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Abstract

Coaches play a crucial yet complex role in sport, including selecting players for
games - a key decision many coaches regularly make. Despite this, little is known about why
or how coaches make team selection decisions. The purpose of this thesis, therefore, is to
investigate rugby union coaches’ team selection decisions, with specific reference to the cues
(pieces of information) they use. Chapter 1 provides the context and rationale for this thesis.
Chapter 2 comprises a systematic review which reveals the only study that has investigated
coaches’ team selection decisions directly (by asking coaches), and the 15 studies that
examined the differences between selected and non-selected players after selection had
occurred. Given the small number of studies found in the systematic review, Chapter 3
contains a narrative literature review which summarises the cues that could influence
coaches’ judgments and decisions made on their athletes while viewing them. Through a
longitudinal interview study, Chapter 4 portrays the large number of diverse cues six rugby
union coaches reported using to make team selection decisions and how this information
changed dramatically from pre-season to post-season interviews. In Chapter 5, a case study of
five rugby union coaches working within the same coaching team revealed the breadth and
variety of the cues the coaches reportedly used to make team selection decisions, the
processes these coaches went through (“the best or the rest” selection strategy), and how the
power relationships among the coaching team impacted their selection decisions. This study
also found through visual and audio observations of the head coach that most selection cues
were only stated in one training session, suggesting an absence of a clear, long-term selection
strategy. Chapter 6 provides coaches with a practical overview of the key results of this thesis
and the implications for their coaching practices. Finally, Chapter 7 concludes this thesis by
summarising the key findings and making several future recommendations for researchers

and coaches.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1: Context and Rationale

Rugby union is the most popular full-contact team sport in the world (Fuller, Taylor,
& Raftery, 2015; Kerr et al., 2008). It is a possession-orientated (Lamb & Croft, 2016), high-
intensity collision sport (Lombard, Durandt, Masimla, Green, & Lambert, 2015) with the aim
of scoring the greatest number of points, which is done by scoring a try or a goal kick
(referred to as penalty during play or a conversion immediately after a try). Two teams of
fifteen players, made up of eight forwards (who tend to be tall and heavy; Durandt et al.,
2006; Fuller, Taylor, Brooks, & Kemp, 2013) and seven backs (who are usually fast;
Cunniffe, Proctor, Baker, & Davies, 2009; Quarrie & Hopkins, 2007), compete over two 40-
minute halves to gain possession and territory (Duthie, Pyne, & Hooper, 2006; Lamb &
Croft, 2016; Lombard et al., 2015). To play rugby union, players require a number of specific
anthropometric, physiological, perceptual-cognitive, and psychological characteristics and
sport-specific skills (Andrew, Grobbelaar, & Potgieter, 2007; Duthie et al., 2006; Faubert &
Sidebottom, 2012).

The coach plays a crucial but complex role in sport (Gilbert & Trudel, 2004b; Nash,
Sproule, & Horton, 2008). This includes (but is not limited to) teacher, organiser, competitor,
learner, friend, and mentor (Short & Short, 2005). A key decision that coaches must regularly
make is the selection of individuals to a team (Coté, Young, North, & Duffy, 2007; Couturier,
2009), a complex multi-criteria problem in which coaches must consider a large amount of
information (Tavana, Azizi, Azizi, & Behzadian, 2013) to form judgments that lead to team
selection decisions. Sport participation is associated with improved psychosocial functioning
and emotional wellbeing, vitality, enjoyment, life satisfaction, reduced stress and distress, and
a sense of community (Eime, Young, Harvey, Charity, & Payne, 2013) while selection for

teams can lead players into the elite developmental trajectory (Cété et al., 2007) and give



them an increased probability of becoming a successful professional senior player (Gdllich,
2014). Those who are repeatedly selected also maintain or improve physical and skill
performances during a season (Caterisano, Patrick, Edenfield, & Batson, 1997; Gonzalez et
al., 2013; Gonzalez, Hoffman, Scallin-Perez, Stout, & Fragala, 2012; Scanlan, Tucket, &
Dalbo, 2015), while those not selected can experience detraining (Caterisano et al., 1997),
stress (Woods & Thatcher, 2009), and a loss of identity (Neely, McHugh, Dunn, & Holt,
2017). Despite the crucial impact of player selection, little is known about, for example, what
information coaches use or the processes they go through when making selection decisions.
Furthermore, although we know coaches have a wealth of information available to them
when making decisions in other contexts (e.g., within talent development programmes;
Vaeyens, Lenoir, Williams, & Philippaerts, 2008), coaches have been found to use instinct
and sight to judge their athlete’s physical attributes (Fiander, Jones, & Parker, 2013). There is
also evidence that coaches in the same team lack consistency when evaluating the same
athletes (e.g., Black & Holt, 2009). Taken together, and applied to team selection decisions,
coaches may then be making idiosyncratic team selection decisions based on instinct and not
on all the available information. Our understanding of coaches’ team selection decisions is,
however, poor. As coaching is still a developing field (Cushion, Harvey, Muir, & Nelson,
2012), it requires descriptive research to accumulate knowledge and develop an
understanding of what coaches actually do (Gilbert & Trudel, 2004b; Potrac, Jones, &
Cushion, 2007). Given that selecting players for a team are vital decisions coaches must
regularly make (Coté et al., 2007; Couturier, 2009) and our current lack of knowledge on the
subject, the need to further our understanding of team selection decisions is clear. The
purpose of this thesis, therefore, is to investigate coaches’ team selection decisions, with

specific reference to the cues (pieces of information) they use.



