set
of respondents (Rogers et al 2005).

2.3.2.1 Relative Advantage

According to Budman et al (2003), relative advantage is a basic cost-benefit ratio
analysis whereby, a potential user evaluates whether, in comparison to existing
practices the benefits of adopting a new idea outweighs the costs of such
implementation, which Ashley (2009) refers to as ‘significant advantage’. Of
importance is the measurement of the term ‘effective’ which leads experts in the area of
study to initially determine whether or not an innovation is of use. However, by the
time the innovation has filtered down to ground level, inaccurate perceptions by
potential users could be formed due to the distance from the initial message and the
number of, or type of communication channels they have utilised to gain awareness of
the innovation. Such a problem is particularly pertinent in domains which are subjective
due to their lack of definite measurability or, as noted by Lyytinen and Damsgaard
(2001), have a lack of physical artefact. The coaching context is a clear example of
such in distinctions due to the art versus science debate as discussed in Chapter One
(section 1.2). In addition, perceptions of intangible, or soft innovations innovation have
been all but omitted from the relative advantage research base due to a focus on

objective, measureable outcomes of an innovation.

2.3.2.2 Compatibility

The research base (Ashley 2009; Budman et al 2003; Lyytinen and Damsgaard 2001;
Rogers 2003; Sanson-Fisher 2004) commonly describes this construct as the extent to
which an innovation aligns with the existing values, structures, past experiences and
needs of potential adopters (Budman et al 2003). These researchers further highlight
that such factors are of importance since, irrespective of how good it is, if the idea is
not easily transferred into current practices, the innovation will not be accepted. Rogers

(2003) suggests this is because the level of risk and uncertainty is decreased if the
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innovation appears to closely match to three key variables, 1) sociocultural values and

beliefs, 2) previous ideas, 3) clients need for the innovation.

In their work investigating compatibility beliefs in technology acceptance, Karahanna,
Agarwal and Angst (2006) reported such classifications of variables allow for better
understanding in order to predict key outcomes. Moreover, they suggested
compatibility to be about congruence between the individual’s belief and the new idea,
but go further than the work of Rogers (2003) by outlining attitudes and perceived
usefulness (the degree to which the individual believes the innovation will improve
practice) to be important elements of compatibility. Thus, compatibility differs from
relative advantage as the fundamental assumption surrounding compatibility is
grounded within subjective personal beliefs rather than objective evaluations.
Consequently, the extent to which sport psychology is compatible with coaches’

existing practices is an essential factor in the introduction of an innovation.

The final aspect of compatibility refers to the extent to which the potential user believes
the innovation will meet their needs (Rogers 2003). The issue however for those
introducing the innovation is that potential adopters may not see the need to change
behaviour (Lewin 1947). At present this variable is under studied yet thought to be an
important aspect of compatibility.

2.3.2.3 Complexity

The construct of complexity can be viewed from a number of perspectives (Lyytinen
and Damsgaard 2001). The most traditional of which refers to the complexity of the
innovation itself. Alternatively, Andriani (2001) describes complexity as referring to
the tools utilised in order to better understand the innovation and help facilitate a
change in attitudes and behaviours. Subsequently, this perspective of complexity could
be pertinent to changing perceptions of coaching being grounded in art to a more
scientifically driven form of activity. In the current study the construct of complexity
refers to the extent to which the potential user believes the idea to be difficult to
understand and self-apply (Ashley 2009; Budman et al 2003). In this context Rogers
(2003) offers the notion of a complexity-simplicity continuum due to some innovations,
their potential use and consequence being more visible than others. Consequently, he
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postulates, complexity decreases as the innovation and its outcomes become more
visible. Lyytinen and Damsgaard (2001) also recognised varying levels of complexity
but alternatively argued that variations exist in the interpretative flexibility as opposed
to the innovation itself. In their explanation of the term interpretative flexibility, they
suggested individuals’ interpretation of the innovation can vary from one context to
another thus equating to flexibility. This is due to a host of factors including individual
characteristics such as age and gender and furthermore, the environment in which the
innovation is being used which combined changes to the user’s perception of how
difficult the innovation is to use. Both Rogers (2003) and Lyytinen and Damsgaard
(2001) argue, however, that varying levels of complexity cause high levels of learning
barriers in the process of introducing an innovation. Both however, fail to examine the
extent to which the outcomes of learning barriers lead to negative attitudes and thus

impact upon utilisation, subsequently leaving gaps in the knowledge base.

2.3.2.4 Trialability

Trialability, according to researchers such as Ashley (2009) and Harting et al (2009),
refers to the potential user’s ability to test the innovation. However, Davidson et al
(2016) suggest the construct goes beyond testing and deals more with the experience of
testing and how useful it is found to be. Users are said to like the idea of being able to
legitimise or test the innovation before fully committing to the idea. In the current
context, this would allow coaches opportunities to see how and where sport psychology
could be used within their coaching practices. Such opportunities are said to ease the
extent to which the innovation can be implemented (Rogers 2003). Thus, whilst
complexity can act as a barrier to the adoption of an innovation, trialability could

potentially act as a facilitator its introduction.

Rogers (2003) reports the facilitative value of trailability to be because trialling an
innovation dispels a potential user’s uncertainty due to the opportunity to change,
customise or even re-invent the innovation to suit their needs. In applied terms,
although not in Rogers (2003) area of focus, trialability can be interpreted as coaches
having the opportunity to test if psychological tools would enhance athlete’s
performance. However, Rogers (2003) warns of the risks associated with reinventing

innovations to suit particular requirements or circumstances. This he suggests is
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because such actions at some point (which is unknown) undermine the integrity of the
innovation thus fundamentality changing the central notion initially intended for the

innovation causing the extent of any re-invention to be monitored.

2.3.2.5 Observability

Observability in simple terms is defined by the likes of Ashley (2009) and Harting et al
(2009) as being the degree to which the results are visible to others. Of importance to
observability is whether others have normalised the innovation’s use into their practice
and more importantly the impact or measured outcome of its implementation. Hence,
coaches’ ability to see others use of sport psychology and their athletes having gained
an advantage from such use. The nature or type of innovation being introduced affects
its visibility. Hence, innovations which are software dominant are less observable
which poses potential barriers to the innovation as there is no tangible product to

evaluate. This increases the importance of being able to demonstrate its use.

In summary, it is evident that to date, while there are common understandings of the
perceived attributes of innovations, little is known about the way in which, or the point
at which, they influence the utilisation of an innovation (Ashley 2009; Lyytinen and
Damsgaard 2001). Moreover, they suggest the need for greater understanding of how to
manipulate each attribute to increase widespread adoption of innovations and

specifically soft innovations, such as sport psychology.

24  THE PROCESS OF CHANGE

2.4.1 Models of Diffusion and Adoption

While demonstrating flexibility and adaptability within a broad number of varying
contexts, the current study is concerned with the stages through which individual
coaches pass and the processes common to these individuals. Furthermore, it seeks to
examine the variables which impede and facilitate this process in order to extend

current understanding. This is due an apparent gap in the knowledge surrounding the
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diffusion of innovations and whether the literature base can be transposed into the

coaching domain to bring about productive enhancement of athlete performance.

2.4.2 Origins of the Diffusion Model

The first published paper investigating the adoption of innovation came from Ryan and
Gross in 1943 who observed farmers delaying their integration of new ideas despite
evidence that the new idea was more profitable than existing practices. The study
concluded the diffusion of innovations to be a subjective social process whereby new
ideas are gradually permeated throughout a community (Rogers 2003). Subsequently,
during the period between the 1940s and the end of the 1950s a number of independent
studies appeared from various disciplines (as mentioned above, Section 2.3.1). Analysis
of their findings revealed similar findings associated with the uptake of any new idea.
As a result, based upon initially qualitative studies, the birth of the information-seeking
process emerged along with the popularisation of term diffusion (Rogers 2003).
Motivated by such similarities Rogers (1962) went on to state that, as a general process,
diffusion is not bound by the type of innovation studied, who the adopters were, or by
place or culture. Thus, the context in which diffusion is studied is irrelevant as Rogers
himself changed his focus from rural sociology to the communication field in which he

now grounds his work.

Despite conflicting origins, parallels in the conclusions, from the likes of Pagoto et al
(2007) and Metzler et al (2008), report the theory of Diffusion of Innovations (Rogers
1962) as being a useful framework for translating knowledge (the research base) into
useable information that can be applied in the practical setting by an end user such as a
coach. Such a notion enhances the argument for utilising the theory within the current
study. It could provide a vehicle for improving sport psychologists’ understanding of
how to embed sports psychology into the coaching domain as it can provide a path for
the dissemination of information. Further, it can offer understanding of when and how
to diffuse information in order to increase adoption. Weenig and Midden (1991)
underpin this claim by stating that, within the literature, the theory of the diffusion of
innovations is often conceptualised as a process of communication and its
persuasiveness to impact upon the cognitions of the user. Moreover, it seeks to aid
understanding by explaining potential influential factors (Ashley 2009; Kozma 1983;
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Robinson 2005; Metzler et al 2008) on adoption (Patgoto et al 2007) and the stages
through which users pass when making a decision regarding the use of an innovation
(Rogers 1995). Therefore, it provides insights into how ideas, concepts or practices are
adopted into everyday life (Webster et al 2013). Robinson (2005) depicts this as a
process of enabling change. This he argues is due to its focus on changing or
‘reinventing’ the product or service to the individuals needs as opposed to Models of
Change (Transtheoretical Model of Change, Health Belief Model and Theory of
Planned Behaviour) which seek to change individual’s behaviour to suit the desired
outcome. Robinson (2005) argues changing the innovation is more effective to
sustained developments as strategies can be aimed at system-wide change rather than

change on an individual level.

2.4.3 The Process of Diffusion

2.4.3.1 Conceptualisation of the Development and Decision Models

It is apparent from the previous literature that diffusion is concerned with how an
individual comes to the decision to adopt an innovation. However, analysis of past
diffusion studies appear to utilise Rogers (2003) Innovation-Decision Process as the
underpinning framework. However, examination of Rogers (2003) work reveals two
processes that depict the entire adoption process from learning of an innovations
existence to regular use. Past studies of diffusion have often thus omitted what Rogers
(2003) refers to as the Innovation-Development Process (a preceding model to that
which includes the decisions, activities and factors which impact upon these, from the
point of recognition of the innovation). The second more commonly reported stage of
the process is referred to as the Innovation-Decision Process which includes five key
stages and deals with the way in which an innovation is diffused through the social
system (Rogers 2003).

2.4.3.2 Innovation-Development Process

This process often starts with a trigger or what Rogers (2003) calls a recognised
problem which causes the need to create a solution via scientific knowledge, applied
research or serendipity (accidentally discovering a new idea). The cluster of events
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which occur prior to the start of the bell-shaped curve proposed by Bass (1969) is the
development stage of putting an innovation in place for the intended social system
(Rogers 2003). At this stage potential users initially learn of the innovations existence
irrespective of whether they need a solution to a problem (Rogers 2003). This process is
thought to be useful in terms of understanding where an innovation comes from.
Furthermore, it allows for the uncovering of potential characteristics and properties of
the innovation which could affect the Innovation-Development Process (Rogers 2003).
To date, these have been collectively recognised as barriers within the sport psychology
literature (to be discussed in section 2.6) with little consideration for what causes these
barriers, when they occur and how they could be overcome. This initial process could
thus prove important to the enhanced understanding of sport psychology and how
coaches learn of its existence and what affects this.

2.4.3.3 Innovation-Decision Process

Ryan and Gross (1943) were the first to conceptualise five stages (knowledge,
persuasion, decision, implementation and confirmation) of the diffusion process. This
was in recognition that an individual’s decision to adopt an innovation is not impulsive.
Rather, an individual learns of an innovation through selected communication channels,
then trials the innovation before either completely adopting or rejecting the idea in
some cases years later. Extending conceptual understanding of the work from Ryan and
Gross (1943), Rogers (2003) proposed a somewhat more complex five stage sequential
process for establishing change. The depicted stages through which an individual is said
to advance when considering a new idea remain the same as those of Ryan and Gross
(1943) but Rogers (2003) added description of the behaviours which occur at each

stage.

Modern day scholars of diffusion have commonly recognised the process of individuals
passing through stages (Ashley 2009; Lennon et al 2007; Montfort et al 2012; Pagoto et
al 2007; Rogers 2003). All agree each stage of the model involves a number of serial
choices and actions over a period of time which allows the potential user to deal with
uncertainty surrounding the innovation (Rogers 2003). Hence, the Innovation-Decision
Process denotes the process through which a decision maker passes when deciding
whether to adopt or reject an innovation (Ashley 2009; Henderson et al 2012; Pagoto et
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al 2007). However, Rogers (2003) was the initiator of the concept of a sequential
process which he suggested enabled potential users to make choices based on
knowledge, as opposed to instantaneous actions, subsequently causing the formalisation
of stages. Montfort et al’s (2012) contribution consolidated the models use as a
framework to raise awareness of how best to improve the filtering of innovations
throughout a social system. Hence, rendering it pertinent to the current study as this

falls in line with the applied aim of the study.

Despite the widely agreed structure and organisation of the Innovation-Decision
Process, researchers have not stopped examining and extending its understanding and
use within a variety of contexts. To this end, a study from Harting et al (2009) utilised
the Innovation-Decision Process to examine adherence among physical therapists to
new procedural guidelines. Of importance to the current study was their conclusion
surrounding the organisation of the process as opposed to its content. Specifically,
Harting et al (2009) noted the process as being framed into two phases; cognitive and
behavioural. The first two stages of knowledge and persuasion were combined to
represent the mental processes involved in diffusion, characterised by dissemination
through communication channels as previously discussed. The final three stages
(decision, implementation and confirmation) were documented as being behavioural
based phases which represent the adoption process characterised by facilitators (Harting
et al 2009). Decision was placed in the behavioural aspect but the study failed to state
why. They did however, continue to report that in these latter three stages positive
contact experiences with the innovation facilitated the diffusion process whilst
perceived emergent barriers were said to impede widespread adoption. Harting et al’s
(2009) study was of significance due to its recognition between cognitive and
behavioural phases of the model which Rogers (1962) failed to considered as such
differences could allow deeper insights into the diffusion and adoption of sport
psychology and the driving forces behind the process.