1.2: Concepts, Definitions, and Theories

When making a judgment or decision on another human, people use cues (pieces of
information) that arise from the individual they are viewing and the environment they are in.
Even after a glance (i.e., 50ms) at an individual’s face (cue), people judge others (e.g., their
trustworthiness; Freeman, Stolier, Ingbretsen, & Hehman, 2014). This process occurs in
everyday situations in both obvious and more subtle ways. For example, dentists (e.g.,
Brocklehurst, Baker, & Speight, 2010), therapists (e.g., Nakash & Alegria, 2013), and doctors
(e.g., Kim, Kols, Prammawat, & Rinehart, 2005) utilise cues when diagnosing their patients
based on judgments of their symptoms. These judgments subsequently inform treatment
decisions. As another example, when focusing on sex and seating position as cues, if a man is
sat at the head of a table (either in a mixed-sex or single-sex group) they are considered to be
a leader (judgement), whereas a woman sat in the same place is ignored (Porter, Geis, &
Jennings, 1983). People, therefore, regularly use cues obtained from viewing and interacting
with others to help make sense of complex and demanding social environments (Macrae &

Bodenhausen, 2000).

There are, however, issues when it comes to defining what is (and is not) a cue (Ernst
& Biilthoff, 2004; Martin, 2016; Lim et al., 2005; Rothkopf, Weisswange, & Triesch, 2010).
Some have even suggested that the term cue, rather than defined, is treated as implicitly
understood (Ernst & Bulthoff, 2004; Martin, 2016). Although it is beyond the scope of this
thesis to argue a precise definition of a cue, it is still necessary to explain what is meant when
this term is used throughout this thesis. A cue is defined as a single piece of information
within an environment that holds meaning and is used to form a judgment (Cooksey, 1996;
Dowding & Thompson, 2003; Wiggins, 2006; von Helversen, Karlsson, Mata, & Wilke,
2013). Cues are, therefore, the link between the decision maker and the environment,

allowing them to make sense of the world.



A judgment is defined as an assessment between alternatives that involves the
integration of different cues to arrive at an overall evaluation (Dowie, 1993; Maule, 2001)
whereas a decision is defined as a selection of one among several choices (Dowie, 1993;
Newell & Shanks, 2014). A demonstration of these two distinct but closely related concepts
is a volleyball coach evaluating players’ passing and serving techniques (judgment based on
cues) and subsequently selecting a subset of players for a training squad (decision; Gabbett,
Georgieff, & Domrow, 2007). What both these processes rely on are cues. This notion is
represented in the Lens Model (see Figure 1; Brunswik, 1952) which begins with the stimulus
in the environment (e.g., the individual being viewed) on the left side of the model (the
criterion). There are imperfect (or fallible) cues (in the centre of the model) that are related to
the individual (cue validity) with different importance (or weight; cue utilisation) attached to
them which are then used to make a judgment (displayed on the right side of the model).
Judgments subsequently form key components (e.g., judgment of probability; Manktelow,
2012) of the decision-making process (Blanchette & Richards, 2010). Cues can be fallible in
the accuracy of the information (i.e., ecological reliability) or the accuracy of the cue itself
(i.e., ecological validity; Hammond, 1996). If, for example, an individual knows that wealth
is an important cue that some people look for when selecting a partner, they may try to
deceive others by displaying obvious signs of affluence. The cue is valid for those looking for

a partner (ecological validity) yet the information is unreliable (ecological reliability).



Accuracy of judgment

Criterion Judgment

Cue
utilisation

Cue
validity

Cues
Figure 1. Brunswik’s Lens Model (Brunswik, 1952).

Several researchers have attempted to explain how people use cues in their decision
strategies. Rational models, for example, assume that people employ compensatory
procedures that consider all available cues and their utility to each alternative (Payne &
Bettman, 2001), while heuristic models put forward that people apply simple rules that
regularly rely on a subset of available cues (Betsch & Gléckner, 2010). Furthermore, as it
was observed that people use different decision strategies for the same multiple-cue tasks
(Bryant, 2014), several proposals were put forward to explain how people select a decision
strategy. For example, the Contingency Model assumes that strategy selections are based on
an implicit cost-benefit trade off (Beach & Mitchell, 1978), while the Strategy Selection
Learning model suggests an effort-accuracy trade off with a learning mechanism (Rieskamp

& Otto, 2006).

Researchers in sport began their investigations of the impact of cues on coaches’
judgments and decisions by examining whether impression cues (i.e., information used to

form expectations; Solomon & Rhea, 2008) impacted coaches’ expectancy judgments of their



athletes - and subsequent behaviour towards their athletes (e.g., Horn, 1984; Martinek,
Crowe, & Rejeski, 1982; Rejeski, Darracott, & Hutslar, 1979; Sinclair & Vealy, 1989). These
and successive researchers (e.g., Becker & Solomon, 2005; Solomon, 1993; 2001; 2002;
2003; 2010; Solomon & Buscombe, 2013; Solomon, DiMarco, Ohlson, & Reece, 1998;
Solomon, Golden, Ciapponi, & Martin, 1998; Solomon & Kosmitzki, 1996; Solomon &
Rhea, 2008; Solomon et al., 1996) used the expectancy theory and self-fulfilling prophecy as
a framework to explain this process. Expectancy theorists contend that (1) an individual must
hold a false belief about a target; (2) the individual must treat the target in a manner that is
consistent with the false belief, and (3) the target must confirm the original false belief
(Merton, 1948; Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968). With relevance to coaching, this process is
portrayed as a four-step cyclical model (Horn, Lox, & Labrador, 2010; Martinek, 1981;

Solomon, 2001) described by Becker and Solomon (2005; see Figure 2).

STEP 1

Coach forms expectations
based on impression cues:

STEP 2

Coach provides differential
treatment according to

Personal initial expectations.
Performance

Psychological

STEP 4 STEP 3

Athlete performance
conforms to the coach’s
initial expectation and the

Athlete perceptions of
differential treatment affect
athlete behavior and

self-fulfilling prophecy is performance.
complete.

Figure 2. The 4-step expectancy cycle from Becker and Solomon (2005) which is based on
work by Martinek (1981), Solomon (2001), and Horn et al. (2010).
Step one is where the coach develops an expectation for an athlete’s performance

based on personal (e.g., sex, race, or body size), performance (e.g., speed, agility, or game



statistics), and psychological (e.g., confidence, anxiety, or motivation) impression cues. In
step two, the coach’s initial expectations for the athlete’s performance influences coaching
behaviours and treatment towards the athlete. In step three, the athlete perceives differences
in their coach’s treatment, which provides them with information regarding their own level of
competence, further impacting the athlete’s performance. Finally, in step four, an athlete’s
performance conforms to the coach’s original expectation, thus producing the four-step
expectancy cycle and reinforcing the notion that the coach has accurately predicted the

athlete’s ability.

More recently, researchers have moved away from using the framework of
expectancy theory and the self-fulfilling prophecy and have instead focussed on examining
how specific cues can influences a variety of coaches’ judgments and decisions (e.g., Berri &
Schmidt, 2002; Gabbett et al., 2007; Larkin and O’Conner, 2017; Young, 2008). This may be
because most research in this area focused on coaches’ reliance on impressions of physical
ability to assess athlete achievement and on feedback patterns (Solomon & Rhea, 2008).
Somewhat more damming, though, is the review conducted by Jussim and Harber (2005)
which examined 35 years of empirical research on self-fulfilling prophecies. The authors
(who focussed on teacher expectations rather than coaches) concluded that while self-
fulfilling prophecies in the classroom do occur, these effects are typically small and do not
accumulate greatly across perceivers or over time (they are more likely to dissipate than
accumulate). Also, teacher expectations may predict student outcomes of intelligence simply
because these expectations are accurate, not because they are self-fulfilling. What this review
demonstrated was that even after over three decades of research, the true effects of self-

fulfilling prophecies still seem to be ambiguous.



1.3: Conclusion

Coaches must regularly make team selection decisions (Cété, 2007; Couturier, 2009),
a key decision that has implications for players beyond who will and will not play in an
upcoming game (Caterisano et al., 1997; Coté et al., 2007; Eime et al., 2013 Gonzalez et al.,
2013; Gonzalez et al., 2012; Gullich, 2014; Neely et al., 2017; Scanlan et al., 2015; Woods &
Thatcher, 2009). Given that we know individuals use cues to make decisions on others, the
question becomes, do we know which cues coaches use to make team selection decisions? To
answer this, it is necessary to systematically review all research to date that has investigated

coaches’ team selection decisions.



Chapter 2: Why are Some Players Selected and Others Not? A Systematic Review
2.1: Introduction

Team selection is one of the most crucial decisions a coach must make (C6té et al.,
2007; Couturier, 2009). To make these decisions, coaches may use all (Payne & Bettman,
2001), or a subset of (Betsch & Gldckner, 2010), available cues (i.e., a single piece of
information within an environment that holds meaning and is used to form a judgment;
Cooksey, 1996; Dowding & Thompson, 2003; Wiggins, 2006; von Helversen et al., 2013).
Whilst there are studies available that highlight the cues used in other judgments and decision
tasks performed by coaches (e.g., judging athlete achievement; Solomon & Rhea, 2008), it is
not known which cues inform coaches’ team selection decisions.

One area that has been the subject of much investigation, and could have parallels
with team selection decisions, is the identification and selection of talented players for
development pathways (Williams & Reilly, 2000). The decision to select a player for
inclusion into talent development programmes is (usually) made by the coach (Wiseman,
Bracken, Horton, & Weir, 2014), who can have a preconceived image of the ideal player
(Williams & Reilly, 2000). This image relates to a player’s anthropometric, physiological,
perceptual-cognitive, psychological, and skill characteristics (O’Connor, Larkin, & Williams,
2016; Vaeyens et al., 2006). Specifically, it has been discovered, for example, that players
selected (compared to those not selected) for development programmes are, among others,
taller (Williams & Reilly, 2000), older (Gil et al., 2014), have less body fat (Williams &
Reilly, 2000), perform better in physical tests, and possess greater technical skills (Vaeyens et
al., 2006). The focus of these studies was, however, talent identification (i.e., the process of
recognizing current participants with the potential to become elite players; Williams &
Reilly, 2000) and not team selection. As a result, it is difficult to know whether the cues

coaches used to identify talent are the same as those they use to select teams. The purpose of
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this systematic review, therefore, is to present all research that investigated the cues used by
coaches to make team selection decisions and the differences between selected and non-
selected players.