2.4.3.4 The Knowledge Stage

The initial stage, knowledge, deals with learning of the innovation’s existence and
gaining an understanding of its function (Metzler et al 2008; Patogo et al 2007; Rogers
2003). Further to this, an innovation is not merely just about discovering new
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knowledge. A product or service can still be classified as an innovation if the potential
user has awareness of its existence but yet to have formed a favourable or unfavourable
attitude towards it (Rogers 2003). Peterson (2010) advanced that participants become
aware of an innovation either by chance or due to the need to solve an issue as
previously noted by Rogers (2003). Additionally, research by Lennon et al (2007) and
Patogo et al (2007) has defined the need to determine the characteristics of the user so
that suitable statements regarding the innovation can be systematically provided in
order to allow the user the opportunity to develop adequate evidence of the innovation

specific to their needs and circumstance.

Rogers’ (2003) examination of the literature draws attention to inconsistencies
surrounding the user at this stage as to whether they are passive or active in seeking out
the required information which, he further noted, could be due to the variety of domains
in which the subject has been previously investigated (education/nursing/
communication). Consequently, he noted that an individual’s predispositions,
individual characteristics and the individual’s need for change could influence what is
called selective exposure (the tendency to take on board certain messages that are being
communicated) and selective perception (which refers to the tendency to interpret the
communication either positively or negatively). These in turn, impact upon the potential
user’s ability to ‘see’ the innovation when it is put in front of them (Rogers 2003).
Leading on from these considerations, Pagoto et al (2007) noted that at this stage of the
process misconception is often a significant barrier due to the need to integrate the
potential decision maker’s values and beliefs, professional judgements and an evidence
base. However, they do note that such a barrier can be facilitated at this stage by
increasing the availability of information and training surrounding the innovation

perhaps through the use of a change agent.

2.4.3.5 The Persuasion Stage

By this second stage the user forms an attitude towards the innovation which is either
favourable or unfavourable, thus, desirable or undesirable (Metzler et al 2008) which
Rogers (2003) refers to as the Taxonomy of Innovations. It is this attitude or belief
regarding the innovation which ultimately controls further actions and decisions
(Lennon et al 2007). Pagoto et al (2007, p.697) have suggested that the success of this
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stage is reliant on the individual actively seeking information in order to ‘better
understand the innovation and its compatibility with their available resources’. The
interconnection with the perceived characteristics (Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2) of
compatibility was also recognised in the work of Peterson (2010). In his study of art
therapy, he also noted compatibility under the persuasion stage but went further than
Pagoto et al (2007) when making the explicit link to the perceived attributes of
innovations (as discussed earlier). Furthermore, he found that a host of factors that
affected the process of diffusion were also associated with persuasion. Specifically,
Peterson (2010) reported that those with previous experience of similar products were
not only faster to adopt the innovation but also moved through the persuasion phase at a
faster rate in comparison to those with no prior experience. Such findings could have
important implications for the adoption of sport psychology by coaches and thus needs

closer examination in this context.

Unlike Rogers (2003), Pagoto et al (2007) documented the barriers associated with this
stage as being those of lack of available materials and resources as well as the
disinterest of the potential user in implementing a new idea or concept. In sport
psychology, this could equate to the coach having no interest in the integration of sport
psychology into their practices perhaps due to lack of accessible resources. Continued
exposure, through facilitating factors such as tutorials and workshops which highlight
the relevance and tools which can be easily implemented into current practices, is
therefore of key importance (Lennon et al 2007; Pagoto et al 2007). Thus providing
insights into Rogers (2003) previous statement that this stage is psychologically

demanding as it involves cognitive interpretation of messages.

2.4.3.6 The Decision Stage

At this stage, actual participation in activities or indeed experiences, that lead to a
choice or decision to accept, reject or postpone the adoption of the innovation, is said to
occur (Lennon et al 2007; Metzler et al 2008). The work of Patogo et al (2007) takes
this decision-making process further and positively distinguishes between four
categories of decision or cognitive processing in relation to the possible outcomes, thus

placing this stage in the cognitive not behavioural phase as discussed earlier:
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1. Optional choices are, according to many researches (Anderson and Whall
2013; Holt and Ryan 2012; Rogers 2003; Schleien and Miller 2010), made by
individuals independently of others who operate within the social system.
They are however, influenced by the norms of the system (Rogers 2003).

2. Collective choices which are decided by group consensus (macro social

systems which in the current study of athletics would be a club’s committee).

3. Authority choices are made by those in power which in the study at hand

would be England Athletics.

4. Contingent choices are finally made during the transition to adoption and thus
in the current study could represent confirmation of a previously made

decision.

In line with the work of Rogers (2003), Patogo et al (2007) suggested that these
decisions or choices lead to three possible outcomes: acceptance (i.e. using and
implementing the innovation), rejection, which can occur at any point and for a variety
of reasons which were not noted within the study, and postponement whereby the
individual simply puts the idea on hold. They concluded that these decisions allow for
the evaluation of the possible outcomes thus providing insights into the decision-
making process. Further to this, and more recently in his discussion of the Innovation-
Decision Process in art therapy treatment, Peterson (2010) found that an innovation was
either rejected outright or the potential adopter engaged in activities which assisted

them with the adoption but once again failed to discuss what these activities were.

An alternative perspective of the decision stage concerns the construct of symbolic
adoption, otherwise known as latent adoption. It is thought to be concerned with the
acceptance of a concept but that such acceptance did not automatically result in
behavioural outcomes (implementation). In this regard, previous studies operated under
the premise that rejection was based upon negative perceptions from the previous stage
(persuasion). However, according to Nelson (2012) some knowledge merely becomes

embedded thus leading to lack of engagement which is commonly referred to as
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obliteration. Thus, coaches not consciously deliberating over their level of conscious

engagement does not necessarily equate to a negative outcome (rejection).

2.4.3.7 The Implementation Stage

At the implementation stage the adopter acts upon their decision from the previous
stage (Lennon et al 2007). Rogers (2003) postulates that if the innovation is put into
practice then the implementation stage has occurred, causing a change in the process
from a mental activity (thinking about it) to an overt behaviour or action (Metzler et al
2008). Rogers (2003) has indicated that logistical issues must be overcome to induce
this stage and ensure the longevity of the innovation. However, he further stressed that
many users will re-invent the innovation whereby they will change it to suit their own
practices, particularly, when the area is complex or knowledge is limited and this in
itself can lead to change (Metzler et al 2008; Patogo et al 2007). Similarly, Peterson
(2010) noted that at the implementation stage adopters determined how they could
make use of the innovation which interestingly in their study meant that art therapists
moved on to confirm their use of the innovation, but provided no narrative as to how
this occurred. Explanation could be sought through the earlier study from Pagoto et al
(2007) who suggested that it is at this point in the process that external experts (change
agents), who are well trained could be bought into the social system via gatekeepers, in
order to ensure the innovation is incorporated appropriately into everyday use.
Research does however, need to examine whether a qualified sport psychologist could

under take this role within the athletic setting.

2.4.3.8 The Confirmation Stage

At the final stage of the process users seek reinforcement of the decision that has been
made through regular use and positive evaluations (Metzler et al 2008; Patogo et al
2007; Rogers 2003). Patogo et al (2007) established that three key points occur at this
stage, 1) integration 2) assessment of the benefits and 3) promotion to others. Lennon et
al (2007) reported confirmation as being a function of user satisfaction or
dissatisfaction. Thus whilst adoption can occur equally, rejection of the innovation can
be an outcome. According to Rogers (2003), the reversal of a decision made at an

earlier stage occurs if conflicting messages concerning the innovation become apparent.
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This is due to the individual’s need to seek a state of homeostasis within their state of
mind in order to stay within their comfort zone. Such reversal of behaviour is referred
to as discontinuance and is often split into two distinct forms: replacement and
disenchantment. Firstly, replacement deals with the rejection of the innovation so that a
better idea can be taken on board. Secondly, Rogers (2003) describes disenchantment
as resulting from dissatisfaction with the innovation. Reversal of a decision can thus
occur if the barriers associated with this stage of the model are not addressed. Patogo et
al (2007) reported the need to ensure change agents make resources and experts
available to the setting in which they operate as user-friendly pertinent information can

facilitate successful confirmation.

While the stages of the Innovation-Decision Process (as shown in Figure 2) are
undisputed, Lyytinen and Damsgaard (2001) call for continued research due to a
stagnation of perspectives surrounding the functionality of the model. Thus, alternative
models of implementation could provide deeper insights into the translation of a
theoretical model into one of applied practice which provides evidence-based processes

for adoption of sport psychology.

Figure 2. Rogers (2003) Innovation-Decision Process
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2.5 THE SYNTHESIS OF DIFFUSION AND SPORT
PSYCHOLOGY

2.5.1 Diffusion in Sport Psychology

Diffusion of innovations research is common place within innovation, consumer
behaviour and organisational behaviour literature (for example, Foxall 1988; Ridgway
and Price 1994; Mullins 2008). Yet, few studies (Blinde and Tierney 1990; Ferraro and
Rush 2000; Sullivan and Hodge 1991) have specifically attempted to highlight exactly
how sport psychology as an innovation is diffused throughout the coaching domain.
Thus the current literature base examines sport psychology in the context of
practitioners but fails to go one step further and examine how information is transposed
to the end user. This could be the result of first, an overemphasis within the existing
sport psychology literature base on establishing a scientific evidence-base in the realms
of academia. Secondly, sports scientists’ failure to consider how best to market and

‘sell’ the advantages of their knowledge base beyond the academic domain.

Blinde and Tierney (1990) however, appear to have undertaken the only study to
directly reference diffusion. In their study of 113 swim coaches, they quantitatively
examined the process of how the ideas and techniques of sport psychology are filtered
into elite-level coaches swimming programmes. They reported evidence that suggested
many swim coaches were not being widely exposed to the ideas and concepts of sport
psychology. However, unlike previous studies (Silva 1984; Gould 1990), Blinde and
Tierney found that, once exposed, coaches did appear willing (receptive) to take it on
board. This strongly indicates there may have been issues with the communication
channels sport psychologists were using to implement ideas (Blinde and Tierney 1990).
It further calls for a need to examine how coaches would like to receive information

especially given that the research was undertaken 26 years ago.

The work of Martingale and Nash (2013) recently supported this view. Their work,
examining UK coach perceptions surrounding the relevance and application of sports
science, found that across four sports (football, rugby league, curling and judo) the

transference of sports science knowledge to coaches was poor. They reported that ad-
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hoc resources presented within the knowledge stage of the Innovation-Decision
Process, mixed with an over use of jargon when contact was established, caused an
abundance of barriers. These barriers emanated at the stage at which coaches gained
knowledge regarding the subject.

Examining the diffusion of sport psychology is a relatively new area of research that
has little depth in terms of quality or reliable results as only one paper directly discusses
the concept of diffusion. Consequently, this study would offer the sports science
domain new and original findings based upon theoretically sound concepts. At this
point in time, with the ever-growing research base relating to psychological
interventions, it is essential to investigate the current position of sport psychology
within athletics because while some coaches are beginning to exploit the opportunity to
utilise sport psychology, the literature base at present, focuses on the effectiveness of
service providers (Anderson et al 2004), rather than what the subject can offer coaches
and athletes alike. This could better inform those marketing the area of sport
psychology how best to overcome such barriers (Ferraro and Rush 2000). Within the
sport psychology literature, Blinde and Tierney (1990) have highlighted that there is a
requirement for researchers to assess theoretical frameworks that could investigate the
reasons which obstruct coach’s use of sport psychology in order to overcome the

current deficiencies within the literature.

26 BARRIERS TO THE DIFFUSION AND ADOPTION OF
SPORT PSYCHOLOGY

2.6.1 Existing Barriers towards Sport Psychology

At present, in relation to the use and implementation of sport psychology an abundance
of literature discussing barriers within the applied sport psychology setting has been
identified (Anderson et al 2004; Blinde and Tierney 1990; Ferraro and Rush 2000;
Giges, Petitpas and Vernacchia 2004; Heaney 2006; Lubker et al 2012; Martin et al
2002; Martin 2005; Pain and Harwood 2004; Pain and Harwood 2007; Woolway and
Harwood 2015). However, little is known about how these barriers occur within the

decision to use (adopt) sport psychology. Moreover, at present the barriers associated
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with sport psychology have been examined in a segregated manner. Thus, barriers have
been identified but the manner and extent to which these interact with each other have
failed to be accounted for. To fully understand the adoption decision it is important to
identify the barriers coaches experience if adoption of sport psychology as an

innovation is to be widespread (Blinde and Tierney 1990; Pain and Harwood 2007).

2.6.1.1 Attitudes towards Sport Psychology

Petty and Cacioppo (1981) and Nadirashvilli and Nadirashvilli (2013) similarly define
attitude as, an innate or learnt predisposition which is generally stable (albeit positive or
negative) towards a person, object or social environment which has the ability to
influence behaviours. Nadirashvilli and Nadirashvilli (2013) continue to explain that
attitudes differ in terms of content and components along with the way and means in
which these were formed. Thus, attitudes are concerned with knowledge and persuasion
(the first and second stage of Rogers (2003) Innovation-Decision Process) and hence

can affect the speed at which adoption of an innovation occurs.

Alternatively, Martin et al (2002) reported athletes’ attitudes as a key influential factor.
In a study examining male rugby players’ attitudes towards sport psychology, Green et
al (2012) more recently reported that the field of sport psychology was still facing
many challenges. Explicitly, their interviews of a cross section of rugby players
revealed the lack of ‘buy in’ to be the result of negative attitude formation. Moreover,
the underlying properties contributing to such mind-sets were identified as stigma,
culture and previous exposure. Echoing the previous conclusions from Anderson et al
(2004), that if the uptake of sport psychology is to be increased sport psychologists
need to better understand the attitudes and beliefs of those in decision-making
positions. Green et al (2012) concluded that the players themselves had favourable
attitudes towards consulting with a sport psychologist but felt that a significant barrier
was in fact the negative attitudes of their coaches and the club’s senior management’s
attitude towards sports psychology. Players reported that they would not engage with
the subject if their coaches were not fully on board with the idea thus inadvertently

highlighting the importance of the structure of the social system.
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Anderson et al (2004) recognised coaches’ negative attitudes towards sport psychology
but reported this was not due to their own attitude as indicated in the work of Martin et
al (2002) but more so due to the competitive level of their athletes. They hypothesised
that those competing at higher levels of sport would have had more opportunities to
engage with the subject and therefore would hold positive attitudes. However, results
showed no significant differences between the attitudes of expert and novice athletes.

Thus attitude formation was based upon assumptions rather than fact.