2.2: Method

A systematic review was chosen as the most appropriate method to achieve the aim of
this study because it is a means of presenting the current state of knowledge about a subject
while also highlighting knowledge gaps and providing suggestions for future research and
practical interventions (Campo, Mellalieu, Ferrand, Martinent, & Rosnet, 2012; Mulrow,
Cook, & Davidoff, 1997; Murlow, 1995). To protect data from bias and in the interest of
transparency, guidelines set out by PRISMA (Liberati et al., 2009) and Weed (1997) were
followed. That is, to first state the purpose of the review, conduct a literature search, evaluate
the quality of the research identified, summarize the evidence, and draw conclusions. Both
these guidelines have been adopted in previous sport- and coaching-based systematic reviews
(e.g., Campo et al., 2012; Harwood, Keegan, Smith, & Raine, 2015).

2.2.1: Inclusion/exclusion criteria.

Studies were included in this review if they provided quantitative and/or qualitative
data on (1) the cues used in team selection decisions as outlined by coaches, or (2) the
characteristics that discriminated between selected and non-selected players (or athletes) for a
game or competition after selection had occurred. In accordance with previous
recommendations on conducting systematic reviews (Knipschild, 1995), studies were
excluded if they were not full articles (i.e., abstracts, conference proceedings, commentaries,
responses, or reviews), not published in peer-reviewed journals, or were not in English. A
time period was not used as an inclusion/exclusion criterion as (to the author’s knowledge)

there has not been a previous review on this subject.
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2.2.2: Sources.

The electronic databases used for the literature search were SPORTDiscus and Web
of Science. Searches were limited to sport specific journals (e.g., Psychology of Sport and
Exercise, Journal of Sport & Exercise Psychology, Sport Psychologist, International Journal
of Sport Psychology, Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, Research Quarterly for Exercise
and Sport, Journal of Sport Sciences, and European Journal of Sport Science) to avoid
confusion with team selection in other, unrelated fields (e.g., organizational psychology;
Williams, Parker, & Turner, 2010). Further searches were made by reviewing article
reference lists of the studies included in the review. To decide which keywords would be
used to search for relevant literature, the author performed a general literature search on the
topic in question. A list of keyword terms was then created by examining the titles, abstracts,
headings, sub-headings, and keywords from the studies found. The final list of keywords was
team (player) selection, team formation, team (player) selection process, team formation
process, selection (deselection) decisions, coach selections (deselections), deselection, sport,
team (multi-player, individual, youth) sport, player, athlete, and talent identification. Original
searches were made in February 2017 and additional searches were made in January 2018.
Both searches were identical, apart from a time period constraint was implemented on the
second search which began from the end of the first search (i.e., February 2017) to avoid
capturing duplicates.

2.2.3: Procedure.

The key words were used in a predetermined search strategy in all electronic
databases, which generated an initial list of studies (for PRISMA flow diagram, see Figure 3).
Information about each study (i.e., authors, title, source, abstract, publication year, volume,
issue, start and end page and doi) was then extracted into a Microsoft Excel® spreadsheet to

make data analysis more manageable and systematic. Once any duplicates were removed,



sifting was carried out using techniques previously utilized by Nicholls and Polman (2007;
for further explanation, see Lloyd Jones, 2004; Meade & Richardson, 1997). More
specifically, studies were first reviewed by title, then abstract, and then by full text, with
those not meeting the inclusion/exclusion criteria being removed at each stage. Further

searches of study reference lists were also completed.

12
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Figure 3. PRISMA flowchart showing the identification and selection of publications.
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2.3: Results

A total of 16 studies were included in this review. The studies were published
between 1987 and 2017, with five studies being published between 1987 and 1999 and the
remaining 11 between 2005 and 2017. There was one study (i.e., Johansson & Fahlén, 2017)
that met the first inclusion criterion (i.e., studies that provided quantitative and/or qualitative
data on the cues used in team selection decisions as outlined by coaches). Johansson and
Fahlén (2017) recruited participants who were coaching football (n=8) and alpine skiing
(n=6). Participants were coaching at either the elite national level (n=7; all alpine ski coaches
and one football coach were at national level) or elite club level (n=7) in women’s teams
(n=7), men’s teams (n=5), or mixed teams (n=2). No sex or age information was provided for

the participants in this study.

The remaining 15 studies met the second inclusion criteria (i.e., studies that examined
characteristics that discriminated between selected and non-selected players for a game or
competition after selection had occurred). In these studies, participants represented players
(or athletes) from seven sports competing at different levels (e.g., junior, semi-professional,
professional, sub-elite, elite, high-school, and university; one study did not state competition
level), including rugby league (n=5), American football (n=3), volleyball (n=2), Australian
rules football (n=2), football (n=1), lacrosse (n=1), and rowing (n=1). The number of
participants in these studies ranged from 10 to 88 (M=48.33, SD=26.70). Both male (n=3)
and female (n=4) participants were included (8 studies did not explicitly state participant sex)
and the ages of the participants ranged from 10 to 24 years old (M=18.94, SD=3.41; one
study only stated the age range of participants and another did not state the participants’

ages).

Johansson and Fahlén (2017) reported that coaches used a variety of cues (N=47; see

Table 1) to make team selection decisions, including player cues, coach cues, cues from other
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sources, and situational cues. Ten characteristics were found to separate selected and non-
selected players (see Table 2) that all related to the players (or athletes) themselves, including
their appearance, performances, and situations. The number of characteristics found to not
discriminate between selected and non-selected players, however, far outweighed the
characteristics that did (see Table 3). Furthermore, one study found no differences between
selected and non-selected players. Specifically, Hoffman et al. (2009) found no
anthropometric, strength, power, speed, or agility differences between selected and non-

selected female lacrosse players.
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Table 1

Summary of Johansson and Fahlén (2017) study which provided data on the cues used in team selection decisions as outlined by coaches
Author(s)  Year Method Level Sport(s)

Sample  Sex  Age(s) (mean £ s) Cues used in team selection decisions as outlined by coaches

Johansson 2017 Interviews  Elite Football; 14

Age; attitude; work together as a team; personality; player’s capacity;
& Fahlén alpine skiing

abilities of players; potential; current and past performances; previous
results; current form; predictions of future performances; ranking lists; skills;
technique; behaviour; career impact on athlete; injuries; experience; price of

player; potential selling of player

Amount of time spent with athlete; coaches’ intuition; coaches experience of
analysing athletes; experience of selection processes; coaches’ knowledge of
sport; coaches’ knowledge of athletes; coaches’ goals; coaches’ winning

mentality; game plan; feelings

Other players; team goals; other coaches; federation boards; federation goals;

club boards; club goals; media; agents; general public; sponsors; parents

Opponents; position; rules; quotas; number of athletes
Note. - = No explicit statement of relevant information.
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Summary of studies included in this review that examined the differences between selected and non-selected players (or athletes) after selection

had occurred

Author(s) Year Data collected Method of Level Sport(s) Sample Sex Age(s) Differences in selected and non-selected players
analysis (mean £ s) (athletes)
Baker 2017 Physical Factorial Professional Rugby 34 Male 23.3(4.0) Age; playing experience; 1RM bench press; 1RM
characteristics; analysis of league squat; 1RM bench press/body mass; 1RM squat/body
upper- and variance mass
lower-body
strength (Forwards: 1RM bench press; 1RM squat; 1RM bench
press/body mass; 1RM squat/body mass; age; body
mass)
Barker, Wyatt, 1993 Physical One-way University American 59 - 19.7 (1.0) One repetition squat; vertical jump power; static
Johnson, Stone, characteristics; ANOVA (USA) football vertical jump power
O’Bryant, Poe, & performance
Kent variables
Fry, Kraemer, 1991 Physical Independent University  Volleyball 10 Female  19.6 (0.6) 36.6-m sprint; lower back-hip-hamstring flexibility;
Weseman, Conroy, characteristics; t-test (USA) one repetition bench press, military press, power clean
Gordon, Hoffman, physical and
& Maresh performance

characteristics
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Author(s) Year Data collected Method of Level Sport(s) Sample Sex Age(s) Differences in selected and non-selected players
analysis (mean £ 3) (athletes)
Gabbett 2009 Physiological Independent Junior Rugby 88 - 13.2 (0.6), Under 14: Playing experience; maximal aerobic power
and t-test league 15.1 (0.6),
anthropometric 165 (0.3) Under 16: 10-m sprint; 20-m sprint; 40-m sprint; 0-10-
qualities m velocity; 10-20-m velocity; 20-40-m velocity
Under 18: Playing experience
Gabbett, Jenkins, & 2011 Physiological One-way Professional Rugby 86 - 23.3(3.8) 10-m sprint; 40-m sprint; maximum velocity
Abernethy and ANOVA, league
anthropometric two-way
qualities; group X task
technical and ANOVA
perceptual skill
qualities
Gabbett, Kelly, 2009 Physiological Independent Elite and Rugby 64 - 16.0 (0.2), Elite: Height; weight
Ralph, & Driscoll and t-test sub-elite league 15.9 (0.6)
anthropometric
qualities
Gabbett & Seibold 2013 Physical Independent Semi- Rugby 32 - 24.0 (3.0) Playing experience; vertical jump; three reputation
qualities t-test professional league squat and chin-up; body-mass maximum repetition

bench press; prolonged high-intensity; intermittent

running
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Author(s) Year Data collected Method of Level Sport(s) Sample Sex Age(s) Differences in selected and non-selected players
analysis (mean £ 3) (athletes)
Gravina, Gil, Ruiz, 2008  Anthropometric Student t- - Football 66 Male 10-14 Flat sprint; sprint with cones
Zubero, Gil, & and test years
Irazusta physiological
characteristics

Hoffman, 2009  Anthropometric  Independent University Lacrosse 22 Female 19.2 (1.0) No differences found
Ratamess, Neese, and athletic t-test (USA)
Ross, Kang, performance
Magrelli, &
Faigenbaum
Lawton, Cronin, & 2013  Anthropometry; One-way Elite Rowing 12 Female 23.1(3.8) Leg press
McGuigan rowing ANOVA

ergometry;

lower body

strength
Le Rossignol, 2014 Physical Univariate Professional ~ Australian 20 - 21.7 (2.4) Repeated sprint-times
Gabbett, qualities; analysis rules
Comerford, & physiological football
Stanton performance;
anthropometry;
performance

variables
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Author(s) Year Data collected Method of Level Sport(s) Sample Sex Age(s) Differences in selected and non-selected players
analysis (mean £ 3) (athletes)
Mayhew, Wolfe, & 1987 Physical - University American 70 - - Bench press; power clean; 10-yard dash; vertical jump
McCormick qualities (USA) football
Schmidt 1999 Physical ANOVA University American 78 Male 19.9 (1.4), Seated medicine ball puts; one repetition bench press;
characteristics; (USA) football 19.9 (1.6), one repetition leg press
strength; 19.9(1.2)
physiological
parameters
Thissen-Milder & 1991  Anthropometry; ANOVA High-school  Volleyball 50 Female 14.1(0.6), Agility; ball-handling skills
Mayhew general and 15.7 (0.6),
specific motor 16.0 (0.6)
performance
Young, Newton, 2005  Anthropometric One-way Professional ~ Australian 34 - 22.7 (3.4) Age; playing experience; prolonged high-intensity,
Doyle, Chapman, and ANOVA rules intermittent running; countermovement jump; 10-m
Cormack, Stewart physiological football time; flying 30-m time; right hamstring flexibility
& Dawson measures