Evidently, previous research recognises attitude as a barrier to the use of sport
psychology but, with little consideration of the extent to which it influences subsequent
behaviour. The work of Green et al (2012) thus warrants examination. They introduced
the notion that contributing factors vary in their strength of influential force thus
playing a part in the interaction between attitudes and behaviours. Subsequently, of
importance was the consideration that, as the strength of an influence changes so does a
person’s attitude formation, thus evidencing it is possible to adapt attitudes. This, Funk
et al (2000), referred to as attitude strength and concerns the extent to which various
attitudinal properties (stigma, culture and previous experience) are present. They went
onto categorise attitude strength as being strong when the properties of attitude (stigma,
culture and previous experience) have a greater impact on an individual’s cognitive
processes (perceptions) and social behaviour in comparison to those categorised as
weak. In contrast Green et al (2012) reported, the strength of an individual’s attitude is
influenced by the structure as well as the number of underlying properties an individual
possesses. They reported structure to consist of those properties which 1)
independently, and at times collectively, contribute to the longevity of attitudes
otherwise referred to as the persistence to last over time, 2) remain somewhat
unchanged despite resistance 3) bias the nature and amount of thinking 4) guide
behaviour thus making attitudes a predictor of engagement with an individual, object or
issue thus making it an important concept within the current study (Petty et al 1995).
Combined, such considerations (structure and underlying properties) are of relevance to
the initial two mental stages of the Innovation-Decision Process as they influence one’s

receptivity to communication regarding new ideas.

Interestingly these conceptualisations of attitude formation and their recognised link
with the barriers facing the field of sport psychology (Green et al 2012) are of use to
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the current study. They aid in the identification of which underlying properties and
structural relationships pertinent to coaches have contributed towards the formation of
their attitudes. Subsequently, it is expected this will shed light on the cognitions and
behaviours of individuals in relation to the barriers associated with sport psychology.
This would as a consequence expand current knowledge on how and the extent to

which barriers have been formed within athletics coaches.

2.6.1.2 Perceptions of Sport Psychology

An early study of perceptions within sport psychology conducted by Orlick and
Partington (1987) revealed that there was a distinct lack of applied sport psychology in
Canada where 98% of athletes called for greater availability of high quality
psychological services if perceptions are to improve. This analysis concluded that
Canadian athletes felt that the sport psychologists they had come into contact with had
the knowledge and ability to pass on ideas that are of direct use to athletes, but more
regular contact time with consultants was required. It was felt that this would minimise
the divided opinions regarding sport psychology’s usefulness and hence pointed to an

increasing need for qualified, accessible sport psychologists.

The title sport and exercise psychologist in the UK became a protected term as a result
of statutory regulation in 2009 which aimed to protect the general public against poor
practice. In 2015 Woolway and Harwood examined whether the introduction of official
titles does indeed impact positively upon end users perceptions of effectiveness. Results
revealed that prior to educational vignettes explaining the differences between 1)
protected titles, 2) training time and, 3) pre-requisite knowledge coaches reported
professional title as being lower in importance than interpersonal skills and sport-
specific knowledge but higher than athletic background. However, post intervention
professional title became the most important practitioner attribute that affected the
perception of the service provider. Such results support the call from Orlick and

Partington (1987) to educate end users surrounding qualifications.

A recent study by Zakrajsek et al (2013) in the USA reflected the change in emphasis
from athletes (the focus of Orlick and Partington’s 1987 study) to coaches (the focus of

Woolway and Harwood’s 2015 study). They reported, more than 15 years on from
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Orlick and Partington (1987) sport psychology is still yet to be fully integrated into the
athletic setting despite its recognised use for performance improvement. They continue
to argue that coach perceptions were an influencing factor upon uptake due to their
significant role in the athlete’s sporting life. Interviewing eight coaches they concluded
that the psychologists training combined with their sport-specific knowledge impacted
upon the coaches’ perception of how useful psychology would be. From the coaches
perspective this was because such factors were considered to be an important element
of building trusting relationships which in turn affects how well they operate in the
coaching environment. Perceptions are therefore thought to be internalised processes
associated with the user’s knowledge and thus the current research needs to establish
the relationship between the knowledge stage of the Innovation-Decision Process and
individuals personal factors that impact upon this as, according to Rogers (2003) and
more recently Ashley (2009), prior exposure, socialisation, education and

socioeconomic factors influence potential users knowledge in terms of depth of quality.

In the same year as a study by Zakrajsek et al (2013), a parallel study was being
undertaken in the UK by Martingale and Nash (2013). They investigated coach
perceptions of sports science as opposed to specifically discussing sport psychology
and found that the 58 coaches interviewed varied in their perceptions regarding the
usefulness of the sports psychology element. This was suggested to be due to it only
being relevant to the elite sport setting and thus not of use to their athletes. The study
also implied that coaches felt sports science in general was something that athletes
would use as opposed to something that coaches embedded into their own coaching
behaviours. Consequently, sport science was viewed as a “bolt on” when performances
went wrong, as opposed to being an integrated aspect of training. This was said to be

due to coaches’ lack of understanding of the process of integrating sports science.

Utilising the Innovation-Decision Process (Rogers 2003) as a vehicle for breaking the
process of change into distinct phases could overcome issues associated with sports
science as discussed in the paper from Martingale and Nash (2013). Interpretations of
the sports science domain could offer new tools for the application of knowledge.
Specifically, the paper evidenced there was room for exploiting the perception that
experts were a by-product of elite sport because evidence suggested that integration
into a multi-disciplinary team was, at present, not often achieved as there was a gulf
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between what coaches believed the sports scientist would do and what they actually
did. Coaches did however recognise the need for the specialists as they reported that
current education courses failed to cover the subject (Blind and Tierney 1990; Daley
2016; McNab 2014; Werthner and Trudel 2009).

2.6.1.3 Resistance to Change

Resistance to change has been widely discussed in the behavioural change and
innovation literature (Rogers 2003; Mullins 2008). This concept evidences overlap in
thought processes between the fields of enquiry pertinent to the current study.
Resistance to change cannot therefore go unmentioned, particularly as much of the
research surrounding the use of sport psychology discusses the reasons for resistance to
sport psychology (for example, age, gender, and perceptions). Cole’s (2011) meta-
analysis of articles related to athletes’ resistance to sport psychology identified what he
referred to as a paradoxical discrepancy in use, as athlete’s recognised the importance
of sport psychology but, due to social stigma, athletes believe they will be labelled as
not being made of the right stuff if they require psychological input resulting in
resistance to use. However, fear was found to be the main driving force behind
resistance, specifically fear of feeling vulnerable and analysed when speaking with
sport psychologists and being labelled as mental. However, he failed to examine the
facilitators for overcoming such barriers thus leaving gaps in the research. Thus, in
order to increase the likelihood of eliminating or negotiating these reasons for
resistance it should not go unnoticed that at present, sport psychology research fails to
categorise or conceptualise reasons for resistance into meaningful groups. Such actions
could allow them to be analysed in order to determine and prioritise the factors to be
dealt with and at what stage of the diffusion process they occur. In support, Ferraro and
Rush (2000) who used a small quantitative sample to examine athletes’ reasons for
resistance concluded that fear of humiliation overrides athlete’s need for sport
psychology. Consequently, service providers need to better understand how to create

psychologically safe environments.

2.6.1.4 Lack of Sport-Specific Knowledge
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Sport specific knowledge of sport psychology is a further issue commonly identified
within the research base (Michel 2013; Orlick and Partington 1987; Pain and Harwood
2007; Ravizza 1988). Early work by Ravizza (1988) was amongst the first to reveal
lack of sports-specific knowledge by the receiver (coaches) as a significant barrier to
use. Recently, Michel (2013) suggested this was due to athletes being the ultimate user

but coaches being the person responsible for hiring sport psychologists in the USA.

Providing deeper insights into the reasons as to why lack of sport-specific knowledge is
an important line of investigation, in line with the work of Orlick and Partington
(1987), Ravizza (1988) proposed that knowledge was essential for gaining access, trust
and working effectively with coaches. Later work by Ravizza (1990) linked negative
connotations and lack of knowledge together when he revealed that if psychological
concepts were not fully accepted or understood they were more likely to be associated
with the term psychiatry and thus ‘shrink’. More recently, Kremer and Marchant (2002)
also raised lack of knowledge as a factor which impeded the successful integration of
sport psychologists. Pain and Harwood’s (2007) study of the knowledge and perception
of sport psychology of 56 academy directors, coaches and national coaches’ in soccer
found that their lack of knowledge posed the greatest barrier to sport psychologist’s
entry into the sport. This was a notion supported by Barker and Winter (2014) in their
qualitative study involving 8 coaches which found that coaches shy away from subjects
in which they lack knowledge. Unfortunately, this timeline of research evidences a lack
of progression from the 1980s, referred to as the golden era of sport psychology (Biddle
1989), to now within the field of applied sport psychology. Of key importance is to
establish whether identifying facilitators could allow this barrier to be dissolved.

2.6.1.5 Coach Awareness of Sport Psychology

According to Vernacchia (1992, p.1) sport science is an essential part of ‘facilitating
athletic performance’. Vernacchia goes onto highlight that while athletics coaches are
acutely aware of this importance many coaches need to keep better pace with the
growing necessity to provide coaching programmes that are based in, and grounded on,
a more scientific knowledge base. In conclusion, he postulated that such actions would
enhance the effectiveness of coaching practices. However, in line with the work of

Blinde and Tierney (1990) who examined the awareness, receptivity and use of sport
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psychology of 113 swim coaches he did recognise that there are some coaches who, at
that time, were beginning to seek the services of sport science practitioners. This they
suggested was in an attempt to integrate specifically applied sport psychology into
training programmes (Vernacchia 1992). But no follow up studies addressing diffusion

or the current day rate of adoption of sport psychology have been published.

Recently, Woolway and Harwood (2015) examined coaches’ awareness of sport
psychology and specifically the training of sport psychologists in comparison to other
sports science roles. They found that, in comparison to sports medicine specialists,
nutritionists and clinical psychologists, sport psychologists were deemed to be involved
in issues that had no redirect relationship to performance. As a result those with
advanced degree level education and those without were operating equally within the
sport psychology domain. This supported the previous findings of Lubker et al (2012)
who examined 206 athletes awareness of service providers training. Results showed
that those with prior exposure preferred service providers with advanced degrees, while
athletes’ with no prior knowledge or exposure reported that they were unaware of such
differences in training. The regulatory bodies and service provider’s alike need to better
market their services as Barker and Winter (2014) concluded that enhancing
professional credibility is essential if the field of sport psychology is to experience
continued growth.

2.6.1.6 Negative Connotations

Studies of American student-athletes by Butki and Andersen (1994) and Maniar et al
(2001) have reported similar conclusions to one another. They both suggested that a
critical area of concern is that of the lack of consensus surrounding student-athletes’
willingness to take sport psychology on board was due to the negative associations
drawn between psychology and psychiatry. Collectively, the work of Zaichkowsky
(2006), Zakrajsek and Zizzi (2007) and Maniar et al (2001) all emphasise that despite
the word ‘sport’, psychology is perceived to have greater similarity to mental health
professionals, such as counsellors and psychotherapists, than coaches implementing
beneficial interventions. As a result, athletes would rather seek help from a friend or

family member when confronted with sporting issues.
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Martin et al’s (1997) study also recognised the stigma attached to seeing a sport
psychologist. Taking a slightly different perspective however, they reported that
athletes feel that coaches and team mates may stigmatize them or perceive them as
being ‘weak’ or as having a ‘problem’. Likewise, in 2002, Kremer and Marchant
investigated the state of sport psychology in Australian Rules football. Producing
similar findings they revealed evidence to support athletes’ fears that it was the belief

of many coaches that only ‘problem athletes’ needed sport psychologists.

2.6.1.7 Finance

A further factor which has been consistently associated with resistance to or a lack of
openness towards, sport psychology appears to arise from factors external to the
individual, as opposed to internal perceptions, attitudes or beliefs which align with
stage two of Rogers (2003) Innovation-Decision Process. In their study of 311
undergraduate students, Komiya et al (2000) reported two interrelated barriers of low
educational levels and cost. Specifically, monetary costs of investing in sport
psychology due to a current lack of education in the area. Monetary costs were also
raised as a concern in the work of Gould et al (1992). In their study of 44 American
Olympic sport psychology consultants, lack of funding was reported amongst the
problems most frequently experienced. They concluded that support from programme
administrators was essential if long-term systematic services were to be provided.
Findings from the work of Pain and Harwood (2004) echo such barriers. Relating to the
cognitive phase of Rogers (2003) Innovation-Decision Process, Pain and Harwood
(2004) utilised a mixed method research design to investigate the knowledge and
perceptions of applied sport psychology by coaches and academy directors within
English football. Similarly to the previous studies, they found lack of finance to be the

highest rated reported barrier.

2.6.1.8. Individual Characteristics

Within sport psychology, gender, age and past experiences have been consistently
reported in the literature (e.g. Blind and Tierney 1990; Martin et al 2002; Martin 2005;
Woolway and Harwood 2015). With regards to gender, research (such as Anderson et
a 2004; Addis and Mahalik 2003; Krane 1994; Mansfield et al 2005; Turkum 2005)
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consistently report women as being more willing to seek help than men but there are
negative connotations attached to much of the research due to the focus on ‘seeking

help’ as opposed to performance enhancement.

Examining multiple individual characteristics, Woolway and Harwood (2015) recently
discussed race, gender and attractiveness of the service provider. They noted
consultants had very little control over such characteristics which was found to limit
such lines of enquiry. Consequently, they focused on those characteristics which were
deemed controllable. Interpersonal skills and professional status were hence deemed to
be personal characteristics within service providers control and thus predicted these to
impact upon the perceived effectiveness of interventions. Results evidenced an
unexpected link between the controllable and uncontrollable factors whereby those with
credible titles were rated more attractive and trustworthy thus changing not only the
definition of attractiveness but also the antecedent factors surrounding negative
attitudes. However, the study highlighted the issue with many existing studies in that
while it evidenced dynamic inter-relations, meaning the authors spoke across multiple
factors of interest, they did so in an isolated manner. Thus each characteristic was

examined in turn and were not compared against one another.

Of importance to note is that much of the research concerning barriers associated with
sport psychology is over ten years old and furthermore is contextually based (e.g.
focused on student athletes, or focused on specific countries). Thus, the sport
psychology literature base evidences a bias towards understanding barriers and how
they impact upon the uptake of sport psychology. Thus, work needs to be undertaken to
establish whether such barriers still exist and, if so, their impact on the use of sport
psychology at different stages of the diffusion process and consequently the adoption

decision.