Note. - = No explicit statement of relevant information. RM = Repetition maximum.
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Player qualities investigated but found not to be significantly different between selected and non-selected players

Author(s) Year Player qualities not significantly different between selected and non-selected players
Baker 2017 Body mass; height
(Forwards: Height)
(Backs: Height; body mass; age; 1RM bench press; 1RM squat; 1RM bench press/body mass; 1RM
squat/body mass)
Barker, Wyatt, 1993 Age; body mass; height; fat %; relative strength; vertical jump power index; static vertical jump power
Johnson, Stone, index; vertical jump takeoff velocity; static vertical jump takeoff velocity; reps at 70%; reps at 90%; total
O’Bryant, Poe, & reps; load at 70%; load at 90%; total load; 5-yd shuttle run; 10-yd shuttle run; 300-yd shuttle run; 1.5-mile
Kent run
Fry, Kraemer, 1991 Age; body weight; height; relative fat; fat-free mass; somatotype; isometric peak force; isometric mean
Weseman, Conroy, force; vertical jJump; running vertical jump; 90% max vertical jump endurance; 9.1m sprint; agility T-test;
Gordon, Hoffman, & shoulder extension; dorsiflextion; 1 repetition maximum squat; squat/fat-free mass; 2-mile run; sit-ups;
Maresh isokinetic strength
Gabbett 2009  Under 14s: Age; height; body mass; sum of skinfold; 10-m sprint; 20-m sprint; 40-m, sprint; 40-m sprint; 0-

10-m velocity; 10-20-m velocity; 20-40-m velocity; change of direction speed; vertical jump
Under 16s: Age; playing experience; height; body mass; sum of skinfolds; change of direction speed;
vertical jump; shuttle level; total distance; predicted VO2 max
Under 18s: Age; height; body mass; sum of skinfolds; 10-m sprint; 20-m sprint; 40-m sprint; 40-m sprint; 0-
10-m velocity; 10-20-m velocity; 20-40-m velocity; change of direction speed; vertical jump; shuttle level,

total distance; predicted VO2 max
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Author(s) Year Player qualities not significantly different between selected and non-selected players
Gabbett, Jenkins, & 2011  Body mass; height; change of direction speed; repeated-sprint ability; prolonged high-intensity intermittent
Abernethy running ability; single-task draw and pass; decision accuracy; decision time; pattern recall; pattern
prediction
Gabbett, Kelly, 2009 Elite: Age; playing experience; sum of skinfolds; 10-m sprint time; 20-m sprint time; 40-m sprint time; 0-
Ralph, & Driscoll 10-m velocity; 10-20-m velocity; 20-40-m velocity; change of direction speed; vertical jump height; shuttle
level; total distance; estimated VO2 max
Sub-elite: Age; playing experience; body mass; height; sum of skinfolds; 10-m sprint time; 20-m sprint
time; 40-m sprint time; 0-10-m velocity; 10-20-m velocity; 20-40-m velocity; change of direction speed;
vertical jump height; shuttle level; total distance; estimated VO2 max
Gabbett & Seibold 2013 Age; body mass; 3RM bench press
Gravina, Gil, Ruiz, 2008 Height; weight; BMI; % fat; % bone; % muscle; skinfold measurements (i.e., triceps, subscapular,
Zubero, Gil, & abdominal, supraspinal, thigh, medial calf); sum of skinfold measurements; right strength exerted; left
Irazusta strength exerted; squat jump; countermovement jump; drop jump; absolute VO2 max; relative VO2 max
Hoffman, Ratamess, 2009 Height; body mass; 1RM bench press; 1RM squat; vertical jump; peak power (Wingate anaerobic power
Neese, Ross, Kang, test); mean power (Wingate anaerobic power test); fatigue rate; peak power (sprint test); mean power (sprint
Magrelli, & test); VO2 max; 40-yd sprint; T-drill; pro-agility
Faigenbaum
Lawton, Cronin, & 2013 Height; seated height; body mass; 8-site skinfold sum; arm span; 2000-m ergometer time

McGuigan




Author(s) Year Player qualities not significantly different between selected and non-selected players
Le Rossignol, 2014 Sum of skinfolds; 3-km time trial; 10-m sprint; 20-m sprint; 30-m sprint; 20- to 40-m speed
Gabbett, Comerford,
& Stanton
Mayhew, Wolfe, & 1987 1RM leg press; five-yard shuttle run; 40-yard dash; average repeated 350-yard runs; average heart rate
McCormick recovery
Schmidt 1999 Sit and reach; sit-ups; dips; 300-yard shuttle; vertical jJump; pull-ups (it is not clear if age, height, weight,

and body fat were significantly different for starters and non-starters)

Thissen-Milder & 1991  Age; height; weight; sum skinfolds (i.e., triceps, subscapular, abdominal, suprailiac, anterior thigh); % fat;
Mayhew shoulder flexibility; sit-and-reach flexibility; vertical jump; anaerobic power
Young, Newton, 2005  Height; body mass; sum of skinfolds; isokinetic strength; 3RM leg press; 3RM chin-ups; 3RM bench press;

Doyle, Chapman,
Cormack, Stewart, &

Dawson

vertical jump; predicted VO2 max; left hamstring flexibility

Note. RM = Repetition maximum.
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2.3.1: Cues outlined by coaches (inclusion criteria one).