2.7 CONCEPTUALISING BARRIERS

2.7.1 Leisure Constraints Model
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Following the identification of the existing barriers facing the field of sport psychology,
the LCM could be used in a manner discussed by Jackson (2000) as a framework for
barriers in order to assess their intensity and timing of impact. When synthesised with
the diffusion of innovations, this will provide a theoretical thematic description of the
barriers within each stage of the diffusion process (Colon-Emeric et al 2007) as called
for previously by Blinde and Tierney (1990). This can offer a structure for the
organisation and understanding of the current state of applied sport psychology in
relation to the barriers or obstacles facing the field of practice. Borrowed from the
wider leisure literature, as a classification system it can help establish which barriers
pose the greatest constraint to the widespread use of sport psychology. Crawford et al
(2010) suggest therein lies the strength of the model as it provides an integrated model
and perspective of the barriers as opposed to addressing them in an isolated fashion.

Further to using the model for its overall structural strengths, part of the appeal of the
model is its subtle use of terminology which sheds light on how to view and therefore
understand the barriers being faced. Specifically, authors (Aslan 2002; Patterson 2001)
discussing the LCM suggest barriers as being obstacles imposed upon an individual
which are permanent, absolute and real. In contrast, constraints are limitations which
can be negotiated by individuals as they are temporary, subjective and thus can be
overcome. Importantly for the current study, the LCM goes beyond merely listing
barriers and the subtle differences in terminology, according to Crawford et al (2010),
allows for recognition of the antecedent factors from which the barriers and constraints
originate making it possible to understand how they affect choices. This distinction
between types of barrier and constraints allows for systematic understanding of when,
why and how the barriers are likely to emerge, thus providing potential to facilitate the

negotiation of the constraints.

Although labelled as a model (as shown in Figure 3 below), when conceptualising its
components many authors use the term model interchangeably with of the word theory
(Raymore 2002). The three levels or dimensions of constraint, namely, intrapersonal,
interpersonal and structural have been identified. In support of its use in this study, the
three dimensions of constraints presented within the model have previously been
validated in the work of Raymore et al (1993) through the utilisation of confirmatory
factor analysis. This is further supported by the work of Hawkins and Peng (1999,
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p.202) who discussed the need for “testing and retesting” the elements in order to
“prove its explanatory power in understanding human experiences” of barriers and
constraint. Hence, the purpose of their study was to test the reproducibility of the three
levels of constraints and subsequently the relationships between the constraints. The
reliability and moreover robustness of the categories of constraint reported in their
work may be of use to the current study as the barriers currently identified within the
applied sport psychology field concerning the uptake of the subject lack systematic

organisation.

Figure 3. Crawford, Jackson and Godbey (1991) Hierarchal Model of Leisure

Constraint
Intra-personal Inter-personal Structural
Constraints Constraints Constraints
Personal factors Interaction with others Lack of time, money etc

Participation

v Inter-personal N or non-
Leisure —:‘} > Compatibility & Y4 participation

Preferences Coordination

A
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(Attractions)

Originally introduced in the 1980s by Crawford and Godbey (1987), the model outlines
the factors which are assumed by the researcher, and/or perceived or experienced by
individuals, to inhibit the formation of leisure preferences and/or to limit or prohibit
participation and enjoyment in leisure’ (Jackson 1997). It was initially said to describe
and explain the relationship between three factors 1) constraints, 2) leisure activity
preferences and 3) resulting leisure engagement. Hawkins and Peng (1999) put forward
that the constraints theory, in general, endeavours to explain human perceptions of
experiences, but also called for legitimate definitions of key concepts in order to ensure
the model remained robust in the scientific setting. In a further study Hawkins et al
(1999, p.180) identified leisure constraints as being the reasons that are perceived or

experienced as to why ‘an individual is inhibited in or prohibited from leisure activity’.
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It is widely agreed (Godbey, Crawford and Shen 2010; Hawkins et al 1999; Hudson et
al 2010; Raymore 2002; Samdahl and Jekubovich 1997; Schneider et al 2007) that
extensions to the original model have occurred since its original inception in the 1980s.
To this end, Hinch et al (2005) highlighted that, initially, the Leisure Constraints Model
was recognised as a vehicle for better understanding of the barriers to leisure
participation. However, Hudson et al’s (2010) cross-cultural analysis examining
motivations, constraints and constraint negotiation reported three major extensions to
the original model. Namely, an increased understanding of the importance of
constraints to people and their pursuit of leisure, secondly, an acceptance that
constraints could in fact be negotiated. The third extension to the LCM occurred in the
1991 when the original authors, Crawford et al extended the model to recognise the
relationships and intertwining of the constraints thus making the model hierarchal in
nature. These extensions, according to Crawford et al (1991), allowed for an ordering
of the process through which individuals negotiate their constraints from proximal
(those closest to them) to distal (those far removed from them) in their importance.
Combined, it was these extensions that led to the notion that constraints could actually
be overcome through facilitating factors, thus allowing for actual participation (Liechty
et al 2006). The extensions to the original model made way for new directions of
research. Specifically, Raymore (2002) examined the positive facilitators to

participation as well as the negative (barriers) influencers on leisure participation.

2.8 CATEGORISING CONSTRAINTS

In 1987 Crawford and Godbey proposed three categories of constraint. The three
categories were intra-personal constraints referred to as an individual’s own beliefs and
psychological characteristics (Raymore 2002). Inter-personal constraints are
interactions between groups which influence the formation of preferences thus;
interrelationships form the foundation of this category (Raymore 2002). Structural
constraints are external, physical and social organisations that enhance or promote

participation (Raymore 2002).
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It was concluded that utilising the three tiered categorisation of constraints allowed for
the reduction of barriers in terms of translating them into constraints and then reducing
and eliminating them. Specifically, from their study of 178 students, which investigated
constraints associated with involvement in adventure activities, they concluded that,
individuals overcame intra-personal constraints only to be confronted by inter-personal
and structural constraints. They also concluded that those constraints closest to the
individual were easier to negotiate in terms of finding a way to get over them. Research
by Hudson et al (2010) provided an explanation for this easier negotiation of intra-
personal constraints by stating that whilst the three dimensions are hierarchal in nature,

the decisions to engage in a particular activity are indeed a number of discrete acts.

Crawford and Godbey (1987) stated that these intra-personal constraints are influencers
rather than determinants of participation and are thus not absolute barriers but more
potential factors that deter or promote engagement in leisure activities (Godbey,
Crawford and Shen 2010). Hudson et al (2010) similarly concluded the negotiation of
constraints was a process which occurred at each level of constraint. Negotiation
(looking for ways to overcome limitations) takes the form of the individual evaluating
their experience of constraint and comparing the answer against the amount of
motivation they had to engage in the activity. The level of success or failure they
experienced whilst negotiating the previous constraint was found to influence their
attitude formation. If the process was favourable the individual would decide to

continue to negotiate the next level of constraints.

There is a building body of literature supporting the notion that the negotiation of
constraints is possible by adapting to, or merely accepting, the present conditions in
which the individual finds him or herself (Hudson et al 2010). Whether that be
overcoming problematic situations, avoiding constraints or coping with constraint. Such
suggestions fall in line with the previous work of Little (2007) who suggested that

constraint negotiation can occur when individuals can see a resolution.

Despite the possible negotiation of constraints, Raymore (2002) suggests that many
individuals will still fail to participate in leisure activities despite an absence of
constraints. According to Jackson (2000), this is due to an individual’s freedom of

choice which occurs at the intra-personal stage. In support, Samdahl and Jekubovich’s
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(1997) qualitative study of 88 adults reported the concept of choice as being one of two
(enjoyment, being the other) key factors that influences participation versus non-
participation in leisure activities. Thus, choice and the factors influencing this is what
makes it appealing as a vehicle for developing an understanding of the issues within the
applied sport psychology field in terms of explaining participation and non-
participation in a particular activity. This offers new insights into the reasons for
accepting, rejecting or postponing the adoption of an innovation thus transferring to the
decision stage of the Innovation-Decision Process.

Consequently, the sequential flow or hierarchal nature of constraints will be examined
within the coaching context as it has been found that participation is not solely reliant
on the absence of constraints but also on whether or not individuals can negotiate their
way successfully through those that exist. This will notably affect the individual’s
desire to change their current behaviour (Lewin (1947). These are important
propositions for the current research when trying to understand coaches’ decision-
making process as to whether or not to adopt and integrate sport psychology. Thus, the
diverse range of factors which prevent individuals from engaging in activities in
relation to the Leisure Constraints Model have been well tested in a variety of fields

from leisure and recreation to travel (Kimmm 2009) but to date not in the field of sport

psychology.

2.8.1 Intra-personal Constraints

Intra-personal constraints are acknowledged as the first level of constraint (Raymore et
al 1994). Researchers (Crawford and Godbey 1987; Walker et al 2007) suggest they
deal with the individual’s preferences which are thought to emerge from psychological
attributes and qualities. They include, personal needs (whether or not the coach feels
they require training in the area of sport psychology), prior socialisation (have they
previously come across the subject area directly or indirectly?) and perceived group
attitudes (is sport psychology an accepted norm within the coaches’ social system?).
With regards to Rogers (2003) Innovation-Decision Process these constraints map
across to the prior conditions that predispose individuals to engage with the diffusion

process thus affecting initial decision-making choices.
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Walker et al (2007) stated that to date, few studies had examined the specific personal
factors that affect the development of likes and dislikes. This has led to the exclusion of
individual psychological factors within many psycho-social models yet these can
influence actual behaviours (Walker et al 2007). Schnieder and Wilhelm Stanis (2007)
argued against this point when they stated that these constraints can be overcome

through synthesizing ‘the best available evidence’ (Colon-Emeric et al 2007, p1404).

Extending knowledge of constraints, and the identification of factors leading to intra-
personal constraints, researchers have placed these intra-personal barriers on a
continuum as they are considered the underpinning or antecedent factors affecting
initial decisions (Hawkins et al 1999; MacDonald and Murphy 2008). This they argued
was to represent the typology of decision-making and stimulate choice. The results of
MacDonald and Murphy’s (2008) study revealed antecedent factors led people to form
opinions, and hence beliefs, that certain activities are, for example, interesting or
boring, appropriate or inappropriate. It is these they suggest, that determine whether
activities are barriers or constraints, thus linking to the notion of attitudinal strength (as

discussed in Chapter 2, section 2.6.1.2).

Widely accepted examples of intra-personal constraints are recognised as being, gender
differences, personality, expectations, stress, perceived skill levels or belief in levels of
competence, and prior socialisation (Albayrak et al 2007; MacDonald and Murphy
2008). Albayrak et al (2007) suggested that prior socialisation often contributed
towards participation even if constraints are present. Furthermore, they found a
significant difference between those partaking in rafting activities and those who had
not in relation to previous experience. In a similar vein, in their assessment of the LCM,
Godbey et al (2010) suggested that individuals are constrained by their own evaluations
of two factors, appropriateness and availability. Therefore, prior socialisation could be

said to influence the individual’s evaluations.

In contrast, a study by Hudson et al (2010) reported culture to be a stronger predictor of
engagement in down-hill skiing than that of prior socialisation. Moreover, their findings
supported the three tiered approach to constraints when they found that individuals
initially overcame intra-personal constraints before confronting that of inter-personal

and structural constraints. How they negotiated constraints did however vary. They
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reported some participants utilised inter-personal relationships to gain and access,
information and knowledge. Others were found to seek out ‘comfortable learning
environments’ along with ‘finding friends with whom they could participate’, thus
evidencing the intertwining of constraints and hierarchal levels (Hudson et al 2010,
p.81).

2.8.2 Inter-personal Constraints

In contrast to the internalisation of the intra-personal constraints, inter-personal
constraints are thought by White (2008) to be social factors which form as a result of
external interactions. Thus, it is widely agreed, they are related to the barriers which
emerge as a result of relationships, interactions and animosities amongst or in between
individuals (Hawkins et al 1999; Liechty et al 2006; MacDonald and Murphy 2008;
Parker 2007; White 2008). Therefore, finding someone, whether it be friends, family or
strangers, to undertake the activity with you directly (whereby, they partake in exactly
the same activity), or indirectly (whereby they support participation), affects
negotiation of constraints at this level (Hawkins et al 1999; Raymore et al 1993;
MacDonald and Murphy 2008).

Hawkins et al (1999, p.182) reported inter-personal constraints are “relationship
driven”. Consequently, the role of others and the extent to which these others can exert
influence is a key consideration thus could be consequential at the decision stage of
Rogers (2003) Innovation-Decision Process as a result of those barriers at the
persuasion stage and whether or not they were negotiated. Hence, at this stage there is
an issue of control or freedom to decide upon leisure activities as this is being
influenced more by the opinion leader’s perception of the activity. Specifically,
MacDonald and Murphy (2008) suggested that this influencing factor of choice may be
affected by a spouse or indeed not having anyone to participate with. In the sporting

context may concern whether others in authority influence the level of choice.

2.8.3 Structural Constraints

The most commonly identified form of constraint, according to Jackson and Scott
(1999), are those which are structural in nature as they often constitute opposites in that
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a facility either exists or does not exist (Raymore 2002). Thus, a coach might wish to
train on a track but if one does not exist in their area they cannot train on the track. This
in turn, causes secondary issues or barriers which, within the current example, would be
travelling to an athletics track. Hence, structural constraints are those which interfere
with a person’s preferences and actual participation: for example lack of time, income,
cost and inadequate facilities (Albayrak et al 2007; Hinch et al 2005; Schnieder et al
2007).

Additionally, other variables that were identified as being influential were demographic
factors such as age and whether or not leisure participation is a normalised part of the
families” weekly activity. Godbey et al (2010) referred to this in and their assessment of
the current status of the hierarchal leisure theory as being part of the culture.
Specifically, they found that culture (otherwise referred to as the contextual
environment), moulds an individual’s constraints due to humans being highly social.
Humans typically form social groups, commonly referred to as ‘social systems” within
the Diffusion of Innovations (Rogers 2003) thus aligning the models. These have laws,
rules and norms of behaviours and thus affect the development of the group itself due to

the emergence of a group culture.

To negotiate structural constraints, these norms require consideration as the strength of
the norm varies depending on whether the cultural norm is a requirement. For example,
going to church on Sunday, which they categorise as being either ‘constraint imposed’
or a ‘voluntarily internalised cultural norm’ (Godbey et al 2010, p.122). Such
considerations will need to be investigated in the athletics culture as athletics club
committee members could impose sport psychology upon the coaches whilst others
have the freedom of choice to voluntarily integrate it into their practices. This element
of an externally imposed constraint led Albayrak et al (2007) to suggest that structural
constraints could be a major deterrent for actual participation. To this end, Kimmm
(2009) goes on to note that if structural constraints are present they are the most
difficult to overcome due to their antecedent cause being out of the individual’s direct

control.
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In summary, the LCM comprises of three levels of hierarchy relating to firstly an
individual’s internal barriers. Secondly, interpersonal constraints which can be referred
to as external barriers as experienced by individuals. Finally, structural constraints that
occur as a result of the social system in which the individual operates and thus are also
considered to be external. Due to the model’s recognition of the barriers emanating
from various sources, it has the potential to add to the existing literature about sport
psychology as it could provide a systematic framework for the categorisation of the
barriers facing the field of sport psychology in terms of uptake. In addition, critics of
the leisure constraints field disagree with the categorisation of factors affecting an
individual choice of leisure. However, Jackson (2000) argues that this categorisation
approach has driven the field forward as it has allowed the development of insights
which, if were to be replicated in the understanding of the influences on the uptake of

sport psychology, could yield similar results and hence developments.

Accordingly, there is a need to establish what the current barriers facing the coaching
field in relation to the adoption of sports psychology are. Furthermore, exploration of
the antecedents to the barriers could allow for better understanding of their impact on

coaches.

2.9 SYNTHESIS OF MATERIAL,; CONCEPTUAL
FRAMEWORKS

In order to make an investigation meaningful and worthwhile, concepts and theoretical
frameworks can provide a means for clarification of information (Wardell 2009).
Furthermore, Hinch et al (2005) claims that adapting theories which have been well
established and utilised in alternative realms, helps drive fields of practice forward in
terms of uptake and use of innovations. This they claim is because they can provide
useful insights in order to gain valuable information as to why in this case athletics
coaches behave in particular ways with regard to their exposure, receptivity and
implementation of sport psychology. Consequently, the synthesis of information from a
number of theoretical domains (diffusion, coaching, sport psychology leisure constraint

and knowledge transfer, Figure 4) provides a unique opportunity to add to the current
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knowledge base as previously the concepts within these areas have been investigated

independently from one another.

Figure 4. Synthesis of theoretical subjects

/ COACHING
Leisure
Constraints

One such example is the application of the diffusion and adoption concepts to sport
psychology which to date has not been done. Thus, applying diffusion of innovations to
sport psychology is the overall contribution to literature but to do this effectively
requires a greater synthesis of other areas such as knowledge transfer, management
change and leisure constraints which allows also for a number of smaller contributions
to knowledge. Holistically, this will allow the industry to operationalise the diffusion
and adoption process and utilise it across the field of sport science. The theoretical
framework below (Figure 5) demonstrates how one could view the influences and
relationships between theoretical domains thus pulling together contributing theory in a
way that has not been done before.

Many similarities and indeed overlaps between the models can be drawn, both
conceptually and contextually. Consequently, in order to ascertain an appropriate
framework for examining, the process of diffusion and adoption of sport psychology,
elements of each model require investigation. Whilst the Innovation-Decision Process
serves to provide a structure for the diffusion process and adoption of new ideas, it also

explicitly acknowledges the importance of communication channels and implicitly the
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structure of the social system hence introducing the concepts of change, and

motivation.
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Figure 5. Theoretical Framework for the guidance of data collection
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Rogers (2003) Innovation-Decision Process will thus be utilised as the theoretical basis of
the current study as it allows for the integration of a number of theoretical constructs from
other models. This offers opportunities to gain deeper understanding of the dynamic
processes and determinants which might impact upon the process of diffusion and
adoption of sport psychology. As a result, in line with the rationale from researchers (such
as Lin et al 2007; Meyer 2004) the current study will utilise the Diffusion of Innovations
Theory to gain better insights of coaches process of diffusion in order to be able to
enhance future developments of sport psychology within the athletics coaching domain.

2.10 CHAPTER CONCLUSION

The current study is specifically concerned with the exploration of the diffusion of sport
psychology, as experienced by athletics coaches: the aim being to increase understanding
of the factors influencing the diffusion process, and adoption of sport psychology. Thus,
while coaches’ perceptions of, and attitudes towards sport psychology have been widely
examined, the manner through which these perceptions and attitudes are formed has, to
date, been neglected. Hence, at present there is no understanding of why or how
perceptions and attitudes are formed in this area and the extent to which they influence the
uptake of sport psychology. The study therefore aims to explore the process of diffusion of
sport psychology and its adoption by athletics coaches.

This chapter has reviewed the literature base surrounding The Diffusion of Innovations in
relation to factors which could guide efforts to increase the adoption of sport psychology.
Within the field of applied sport psychology it is evident that current research (Gould et al
1992; Maniar et al 2001; Pain and Harwood 2004; Zaichkowsky 2006) merely reports the
various barriers to uptake. No studies have been identified as being concerned with
attempting to examine and categorise the process of why or specifically how the obstacles
and barriers occur. Therefore, the methodology of the current study will look to seek
insights toward the understanding of the issues facing the sport psychology domain. There
is no doubt that understanding of coaches Innovation-Decision Process and the barriers or

facilitators associated within this is needed.

The synthesis of information from a number of theoretical domains (e.g. diffusion, leisure,
constraint and coaching learning), provides a unique opportunity to add to the current
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knowledge base as previously the concepts, specifically within these areas, have been
investigated from a linear perspective. Thus, it appears that many studies examine
diffusion or adoption rather than the interaction between the two concepts which will thus
be imperative within the methodology of the current study. Examination of the literature
revealed that across research domains the application of the diffusion of innovation
concepts (including adoption) to the uptake of sport psychology has not been undertaken.
Thus, applying diffusion to sport psychology is the overall contribution to literature but to
do this effectively requires a greater synthesis of other areas such as knowledge transfer
which allows also for a number of smaller contributions to knowledge. Holistically, this
will allow the industry to operationalise the diffusion and adoption process and utilise it

across the field of sport science.

In order to meet the aims of the study, the stages of the Innovation-Decision Process will
thus be the central body for the reminder of the investigation. It is important to explore,
whether athletics coaches have specific barriers within a particular stage of the process so
that facilitative interventions for increasing the Diffusion of Innovations can be put in

place.
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CHAPTER 3 - METHODOLOGY

3.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter details the chosen research design adopted to fulfil the objectives of the
research. The chapter consists of four main sections (as depicted in Figure 6 below). The
first section details the underpinning methodological stance of the research study,
specifically discussing the overarching research design and explanation of the multi-
strand, mixed method design. The subsequent sections outline each phase of the mixed
method design. Specifically, section two incorporates the sequential design which was
initially (phase 1) qualitative exploratory semi-structured interviews designed to inform
phase two the concurrent mixed method design. Thus, sections three and four of the
methodology address concurrent design (phase 2) and entail two strands which consisted
of a gquantitative survey of coaches’ diffusion of sport psychology (section three) and a
qualitative semi-structured interviews addressing coaches who hold different roles within

the social system adoption of sport psychology (section four).

Figure 6. Structure of the methodology chapter 3
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3.2 RESEARCH DESIGN

Denzin and Lincoln (2000) suggest research designs encompass four key characteristics;
axiology (the role and place of values and ethical behaviours within the research, Mertens
2015; Ponterotto 2005), ontology (the nature of reality, Mertens 2015), epistemology
(nature of knowledge, Mertens 2015) and methodology (the systematic approach to
research, Mertens 2015). Alternatively, Guba (1990) reports only three characteristics yet
attaches similar meaning to each; ontology (deals with our nature of reality or what
meaning one gives to the world, whether it be objective or subjective, to be discussed in
more depth later). Epistemology, referring to knowledge and ones relationship with such
knowledge (are we within it or external to it). Lastly, methodology (concerned with
establishing the best means, through which, to gain knowledge). In a similar vein to
Denzin and Lincoln (2000), Crotty (1998) also described four hierarchal levels of
thinking in relation to the research design, 1) the consideration of knowledge and what
knowledge is possible, (epistemology), 2) the underpinning theoretical perspective which
informs the philosophical stance or world view to be taken by the researcher, (ontology),
3) methodology dealing with linking the selected method and desired outcomes, 4)
methods, which relate to the techniques selected to collect the data (Feast and Melles
2010). Alternatively, in line with Guba (1990), Taber (2012) recently suggested that
research designs commonly comprise of just three parts 1) philosophical world views, 2)
research strategies and 3) methods. Acknowledgement and deliberation of such
discrepancies between lines of thought are of importance, as highlighted by the work of
Taber (2012) which suggests, there is a need for coherence between framing the research
question and the research to follow otherwise the procedures within the research design

can lack direction.

Despite these important considerations, unlike the work of Guba (1990) who denoted
three stages, within the work of Taber (2012) there was an apparent failure to consider
how knowledge is acquired and the value of such knowledge. Crotty’s (1998) perspective
however, evidences the addition of such an initial first step in the development of a
research design. Furthermore, he proposed the notion that meaning is not discovered but
rather constructed through, the discovery of, firstly, knowledge and secondly, one’s view
of reality. Combined, Crotty (1998) denotes these constructs to ultimately underpin the
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theoretical perspective which is where Taber’s (2012) work begins. Thus, the current
research project utilised Crotty’s (1998) organising framework as it offered greater clarity
than that of Denzin and Lincoln (2000), Guba (1990) and Taber (2012) for navigating a
tightly structured and logical flow in the construction and overall process of the research
design. Further to this, Crotty’s (1998) perspective of the underlying philosophical stance
of the researcher, and the establishment of instruments to be utilised in the fulfilment of

the research objectives, additionally offers a pragmatic framework for the methodology.

3.2.2 The Theory of Knowledge and Existence

With considerations from above in mind, both Crotty (1998) and Guba’s (1990) initial
point of consideration was that of the epistemology and ontology of the research design.
Firstly, in relation to the epistemology, literature commonly recognises two competing
perspectives surrounding the acquirement of knowledge. The initial perspective
(positivist, to be discussed in section 3.3.2) implies that the researcher and participants
within a study remain independent of each other and thus do not influence one another
(Guba 1990; Mertens 2015). However, alternative researchers (post positivists) reject this
belief and highlight a new belief system that suggests the researcher’s prior background
knowledge strongly influences what is observed within a study (Mertens 2015).
Therefore standardised protocols are required in order to remove bias from a study
(Mertens 2015).

The second construct labelled as ontology has previously been discussed by Morgan and
Smircich (1980) who referred to it as the ‘ontology of reality’ whereby researchers at one
end of a continuum (positivists) see the world as concrete; hence individuals are removed
from human involvement in their material (the initial belief system discussed above).
Within this viewpoint measures are taken in relation to causal relationships in order to
explain the world through universal laws which govern behaviour. Variables are isolated
and measured in an objective manner (Andrews et al 2006). Alternatively, the other end
of the continuum (post positivists) denotes subjectivists and their set of assumptions
which assume individuals create their own subjective reality and consequently address

issues from a number of varying perspectives (Lunderg and Young 2005).
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Due to these varying perspectives, to ensure the subsequent selected methodology is
appropriate, and moreover consistent with the epistemological stance, ontological stance
and the subsequent methods, Taber (2012) stated the importance of locating one’s self
within the research. Firstly, this is said to allow the researcher the opportunity to
systematically study a particular research question in a valid manner. This was achieved
in the current research project through the implementation of Crotty’s (1998) four key
characteristics which form what he describes as a layering of the research process
whereby each layer or characteristic informs the next. Secondly, accentuating one’s
position in the research allows the reader to understand how to make sense of the

knowledge acquired.

With regards to the current research project to better understand the coach’s world of
sport psychology the researcher utilised a broad methodological design to examine the
processes and issues surrounding the subject matter at hand. As a result, the current work
sits in line with the ontological view of inter-subjectivity whereby the researcher is aware
of the varying realities of the coaches but like purists is also concerned with not only the

actual state of reality but additionally the coaches understanding of their reality (Figure 7).

Figure 7. The ontological continuum of reality

OBJECTIVISTS INTER - SUBJECTIVISTS
Truthand Facts §______| SUBJECTIVITY [ ______| Discovery and
Single Reality Duality Beliefs
Enhancement Multiple Realities
e —l : g i

This perception of the author’s ontological stance recognises that coupling the polar
opposites enhances the axiology of the research design but in turn influences their
epistemological positioning (as mentioned above) in that within the current research

project the author sought to establish a common understanding of knowledge.
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Establishing a broad ontological and epistemological approach to the current research
project allowed for an understanding of the inherent assumptions within the project
(stated in section 3.3.1 below) and the decisions made thus leading to an appropriate
design which was that of mixed methods (Gratton and Jones 2010).

3.3 CHOICE OF PARADIGM

3.3.1 Paradigm Wars

Traditionally science based studies have been dominated by three labels which must be
examined if an appropriate framing for the methodology is to be found. Each philosophy
entails the beliefs underpinning how research data should be gathered (Krauss 2005).
Depending on the methods adopted, the positivist philosophy uses a range of analyses
which align to quantitative techniques. However, Remenyi and Williams (1996) state that
debate exists over the use of the positivist philosophy in the social sciences due to its
removal of the researcher from the study, given that the social sciences are characterised
by interactions.

This give rise to alternative perspectives one of which was that of the interpretivist
philosophy which Krauss (1996) suggests is steeped in personal meaning. In the 1970s
there was a rise in qualitative methods which not only challenged the issue of what type of
data was collected, but more importantly caused a shift in how people viewed, and thus
made use of, research outputs (Plano Clark and Cresswell 2008). Additionally, according
to Ryan (2008), the rise of the interpretivist approach, marked an important shift from
positivism to post-positivism which also occurred in the mid twentieth century as a result
of what Dwivedi et al (2009) called the positivist crisis. Importantly, while the terms hold
similar names, the core notions attached to each fundamentally differ. Thus, while
positivists suggest research should follow procedures in order to assure observations are
verifiable, accurate and consistent, Denzin and Lincoln (2001) contend that post-

positivists rely on the use of multiple methods due to the world not being concrete.

With the current research study in mind, it was apparent that the positivist approach had

an important role in the establishment of influencing variables, patterns and relationships
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(Gratton and Jones 2010). However, quantitative methods could not answer all questions
surrounding the diffusion and adoption of sport psychology. It could provide
generalisations regarding, for example, insights into the overall landscape of coach
profiles, the type of psychology they use and want, along with the barriers they face.
However, this left gaps in knowledge relating to explanations, such as why coaching
profiles differ, or whether coaches want to use other types of sport psychology but do not
know how. Thus, interpretivist research allowed the researcher to understand the
cognitions causing barriers and what strategies could reduce their impact through
examination of facilitating factors. This left opportunities for constructivists to investigate

meaning and multiple realities (Creswell and Plano Clark 2007).