The results in this section describing the cues used in team selection decisions as
outlined by coaches themselves are all from the study conducted by Johansson and Fahlén
(2017). It is worth noting that the results presented here are based on “selections to a
team/squad for a season and selections to specific games or competitions” (p.473). As the
authors do not distinguish between these two types of selection decisions in their study, every
cue has been reported. Consequently, these results (and the subsequent discussion) should be
interpreted with this in mind. Cues have been grouped (by the author) into larger categories
that relate to the players themselves, the coaches, other sources, and the situation.

2.3.1.1: Player cues.

Football coaches stated that they balanced players differing in skills, experience, and
age when making selection decisions. Furthermore, these coaches also wanted players who
worked best as a team and not simply the best players. Both football and alpine skiing
coaches placed importance on the athletes’ behaviour and personality (for football coaches,
especially personality), while alpine skiing coaches also selected skiers for their attitude and
considered the impact selection could have on their athletes’ careers. Football coaches
described taking the abilities (or “capacity”) of their players and their skills into consideration
when making selection decisions. A mix of current and past performances and predictions of
future performances formed the basis of selections for both football and alpine skiing
coaches. There was also an emphasis (especially for alpine skiing coaches) on previous
results. There were some alpine skiing coaches who said that using ranking lists was very
important, while others reported basing their selection decisions on skiers’ potential and
technique. A player’s current form, injuries, price, and whether that player is to be sold were

considered important selection cues by football coaches.
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2.3.1.2: Coach cues.

The experience of analysing athletes, the selection processes, and the knowledge
coaches felt they had about their sport and their athletes contributed to selection decisions.
Some football coaches stated that their game plan drove selection by finding players with the
relevant skills to meet the demands of the game plan, although others claimed that the
players’ abilities would shape their game plan. One football coach, however, based selections
simply on their intuition (or “gut feeling”). The amount of time spent with their players and
their goals, winning mentality, and feelings also influenced coaches’ team selection
decisions.

2.3.1.3: Cues from other sources.

For some coaches (it is unclear from which sport), their federation boards decided
upon and defined selection criteria. In these cases, coaches would follow these criteria (which
were not detailed). Coaches from both sports were also impacted by their fellow coaches,
their federation or club and team goals. Furthermore, football coaches described taking other
players into account when making selection decisions because they wanted to balance players
with different attributes and combine formations of players. These coaches also said that their
club boards, the media, agents, the general public, sponsors, and parents can have an impact
on their selection decisions (though it is unclear how these sources influenced team selection
decisions).

2.3.1.4: Situational cues.

Football coaches indicated they would take the playing position (and its demands)
into consideration when making selection decisions. They also believed opponents are an
important factor. Rules affected team selection decisions, such as the pre-determined quotas
(which depend on the rankings of each country’s skiers and whether the country is hosting

the world cup) that inform alpine skiing coaches as to how many skiers they can select for
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their teams. The number of athletes available for selection also affected team selection

decisions.

2.3.2: Differences between selected and non-selected athletes (inclusion criteria

two).

Results in this section are from the remaining 15 studies found in this review. These
studies all examined the difference between selected and non-selected players (or athletes) for
a game or competition after selection had occurred.

2.3.2.1: Player characteristics.

Presented below are the player characteristics (i.e., age, height, weight, strength,
speed, agility, aerobic fitness, flexibility, skills, and playing experience) that differentiated
selected and non-selected players (or athletes).

2.3.2.1.1: Age.

Age was found in two studies (out of 10, or 20%) to discriminate between players
selected for a game and those who were not (Baker, 2017; Young et al., 2005). Baker (2017)
reported, however, that only selected rugby league forwards were significantly older than
non-selected rugby league forwards (there were no significant differences in selected and
non-selected rugby league backs, although the age data approached significance). Selected

players were older by an average (across both studies) of 5.0 years.

2.3.2.1.2: Height.
One study (out of 12, or 8%) reported that selected elite (but not sub-elite) rugby
league players tended to be taller than elite rugby league players not selected (Gabbett, Kelly,

Ralph, & Driscoll, 2009), with the average difference in height being 4.2 centimetres.
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2.3.2.1.3: Weight.

Two studies (out of 5, or 40%) reported that those selected for games were heavier
than those not selected. For example, junior elite rugby league (Gabbett et al., 2009) and
adult elite rugby league forwards (but not backs; Baker, 2017) were significantly heavier than
non-selected forwards. Selected players were, on average, 6.8 kilograms heavier than non-

selected players.

2.3.2.1.4: Strength.

Eight studies (out of 13, or 62%) found that characteristics relating to a players’
upper- and lower-body strength and power were found to distinguish between selected and
non-selected players (or athletes; Baker, 2017; Barker et al., 1993; Fry et al., 1991; Gabbett &
Seibold, 2013; Lawton, Cronin, & McGuigan, 2013; Mayhew, Wolfe, & McCormick, 1987;
Schmidt, 1999; Young et al., 2005). Every study reported that selected players were stronger
and more powerful than non-selected players. Upper-body strength and power were measured
through a one repetition bench press (Baker, 2017; Fry et al., 1991; Mayhew et al., 1987;
Schmidt, 1999), body-mass maximum repetition bench press (Gabbett & Seibold, 2013),
military press, power clean (Fry et al., 1991; Mayhew et al., 1987), three repetition chin-ups
(Gabbett & Seibold, 2013), and seated medicine ball puts (Schmidt, 1999). One (Baker, 2017,
Barker et al., 1993) and three (Gabbett & Seibold, 2013) repetition squats, leg press (Lawton
et al., 2013; Schmidt, 1999), and vertical (Barker et al., 1993; Gabbett & Seibold, 2013;
Mayhew et al., 1987) and countermovement (Young et al., 2005) jumps were all measures of

lower-body strength and power.