Consequently, the research must be explicit and clearly outlined to avoid confusion as
according Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) this approach, absorbs the ‘boxology’
mentality of the paradigm wars. Furthermore, they suggest that research often swings
back and forth between deductive and inductive works which is commonly seen within
sequential research designs. However, this can be problematic in terms of reporting
clearly and establishing a logical process. This represents a movement away from a single
unifying perspective and more towards the use of many diverse theories as per the
research at hand. Likewise, it aligns with the researchers positioning within the study as it
believes it is better to start with pre-theoretical knowledge and self-understandings.
Identifying the specific features of theories, methods and norms allows for the
employment of a variety of methods and styles of explanation. Consequently, due to not
seeking one single truth but rather the generation of new knowledge, the philosophical
stance taken in the current research project resides in post-positivism and its most

common form, critical realism.

As the pioneer of the post-positivism approach, Bhaskar (1975, 1986) was the original
scholar to recognise the value of combining the philosophy of science with that of social
science, thus acknowledging the concrete, objective world but also the social world
individuals construct. Thus, ontologically the central argument of critical realism is
grounded in the belief that whilst reality exists, it is accepted that it is based on immediate
experiences making it complex and deep (Noor 2008). Consequently, the world is viewed

in terms of layers and what occurs in the concrete reality is in fact, the result of underlying
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processes. Thus, according to Bhaskar (1975), these layers are consolidated into a social
reality which comprise of the individual and their environment. Therein lays the strength
of this philosophical approach in terms of its objective to reach a deeper understanding of
the structures in which individuals operate. Such assertions are supported by researchers
who commonly acknowledge that rather than gathering facts and measuring the
occurrence of given patterns; emphasis is placed equally upon appreciating the varying
constructions and meanings individuals place on their experiences (Groff 2004,
Henderson 2011; Noor 2008; Ryan 2008). Gratton and Jones (2010) suggest this shows
openness to various methodological approaches including quantitative and qualitative
methods. Glicken (2003) previously reported this as allowing creativity due to the

recognition of multiple perspectives as opposed to a single reality.

Adam (2014) reports that post-positivism avoids the limitations associated with one-sided
interpretations of data, thus allowing for multiple methods. Hence, while single research
tools do yield pertinent insights they can, according to Adam (2014), fail to allow for
theoretical elaboration which is required in the current research study due to the synthesis
literature from various scholarly domains. Specifically, sport psychology which is
dominated by dated material, the Theory of Diffusion of Innovations, which has been
established in nine traditional domains but sport not being one and finally, the leisure
constraints model which again has to date, not been used as a classification tool in the
sports psychology domain. Against the backdrop of enhancing understanding of coach
learning, post-positivism appears to be a suitable paradigm for use due to the current
research studies reliance on multiple sources of data (questionnaires and semi-structured
interviews) which focus on the same foci of analysis for the establishment of associations,
interpretations and subsequent meaning. This Adam (2014) suggests provides a greater
comprehensive explanation of the constructs at play, while Fischer (1998) previously
reported this to offer broader interpretive frameworks than positivist and interpretivist

paradigms.

The post-positivism approach meets the needs of circumstances where insights,
discoveries and interpretations, as well as hypothesis testing, are required thus making it

appropriate for the current research study. However, Ryan (2008) highlights that caution
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needs to be taken in relation to the broad characteristics of the post-positivist approach as
there are various modes of testing which qualify as research. Moreover, Adam (2014)
suggests that researcher’s position needs to be centrally articulated as while scientific
frameworks cannot be dismissed, post-positivists argue they need to be flexible to aid the
understanding of human complexity. Thus, you must understand your own position in the
world to better understand the assumptions you bring to the research. In line with the
suggestions from Ryan (2008), the current author assumes a learning role as opposed to
that of testing. Thus, while tests are undertaken, the author’s position is among the

participants, learning with them instead of conducting research on them.

In light of the above considerations, the ontological and epistemological assumptions

associated with this thesis are as follows;

1. Coaches operate in an inter-subjective world due to the art-science debate causing
coaches to note numbers and narratives. Hence whilst coaches have the opportunity
to access the published scientific literature base, additionally, due to working with
people, the athlete-centred approach endorsed by the NGB requires coaches to ask
questions of the athlete and train them according to the reality of their coaching
environment thus making coaching as much of an art as it is a science.

2. A quantitative approach to studying the diffusion sport psychology restricts
explanatory outcomes (as discussed in section 3.3.1).

3. A qualitative approach to the study of adoption of sport psychology fails to make
generalisations applicable to the social system as a whole (as discussed in section
3.3.1).

3.4 MIXED METHODS

34.1 Mixed method design (MMD)

Hall (2012) suggests MMDs complement the two traditional movements of quantitative and
qualitative designs. Thus, mixed methods research is considered to offer a middle path
between the quantitative and qualitative methods which Taber (2012) refers to as the
L...M...N model (Figure 8).
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Figure 8. L...M...N; Mixed methods mooted as a mid-point on a continuum of education research
(Taber 2012)

Studies may be

quaLitative Mixed quaNtitative

This concept of combining qualitative and quantitative research within the same study is
referred to as mixed methods research. Tashakkori and Cresswell (2007) define it as
research that collects analyses and integrates findings in order to draw inferences from the
utilisation of both quantitative and qualitative methods within the same study. Mixed
methods research is not a new approach. It emerged in the literature base during the 1960s
and since that time has increased not only in significance but also in design whereby mixed
methods designs now go beyond merely triangulating qualitative and quantitative results
(Lopez-Fernandez 2011).

3.4.2 Advantages of Mixed Method Designs

Many agree that mixed methods inquiry research requires an association between the
philosophical assumptions of both qualitative and quantitative approaches (Taber 2012).
Thus, the qualitative and quantitative approaches are counterparts due to the combination of
different types of research question and differences between their underlying beliefs (Hall
2012). Lopez-Fernandez (2011) has proposed four rationales for the undertaking mixed

methods research.

Firstly, participant enrichment whereby, as the key agent in the research, the participants’
characteristics are identified thus allowing the researcher to gain an understanding of their
world, or from an inter-subjective perspective allows the author to gain an understanding of
the participant’s reality. In the current study participant enrichment was achieved in two
ways. Firstly, in strand one where participants were screened to ensure all types of athletics

coaches were identified and interviewed to gain a broad perspective of possible results.
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This was of importance in order to feed into strand B (part A) where deeper insights into
key areas of interest according to specific demographic characteristics were established.
Thus, enrichment in strand B was through the development of a coach’s profile within the
initial section of the questionnaire and was generated specifically to meet the needs of the
current study. Characteristics such as years of experience in coaching, educational
background and the county in which they operate amongst other demographic information
which could have shaped, moulded and influenced their reality of the world was collated.
The second proposal from Lopez—Fernandez (2011) is that of instrument fidelity which
relates to the adequacy of the instrument that is being utilised. This in the current study was
that of the questionnaire and whether or not it measured what was intended. Due to the lack
of an existing questionnaire which evaluates process of diffusion and adoption decisions,
along with the driving forces behind these, instrument fidelity was an important

consideration to the current study.

The third rationale, according to Lopez-Fernandez (2011), considers the notion of treatment
integrity and whether the treatment (which in the current study was the Innovation-
Decision Process) was used as originally intended. This was of importance to the current
study due to the possible refinement of the diffusion process and subsequent adoption of
the innovation and its associated variables within the athletics context. The final rationale
of significant enhancement looked to expand the interpretation in order to enhance the
significant findings. Hence, utilising a mixed methods design extends knowledge as this

form of inquiry has not been utilised in the diffusion of sport psychology.

Similar considerations of how the utilisation of a mixed method design extends literature
have been examined by Little (2007) and previously Mannell and Iwsaski (2005), who
similarly reported that methodologies which include both qualitative and quantitative
modes of inquiry allow for extensions of understanding due to what they called modelling,
measurement and the identification of causal-relationships particularly when studying
diverse communities. For example, interpretations for the current study, coaches own
demographics can vary, each athlete under their care varies and there are over ten
disciplines within the all-encompassing term of athletics thus evidencing it as a diverse
community. Further to this, the mixture of questionnaires and interviews allowed for the

aspect of modelling through the display of diagrammatic trees (to be discussed in section
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3.7.5) and measure of associations through the analysis of dependent and independent

variables (introduced fully in Chapter 3, section 3.6.5.1).

Thus in its most basic form, mixed methods research utilises the strengths of qualitative and
quantitative research and merges them together for what Lopez-Fernandez (2011) calls
fruitful results as the method enriches and improves understanding of the phenomena being
studied. Lopez-Fernandez (2011) further suggests that such a combination allows for the
fostering of new ideas and answers which would not be reached through a single method

and considers mixed methods to be a third methodological movement.

3.4.3 Limitations of MMDs

Burrell and Morgan (1979) who despite the recognised advantages of the mixed method
designs, report MMDs to be inherently complex due firstly to the numerous amount of
varying design types available, making them often difficult to report. Secondly, due to the
number of factors involved in the construction and conduct of a research study (Tashakkori
and Teddlie 2010). To account for this in the current study, the quantitative and qualitative
data are reported independently with each having a clearly defined role and intended
outcomes within the results. Additionally, the amalgamation of fundamentally differing or
polarised philosophical underpinnings (as per the contrasting positivist and subjectivist
results), choices relating to sampling and when to integrate data along with having a clear
purpose for conducting mixed methods research all pose interesting questions which
require articulate considerations (Bartholomew and Brown 2012). In the current
programme of study, such amalgamation of data sets occurs at the discussion stage.
Furthermore, whilst mixed methods designs can allow for exploration and verification of
little known constructs, thus allowing for the integration of both breadth and depth of a
subject, failure to achieve these undermines the understanding and corroboration of
findings (Bartholomew and Brown 2012; Tashakkori and Teddlie 2010).

To holistically negate such issues associated with the implementation of a mixed method
design, Tashakkori and Teddlie (2010) emphasise the need for a current map (as previously
displayed in Figure 6 above) which provides not only a systematic structured design but
additionally a clear theoretical lens for the reader which denotes a coherent framing of the
research project.
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3.4.4 Types of MMD

Design choice within mixed methods research is thought to be of foremost concern as it is
this which serves to guide the methodological process (Bartholomew and Brown 2012). In
line with the work of Teddlie and Tashakkori (2006) such concerns led the researcher to
initially examine the methods-strand typology in order to establish clarity on the technical
perspective of the methodological components of the research. Burrell and Morgan (1979)
refer to each element of the design choice as strands, consequently this research has a
multi-strand design containing three phases was predetermined prior to the undertaking of

the data collection (Figure 9 below).

In addition to the design choice, consideration of the four key MMD principles
(triangulation, embedded, explanatory and exploratory) as discussed by Creswell and Plano
Clark (2007) was undertaken, with each design’s related procedures, common variants,
strengths and weaknesses examined. The current programme of research was initially
exploratory in nature. Specifically, it had a sequential design incorporating three phases,
which was implemented in order to allow the researcher to seek, confirm and verify
constructs whilst exploring and generating theoretical frameworks at the same time
(Teddlie and Tashakkori 2006).

Figure 9. Multi-strand three phase design: Propositions development Model (equal emphasis)
as adapted from Creswell and Plano Clark (2007)

PHASE 1 PHASE 2 PHASE 3
STRAND 2; PART A
QUAN Collection
Description
STRAND 1 Survey Interpretation
QUAL Collection &
Exploratory > Discussion
Semi-structured STRAND 2; PART B Triangulation
Interview QUAL Collection
Description
Semi-structured
Interviews

Bartholomew and Brown (2012) have reported that with such an approach, phase one must

inform the subsequent data collection. They noted the emergence of two types of sequential
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design namely explanatory and exploratory which were considered for stage one of the
current design. Due to the explanatory approach seeking understanding of the causal-
relationships its explanations will not be elaborated upon as associations, as opposed to
relationships, were examined in phase two of the current study. The exploratory approach
however enabled the researcher to explore pertinent constructs to gain deeper
understanding of the literature. Thus, is particularly pertinent when key variables are not
well defined. With regards to the current research study, while Rogers (2003) Innovation-
Decision Process is well established, how it is operationalised in the coaching social system

when dealing with soft innovations was yet to be established.

Bartholomew and Brown (2012) suggest exploratory mixed methods designs typically see a
qualitative approach preceding that of the quantitative phase which allows for the
development of an understanding of the research context to then enable the development of
a culturally sensitive instrument. Both (deeper understanding and instrument design) were
clear rationales for phase one (to be discussed in section 3.5) in the current study due to
there being no instrument or measure available from the literature due to of the required
synthesis of various theories (as seen in Chapter 2, section 2.9). Furthermore, key variables
which impact upon the process of diffusion were not evident within the sport psychology
literature as many constructs relating to, for example, coaches’ perceptions of the subject
had been raised but little understanding of coaches’ characteristics leading to such
perceptions had been documented. Therefore, the purpose of the first phase was that of
establishing an understanding of sport psychology in the coaching domain. From this a
culturally appropriate measure grouping the conceptual elements associated with the
Theory of Diffusion of Innovations along with, considerations of the contextual

sensitivities of the athletic social system, was designed for phase two of the study.

With consideration to phase two, in line with the definition of mixed methods research
from Burrell and Morgan (1979), being considered mixed methods research as opposed to a
mixed method study (whereby the strands of inquiry are kept separate) both quantitative
and qualitative strands of inquiry must be evidenced as component parts. Therefore within
the second phase of the sequential design the concept of a convergence model was utilised.
This has been considered by Burrell and Morgan (1979) to be a method of data collection
which allows the current study to gather two forms of research data on the same topic

concurrently. Thus, intertwining knowledge from phase one into qualitative and
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quantitative strands of phase two provided deeper insights into the process of diffusion and

the driving forces influencing the adoption decision.

Further to articulation of the number of strands included in the research, Burrell and
Morgan (1979) also discussed the need to depict which strand (i.e. the qualitative or
quantitative) has priority in relation to which one is given the greatest emphasis or
weighting in the research study. However, within the second phase of the current study
emphasis was placed equally on each strand due to the current lack of guidance from the
existing literature surrounding the diffusion process and adoption of sport psychology. This
form of methodological design is classified as a taxonomy development model whereby the
phase two quantitative strand is conducted to identify the conceptual elements that
contribute to and explain the diffusion of sport psychology, while the qualitative phase

seeks to explore the driving forces that influence the adoption decision of the coach.

The nature of MMDs requires consideration of what Burrell and Morgan (1979) refer to as
the timing or pacing and implementation of the data collection. Phase three of the current
study therefore concerns the discussion and interpretation of the results and thus a merging
of the data sets. It is this stage that allows for deeper exploration, comparison and
validation of the research data in order to produce a valid, well-substantiated output on a
single subject (Cresswell and Plano Clark 2007). This overall phasing of the data
collection, analysis and interpretation/discussion (including triangulation) allowed for the
production of a more comprehensive understanding of the current problem. According to
Creswell and Plano (2007) this form of mixed method approach provides a more complete
picture of the research question. This is due to the quantitative data noting generalisations

along with the qualitative data noting in-depth knowledge of the participants’ perspective.

3.5 PHASE ONE

351 The Qualitative Exploration

The initial stage of the sequential design was exploratory in nature due to the Innovation-
Decision Process never having been applied to the coaching setting. Thus to date, the
literature offered coaches, organisations and sport psychologists alike no explanatory
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framework to explain how the processes of diffusion and adoption occur nor what the
barriers and facilitators associated with these were. Consequently, a single mode qualitative
approach in phase one was designed to explore and unearth the factors related to coaches’
attitudes, perceptions and understanding of sport psychology through the use of semi-
structured interviews. The initial collection of qualitative data allowed for contextual
sensitivities related to the coaching environment to be reflected in the later examination of
the process (Gratton and Jones 2010; Venkatesh et al 2013). The purpose of phase one was
thus three fold, 1) to gain an understanding of coaches’ interpretation of the term sport
psychology, 2) to identify elements of the literature base in order to establish which
academic literature could provide explanation of the diffusion process in athletics hence
warranting deeper exploration, and 3) to identify factors emerging from the participants
which influence coaches’ adoption of sport psychology. Generically, phase one thus sought
to establish patterns in coaches’ subjective reality so that the triangulation of these results

could be utilised to test the proposed theoretical framework in phase two.

3.5.2 Inductive Approach

Whilst deductive research originates from theory and develops into generalisable
statements, the inductive approach begins with broad questions which constantly change
and adapt as new data emerges (Andrews et al 2006). Therefore, its epistemological origins
differ to that of its deductive counterpart as, reality is subjective and varies depending on
the nature of one’s social interactions and subsequent interpretations (Andrews et al 2006)
thus suiting phase one of the current study. This does however open up qualitative research
to scepticism which subsequently calls for careful consideration of the research design if
internal validity is to be assured thus increasing the trustworthiness of any subsequent
inferences (Andrews et al 2006). Thus, whilst generalisations applicable to a range of
circumstances may not be possible, in depth explanations of complex cognitive
relationships in particular settings can be achieved (Andrews et al 2006). In the current
study, the qualitative data of phase one initially explored broad concepts and questions, the

results could then be tested during the deductive strand of phase two (Andrews et al 2006).

It is evident that qualitative based research collects and summarises the verbalised word in
order to breakdown the complexities of the subject at hand (Andrews et al 2006; Taber

2012). Whilst many embrace these nuances of qualitative research, Andrew et al (2006)
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state that many scholars fail to accept this approach due to its lack of mechanical rigour.
Qualitative data places the observer in the participant’s world and it is this visibility which
transforms the research into a naturalistic approach which turns the world into a series of
representations and interpretations hence providing rich data (Denzin and Lincoln 2000).
This does however; require detailed planning of methodologies which are based on clear

paradigmatic stances due to its reliance on words instead of numbers (Andrews et al 2006).

3.5.3 Data collection

3531 Semi-Structured Interviews

Interviews were utilised within phase one to establish the key factors that affected coaches’
diffusion process and adoption of sport psychology. Gratton and Jones (2010) recognise
five interview types (semi-structured, unstructured, structured, narrative, focus groups), but
for the purpose of the current study semi-structured interviews were conducted based
around a carefully selected set of questions/themes but without restricting the flow of the

participant, if they raised relevant and interesting points, pertinent to the current study.

35.3.2 Interview Script Development

Based on previous literature from the inductive education, marketing and nursing fields
which had previously explored diffusion and adoption an interview script was developed.
The script (appendix 1) was divided into two main sections namely the main body of open
and closed questions and the second was a coaching profile which contained demographic,
characteristics and features of the coaches. Specifically, Section One initially dealt with the
exploration of sport psychology in terms of coach awareness and understanding of the
subject in the athletic coaching domain. Of particular interest was the coaches’ idea of what
constituted sport psychology within their coaching landscape. Due to the on-going debate
between the art and science of coaching (Chapter 1, section 1.3.2) and discrepancies in
thoughts regarding where sport psychology sits within that debate, open ended exploratory

questions such as ‘what does the term sport psychology mean to you?’ were utilised.

In order to give the interview flow, the next set of questions broadly related to the process

of diffusion ‘can you tell me about how you source sport psychology information’. The
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interview schedule then focused on participants adoption of sport psychology and covered
questions such as ‘can you tell me about the triggers which cause you to use sport
psychology’ in order to understand the individuals experience. ‘Can you tell me about any
barriers associated with your use of sport psychology?’ is an example of a question for the
barriers and facilitators section which aimed to gain an understanding of the current
literature base and how it related to the current study. In line with the thoughts of Gratton
and Jones (2004, p.141), the grouping of questions into broad themes in an open style was
designed to allow participants to ‘talk about their experiences in their own words, and allow
them to elaborate on any areas of particular interest’ thus fitting the exploratory nature of

this phase of the research.

3.5.3.3 Participants and Recruitment

Participants were 11 (n=7 females and n=4 males) licensed athletics coaches registered
with their respective home country, covering all athletics disciplines (sprints n=2, hurdles
n=1, endurance (including road) n=5, throws n=1, jumps n=1, multi-events) and both types
of coaches (performance n=6 and participation n=4) were represented. Coaches’ years of
experience ranged from less than one to over 50 years. Participants were found to be
representative of the overall athletic population when compared to England Athletics
coaching statistics made available by the head of the National Coaching Programme.

A point of saturation was reached as discussed by Fusch and Ness (2015) who suggested it
has been met when, there is enough data to replicate the process and new codes are no
longer viable. Additionally, participant characteristics closely matched those found within
the overall athletic coach population due to the use of a sampling frame (to be discussed in
the following section) which offered the opportunity to gain a range of diverse opinions
which according to Mason (2010) ensures robust findings. Due to the range of athletics
disciplines, all levels of coaching qualifications and demographic variables were sampled.
This included educational background as described by Blind and Tierney (1990) as
affecting coaches’ levels of diffusion. Moreover, in line with the suggestions of Marshall
(1996) a judgement sampling technique was utilised for the selection of participants. As a
framework, Marshall (1996) suggests this method allowed for a rigid sampling frame based
upon three factors, 1) the possible contributing factors from the selected individual based

on their demographic and individual characteristics, 2) the authors’ theoretical and applied
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knowledge base of the research area and 3) evidence from previous literature sources. This
approach has been referred to by Kalkan et al (2014) as purposive sampling. Within the
current study there was an element of judgement in the sampling which allowed for the
selection of a productive population base due to its intellectual foundations as opposed to a
merely stratified demographic category where not all sections of the population could be
represented. Thus, dividing the sample into a number of strata avoided bias in the sample
and ensured an array of coaches opinions were sought at the exploratory phase. However,
to be eligible for inclusion each coach had to cover at least two of these factors in order to

be considered for inclusion.

3.5.34 Pilot Study

In line with the recommendations from Thomas et al (2005), the interviewer ensured the
correct vocabulary level was achieved through the use of a pilot study. This served to
increase the reliability with the aim of ensuring consistent results and validity as
standardised interpretation of questions could be established thus ensuring the results are
truly representable (Gratton and Jones 2004). As a result of the pilot the ordering of the two
sections was changed so that the coaching profile was undertaken first. Whilst Synodinos
(2003) suggests personal information should go last, so that a relationship can be built prior
to asking sensitive information, it was discovered that asking coaches factual information
relating to their coaching was a better ‘icebreaker’ and settled the participants nerves prior

to answering the questions which required a little more thought and sensitivity.

3.5.35 Procedure

After gaining ethical approval from the Bournemouth University Research Ethic
Committee, participants who fulfilled two or more of the criteria (section 3.5.3.3) were
approached to take part in the interview process via telephone invitation or email. After
explaining the nature of the research to the participant, including the purpose, requirements
and intended use of the data (Wilding et al 2012), they were sent a participant information
pack (appendix 2). The pack included a participant information sheet explaining the process
of the interview (e.g. a breakdown of the categories of questions to be asked), a consent
form and general information relating to whom the study’s supervisors were and up to

which point in time they could withdraw from the research. Participants selected the
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interview’s location to ensure they felt comfortable and thus more likely to answer the
questions freely (Synodinos 2003). The interviews on average lasted between one and three
hours and were recorded, with permission, on a Dictaphone. The interviewer who was
trained in qualitative data collection performed all of the interviews in order to ensure
internal validity (Wilding et al 2012). Whilst the interview script was utilised to structure
the interview, probes such as can you tell me a little more about [participants comment],
were utilised to gain further insights into areas of interest. Furthermore clarification (such
as, could you give me an example of [participants comment]) and elaboration (such as can
you tell me a little more about) were asked in order to elicit greater depth of participant

responses (Wilding et al 2012).

3.5.3.6 Data Analysis

Recordings of the interviews were transcribed verbatim into word processing files which
subsequently allowed the qualitative data to be analysed using inductive content analysis.
In order to allow findings to emerge, initially the raw data was prepared for analysis, a
process which included data familiarisation and a speculative analysis stage. As
recommended by Cresswell and Plano Clark (2007), Thomas et al (2005), and Wilding et
al (2012) the transcripts were read several times. During these stages as reported by
Creswell and Plano Clark (2007), a preliminary understanding of the written data was
gained through the exploration of the interview transcripts. Following the initial stages of
analysis, data reduction occurred to allow the information to be organised into codes and
irrelevant data discarded. This coding process ensured the data accurately and explicitly
reflected what was being researched.

Subsequently, as per the suggestions of Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) and Gratton and
Jones (2004), broad trends were analysed, and emerging codes were themed from general
to specific dimensions, so that the data set could be divided into smaller units. This process
allowed for the identification of factors which influence the diffusion and adoption of sport
psychology and the relationships between these factors, so that in the next stage, which
involved displaying the data in diagrammatic form, conclusions and verifications could be
made in an analytical manner (Thomas et al 2005). Furthermore, counting (categorising
data and measuring frequency) was utilised in the early stages which progressed onto
patterning in order to develop a picture of the reoccurring themes. At this stage it was
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important to discover whether Rogers (2003) Innovation-Decision Process was an
appropriate vehicle for further exploration of coaches’ use of sport psychology in athletics.
Consequently, initially existing concepts were identified followed by new concepts, and
whether they contradict or supplement the model. Clustering of the emerging themes
enabled the key differentiating characteristics to be grouped so that it could be established
whether or not given characteristics (type of coach and educational background) indicated
towards certain perceptions, attitudes or behaviours. Relationships between these
characteristics were then examined to identify if chains or links existed. Overall, the
analysis sought to find the explanations of the general propositions that accounted for the

particular findings in the study.

3.6 PHASE TWO - STRAND A

3.6.1 Deductive approach

The second stage of the sequential design was divided into two strands which were
undertaken concurrently. Phase Two; Strand A, adopted a quantitative approach, the design

of which is reported below.

According to Gratton and Jones (2010) deductive research is typically associated with
positivist, quantitative forms of research which seek to gain objective knowledge that is
free from bias due to the logical, systematic and controlled manner in which data is
collected (Andrews et al 2005; Moran, Matthews and Kirby 2011). Consequently, positivist
studies are said to start with a theory which attempts to explain aspects of social lives with
validity and generational certainty (Andrews et al 2005; Clark-Carter 2001). Furthermore,
the deductive approach seeks to assert statistically significant associations between
variables which can form the basis of theoretical statements. Hence, the utilisation of a
deductive approach in the current study can assist in establishing a generalised
understanding of coaches’ diffusion of sport psychology in athletics which fits the objective
aspects of the current study.

Traditionally quantitative research has been associated with descriptive, experimental,
correlation based research (Taber 2012). Therefore the aim of the quantitative strand of the

current study was firstly, to quantify the antecedents of the diffusion process and adoption
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and secondly, to test a series of hypotheses relating to coaches’ perceptions, attitudes and
behaviours in relation to sport psychology. Of importance at this stage was the initial
descriptive statistics which would allow for the organisation of information during the later
analysis (Gratton and Jones 2004). The quantitative data allowed for the establishment of
key independent variables which included the characteristics identified by Mann and Sahin
(2012), for example type of coach, educational background. Inferential statistics then
allowed for exploration of the relationships between independent and dependent variables
(Gratton and Jones 2004). This quantitative strand therefore focused on the numerical
testing and analysis (Gratton and Jones 2004) of the data relating to perceptions and

attitudes towards sports psychology.

3.6.2 Quantitative Data - Questionnaire

In order to meet the objectives of the study, the tool utilised for the collection and recording
of quantitative data was a questionnaire. Specifically, a postal and email self-completion
based questionnaire was developed and used. The design of the questionnaire was informed
by the synthesis of the findings of Phase One, previous literature examined in Chapter Two
and finally, Blinde and Tierney’s (1990) questionnaire of elite level swimming coaches.
The latter was consulted due to its original development to assess whether coaches utilise

each stage of the diffusion process and to what extent.

3.6.2.1 Questionnaire Design

To ensure relevant and useful information was gathered, careful consideration was given to
the design of the questionnaire. As a result, the final instrument was planned and developed
in a number of stages (outlined in section 3.6.2.3 below) in order to ensure the study’s aims

were met and possible bias avoided (Kirklees 2014; Oppenheim 1996, Figure 10).

Figure 10. Process of questionnaire design adapted from Kirklees 2014
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3.6.2.2 Initial Considerations

According to Oppenheim (1996), designing a survey questionnaire from which inferences
can be drawn is a complex and arduous process. Oppenheim (1996) went on to state that
the central driving force behind questionnaire design depends upon the intended use of the
results and whether there is a requirement for them to be generalisable to the selected
population as a whole (sports science in the current programme of research) or draw
inferences for the specific population (athletics coaches in the current programme of

research).

3.6.2.3 Questionnaire Sequence and Layout

Once the questions had been developed sequence and layout was considered so that
questions could be clustered to aid the progression of the respondent moving through the
questionnaire. Initially based on the literature review and the questions which had met the
two criteria mentioned above it was envisaged that the following sections would be

included:

1. Features and characteristics of the coaches, based on information established in Phase
One.

2. Exposure to the field of sport psychology, which dealt with understanding how and

why awareness of sport psychology occurred.

3. Receptivity, based on previous studies within sport psychology literature. However,
much of the research dates to the 1980s. Hence, there was a need to establish if the
situation has changed.

4. Implementation of psychological skills and techniques, to establish what coaches use
and how providing desired information could increase the diffusion process and thus

adoption.

5. Exploration of the similarities and difference between individual units of adoption.
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This original layout of sections was predominantly based upon an instrument previously
developed by Blinde and Tierney (1990). Their 61 item questionnaire was split into six
distinct sections which due to their work on diffusion by coaches in swimming was deemed
appropriate as the foundations for the current instrument. A point of consideration was,
however, that Blinde and Tierney’s (1990) research was based upon Roberts-Gray’s (1985)
three stage systems model of implementation which is just one stage of Rogers (1983)
Innovation-Decision Process which was considered in its entirety (five stages) within the
current research studies literature review. Blinde and Tierney’s (1990) instrument was thus
adjusted according to firstly, the data collated in phase one and secondly, the multipart
model from Rogers (1983). Consequently, the triangulation of the literature (Chapter 2),
primary qualitative data from Phase 1 and Blinde and Tierney’s (1990) instrument led to
the development of the Sport Psychology; Information, Knowledge, Experiences and
Sources (SPIKES) Questionnaire (Appendix 3).

Owing to the previously established questionnaire, the concept of five sections was
maintained, but the content altered from that of Blinde and Tierney’s (1990) instrument,

and appeared in the following order:

1.  The Coach Profile was designed to establish demographic variables as discussed by
Mann and Sahin (2012) in the literature review. The results from this section allowed
for the establishment of users characteristics which were thought to influence
individual’s decision-making process. Within sport psychology the role and

contributing variance of such characteristics were yet to be established.

2. Experience of sport psychology in order to gain an overall representation of how
coaches have encountered sport psychology and what factors have influenced their

perception of the subject was determined as being Section two.

3. The role and delivery of sport psychology section sought to identify coaches’

perceptions of the role of sport psychology within their coaching practices.

4. Use of training tools was an important section as it established coaches’ current use
of mental tools in training and competition in order to better understand which
aspects of sport psychology coaches were utilising and to what extent.
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5. The barriers and opportunities surrounding coaches’ use of sport psychology relates
to the Leisure Constraint Model and allows for the classification of barriers in order
to identify at what stage various barriers arise. Additionally, those factors which aid

coaches use of sport psychology will be identified.

Once questions had been placed into relevant sections, in line with the recommendations of
Gratton and Jones (2010), the planned sequence of questions was reconsidered in order to
increase not only the flow of the section but moreover likelihood of coaches completing the
instrument. Thus, a funnelling process, whereby those questions which required more in
depth consideration beyond the yes, no don’t know answers, were placed later on in the
questionnaire as Synodinos (2003) states placing them earlier could put respondents off.
Furthermore, language derived from the qualitative interviews was additionally utilised
within the wording of the questions. This was to enhance familiarity for respondents as

opposed to that of terminology from the Innovation-Decision Process.

Finally, in relation to the layout, sections were made distinctive by not only containing a
heading but additionally a brief synopsis of the section to follow so that coaches knew what
type of information to expect in each section. Consistency in the formatting of the questions
was maintained to decrease the amount of time it would take respondents to complete each

question.

3.6.2.4 Question Content, Phrasing and Response Format

One of the initial considerations concerning its design was the type and nature of
information which needed to be gathered in order to meet the objectives of the research
study (Gratton and Jones 2010; Oppenheim 1996).

Proposed lists of questions such as, ‘on average how many times per week do you
implement sport psychology into your coaching?’ were developed and each question was
then examined in relation to two inclusion criteria, 1) does it add value in relation to
meeting the project’s objectives and 2) is the question wasting case material in that it fails
to reflect either, a) an element of the theoretical framework (Figure 5, Chapter 2, section

2.9) or, b) the results of Phase One. This process identified that the coaches’ profile needed
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to be elaborated upon, and ultimately take a new direction in relation to gaining deeper
information concerning their demographic athletic history (i.e. on average how many hours

per week are you involved in athletics?).

Three questions were removed from section; including ‘are there any other issues
surrounding your use and perception of sport psychology and a sport psychology
consultant?’ as firstly this was deemed not to meet the current research’s objectives and
secondly, because it asked more than one question at a time. Furthermore, due to the open
ended nature of the question, any responses would have been wasted case material as the
information could have been elicited more effectively from the qualitative participants in
Strand B. Three further questions asking coaches their opinion regarding visibility in the
media were omitted. This was because these questions were determined to be wasted case
material as they biased coaches thought process towards media coverage at the expense of
other sources of information. Thus, these questions were absorbed into the exposure section

as supposed to stand alone questions.

Five questions were adapted so that they were phrased to better reflect the language
commonly used by coaches within Phase One of the research strands. Specifically ‘do you
feel the techniques of sport psychology are educationally sound?’ was changed to ‘sport

psychology is too subjective’.

In relation to the style and jargon within the coaches profile section the coaches stated
‘affiliation/membership’ and ‘company/organisation’ made the question over complicated
and so affiliation and company were removed. In the ‘experience of sport psychology’
section the question ‘give your best guess as to how much time there was between your
initial experience and you intentionally searching for further information about the subject’
was removed. The coaches felt that it was long winded and best guess style questions made
answers subjective, consequently, these were deleted. Deleting this question ensured this
strand of the study aligned with the diffusion process whilst the qualitative section was
deemed able to address the adoption of sport psychology. In relation to the section on the
barriers and opportunities to sport psychology the first question relating to coaches
knowledge and understanding of the subject were separated. This was a result of coaches in

phase one deeming these to be separate but related terms. Lastly, the open ended questions
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were removed as coaches deemed they took too long to answer and they failed to complete

the section.

As recommended by Gratton and Jones (2010), once the content had been determined the
response format was assessed to ensure each question could be analysed in a meaningful
manner. Thus, in relation to the intended statistical analysis to be undertaken (Oppenheim
1996), the instrument initially contained eleven pre-coded closed questions for example, ‘is
there a place for sport psychology in athletics? yes, no, don’t know’. However, due to the
research study being exploratory in nature it was not plausible to anticipate all answers
which led to seven open ended questions which included, ‘in your opinion, what is one key
benefit of sport psychology in elite (high performance) athletics?’. Twenty one of the fifty
five questions involved a combination of closed and open questions so that numerical data
to build an understanding of the population base could be achieved. In addition participants
were provided with an opportunity to elaborate upon their response if they desired when
making decisions relating to their own practices. For example, ‘are there any other people
with whom you must consult with first, yes or no followed by, if yes what is the role of this

person?’.

Furthermore, as a number of concepts deriving from various academic fields (diffusion,
leisure and sport as per the literature review, Chapter 2) were being examined a number of
scales were employed to gain an understanding of coaches’ attitudes to given constructs
relating to their receptivity towards sport psychology (Gratton and Jones 2010). Fifteen
questions were clustered together so as to gain an picture of coaches’ receptivity which
included ‘sport psychology takes time away from other more important areas of training’.
Ten five-point likert scale based questions which were grouped in order to establish not
only the extent to which coaches implement sport psychology but moreover, how often. For
example, ‘how often do you utilise the techniques identified below with your athletes,
every session, weekly, monthly, once a season, never’. Additionally, semantic differentials
were utilised for thirteen items as participants attitudes towards sport psychology without
forcing them into extremes was required to understand the factors relating to adoption of
sport psychology. Due to the nature of sport psychology, in that it is comprised of a number
of sub-disciplines, two ranking items were included in order to establish firstly, how
coaches merit sport psychology in comparison to other sports science disciplines whilst
secondly, it was used to gain an understanding of how coaches would like to receive
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information pertaining to sport psychology and how it could be diffused in to their social
system. Finally, seven items were list based items so that coaches could provide several
responses to one question as one definitive answer did not emerge in Phase One but more
so clusters of responses. These questions related to the factors which would increase the

diffusion of sport psychology.

3.6.2.5 Pre-Test (pilot)

As suggested by Oppenheim (1996), testing of the developed questionnaire in the field was
performed to determine if refinement of the tool was required. Twenty two athletic coaches
representing coach characteristics (as discussed previously in relation to judgement
sampling, Chapter 3, section 3.5.3.3) were purposefully selected. To effectively test the
questionnaire, assistant coaches and BA licensed coaches along with cross country, road
running and all track and field disciplines were asked to complete the questionnaire. The
ages of the coaches varied from 20 to 72, and were drawn from five different Southern
based clubs. As well as completing the questionnaire, the coaches were requested to
provide feedback on the structure and flow, style of questions, and any jargon used (Blinde
and Tierney 1990; Oppenheim 1996). The results from the pilot revealed that the coaches
found the factual section relating to their use of training tools the easiest to complete.
Consequently, the coaches’ profile remained first but section two became the ‘use of
training tools’ instead of their experience of sport psychology. As a result of this
amendment, an additional routing statement was added so as not to waste coaches’ time on

questions that were not applicable to them.

3.6.2.6 Participants

160 athletics coaches, who were classified as currently active participated in the study.
Some coaches did not complete every element of the coach profile resulting in occasional
missing data regarding the demographic variables. However, three aspects of coach
information were gathered. Firstly, demographic information of coach was collated in order
to show coach characteristics, which according to the literature from Chapter 2, were
predicted to influence coaches’ adoption decision for the utilisation of sport psychology.
Additionally, such information allows for repeatability of the study. The second set of data
collated referred to the cultural sensitivities of the coaches and thus those contextual factors
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which may influence the diffusion process. Results showed that a sport based educational
background was low across the data set despite all four home countries, and 39 counties
including the Isle of Man, Channel Islands and Isle of Wight being included. Finally,
athlete characteristics were sought to determine whether the type of athlete coached acts as
a driving force behind the cognitions and behaviours of the coach as identified in the

literature review.

3.6.3 Sampling Method

This strand of the study used a multi-stage random sampling approach as every third
athletics club was selected. Application of this strategy ensured each unit (coach) within the
accessible population had an equal chance of being selected for inclusion within the current
research study (Teddlie and Tashakkori 2009). Unlike the previous phase which included
judgment sampling, the sampling technique ensured selection of participants occurred
independently of one another which increased the generalisability of the results (Teddlie
and Tashakkori 2009).

3.6.4 Procedure

Participants were selected via the BA club search engine which alphabetically lists all
registered athletic clubs in the UK and thus is a reliable source. From this, as mentioned
above, every third club was selected. However, from this point forwards one of two
procedural processes was followed depending upon what information was available on the
search engine. Specifically, a postal or email self-completion questionnaire was sent out to
the club contact (typically the club secretary or chairman) or where coach information was
provided, every third coach was contacted in order to increase accessibility to participants
who were geographically dispersed as suggested in the work of Gratton and Jones (2004).
Triathlon clubs were found to be included in the search engine but were omitted from the
current study as triathlon coaches do not require a BA licence and include two other
disciplines (swimming and cycling) which were not the focus of the current study. In these

instances the club immediately below was included on the mailing list.

The participants selected for inclusion in the study were given one month to complete the
questionnaire and return it via email or post to the researcher. Following this date, a follow
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up email was sent to participants and after this point the contact details used were marked
red within the spread-sheet to show a non-response. Thirteen coaches responded to inform
the author that they were not able to assist with the completion of the questionnaire. Of
these, three were no longer coaching, four respondents reported that whilst they were on the
search engine they were social clubs and therefore had no BA licensed coaches and one
coach felt it was not appropriate to his club. He did however provide an explanation as to
why and furthermore, agreed to engage in correspondence which could be used within the
qualitative data set.

All participants selected were briefed via, firstly, a covering letter setting out who the
researcher was, the purpose of the study and the intended impact of the research study.
Participants were given contact details for questions or complaints. In addition, a
participant information sheet which informed the coach that the information provided
would remain anonymous and confidential, that there were no right or wrong answers, and
that they could withdraw at any time up until the final write up stage (questionnaires were
coded by number so the participant could inform the researcher of their relevant number in
order to withdraw) was included. They were additionally informed of how long the
questionnaire on average took to complete (20 minutes). Based on feedback by coaches
during the pilot study (section 3.6.2.5), careful consideration was given to the timing of the
questionnaire’s distribution to avoid key competitive times in the season (early May and the

end of July).

3.6.5 Data Analysis

The quantitative data collected was analysed using the SPSS statistical package and
specifically through the use of two types of analysis. Initially, descriptive statistics were
produced to ascertain current levels of exposure, receptivity and implementation and
additionally those factors which inhibit or facilitate the diffusion process and adoption of
sport psychology. Based on the suggestions of Creswell and Plano Clark (2007), to ensure
key evaluations of the items are shown, descriptive statistics including means, standard
deviations and frequencies (number of responses and percentages) were analysed through
the use of SPSS and presented in tabular format order to describe the data due to a lack of
existing coverage within the literature (Pain and Harwood 2004). Such analysis was
undertaken in line with the suggestions of Vaughan (2003) and thus data from the coach
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profile was summarised in tabular format but no inferences were made at this stage. These,
Vaughan (2003) suggests, are of importance to state as they show the parameters or
boundaries of the research and thus relate to the trustworthiness of the data (discussed in
Chapter 3, section 3.8.5).

Inferential analysis was subsequently conducted in order assess whether the results infer
something about the larger population base as suggested by Chowdhury et al (2011). To
achieve this hypothesis testing about associations within the data were undertaken. These
hypotheses were tested using Chi-Square Tests for Independence when dealing with
categorical data and Mann-Whitney U tests where data was ordinal or scale in its
composition. The 95% confidence rate was utilised therefore significance is evaluated at
the .05 level.

3.6.5.1 Explanation of the two categories of independent variables used for analysis

Ashley (2009) reports that individual characteristics are associated with the processes of
diffusion and adoption (Chapter 2, section 2.3.1.4.1) and likewise previous literature (such
as Blinde and Tierney 1990) within the sport psychology domain, suggests that they affect
the barriers which ultimately impinge upon the use of sport psychology (as highlighted in
Chapter 2 section 2.6). Moreover, due to differences in circumstance between the potential
adopters, Rogers (2003) reports that not all innovations are necessarily suitable for
everyone nor are they desired by every potential user. Therefore, disparity between
adoption by individual users and diffusion across a social system could differ. As a result,
there is a need to examine the characteristics of the potential user in order to gain a deeper
understanding of what, if any, influence they have in the diffusion process and adoption

decision of the coach.

Individual characteristics were divided into two categories as a result of two factors, 1) the
literature base (Blinde