2.3.2.1.5: Speed.
Selected players, according to seven studies (out of 10, or 70%; Fry et al., 1991,
Gabbet, 2009; Gabbett, Jenkins, & Abernethy, 2011; Gravina et al., 2008; Le Rossignol,

Gabbett, Comerford, & Stanton, 2014; Mayhew et al., 1987; Young et al., 2005), were faster
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than non-selected players in short sprints (e.g., 10- and 40-metres; Gabbett et al., 2011) and

repeated sprint times (e.g., Le Rossignol et al., 2014).

2.3.2.1.6: Agility.
In the only study to report on differences in agility (out of 3, or 33%), Thissen-Milder
and Mayhew (1991) found that selected players were more agile (measured as a player’s

ability to change direction in a maze of cones) than non-selected players.

2.3.2.1.7: Aerobic fitness.

Three studies (out of 9, or 33%; Gabbett, 2009; Gabbett & Seibold, 2013; Young et
al., 2005) reported that endurance related performances differentiated selected and non-
selected players. Specifically, it was found that selected players had greater estimated
maximal aerobic power (Gabbett, 2009) and performed better in a prolonged high-intensity,
intermittent running test (Gabbett & Seibold, 2013; Young et al., 2005) than non-selected

players.

2.3.2.1.8: Flexibility.
Selected players (in 2 of 4 studies, or 50%), compared to those not selected, were
found to have greater lower back-hip-hamstring (Fry et al., 1991) and right (but not left)

hamstring flexibility (Young et al., 2005).

2.3.2.1.9: Skills.

One study (out of 2, or 50%; Thissen-Milder & Mayhew, 1991) reported that skills
specific to the sport being played discriminated between selected and non-selected players.
More specifically, selected high-school volleyball players had better ball-handling skills (i.e.,

forearm pass, overhead volley, wall spike, and bump-set) than non-selected players.
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2.3.2.1.10: Playing experience.

Four studies (out of 5, or 80%; Baker, 2017; Gabbett, 2009; Gabbett & Seibold, 2013;
Young et al., 2005) found that selected players had more playing experience than non-
selected players. These studies reported that selected players had been playing for longer
(e.g., Gabbett, 2009) or had played more games (e.g., Young et al., 2005) than non-selected
players. Baker (2017), however, assumed that because selected players were older than non-
selected players, they were also more experienced (rather than collecting data directly related

to playing experience).

2.4: Discussion

This systematic review sought to present all research that investigated the cues used in
team selection decisions as outlined by the coaches themselves and the differences between
selected and non-selected players (or athletes) after selection had occurred. One study (i.e.,
Johansson & Fahlén, 2017) was found that required coaches to outline which cues they use in
team selection decisions, in which player cues, coach cues, cues from other sources, and
situational cues were identified. The remaining studies included in this review examined the
differences between selected and non-selected players (or athletes) after selection had
occurred. Whilst one study found no differences (i.e., Hoffman et al., 2009), the other studies
reported that selected players were older, taller, heavier, stronger, faster, more agile, fitter,
more flexible, performed skills to a higher level, and had more playing experience than non-
selected players. It is worth noting, however, that in every one of these studies the number of
characteristics found to not discriminate between selected and non-selected players were far
greater than the characteristics that did (see Table 3). Although some of the differences
between selected and non-selected players almost reached significance (e.g., age of rugby

league backs; Baker, 2017) and a low number of non-significant results do not necessarily
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mean there is no relation between variables (Liberati et al., 2009), the results discussed below
must be interpreted with caution.

Most of the characteristics that discriminated between selected and non-selected
players related to physical appearance (i.e., height and weight) and the performance of
physical tasks (i.e., strength, speed, agility, aerobic fitness, and flexibility). This finding is not
surprising given the high physical demands required to play rugby league (e.g., Till, Darrall-
Jones, Weakley, Roe, & Jones, 2017), American football (e.g., Yamashita, Asakura, Ito,
Yamada, & Yamada, 2017), volleyball (e.g., Mili¢ et al., 2017), Australian rules football
(e.g., Harrison & Johnston, 2017), football (e.g., Mallo, Mena, Nevado, & Paredes, 2015),
lacrosse (e.g., Polley, Cormack, Gabbett, & Polglaze, 2015), and rowing (e.g., Thornton et
al., 2017). It is, therefore, intuitive that players (or athletes) who are selected to play in these
sports possess greater levels of physical characteristics. When coaches were asked, however,
they did not state that they used any physical characteristics to select their teams (Johansson
& Fahlén, 2017). Although this is a finding from one study so further research is needed to
investigate whether coaches intentionally select players based on their physical
characteristics.

Players’ strength was found by the highest number of studies (eight studies; i.e.,
Baker, 2017; Barker et al., 1993; Fry et al., 1991; Gabbett & Seibold, 2013; Lawton et al.,
2013; Mayhew et al., 1987; Schmidt, 1999; Young et al., 2005) to distinguish between
selected and non-selected players. Despite this, questions remain as to whether coaches
actually selected players based on their strength, especially as we know coaches may not be
interested in strength training (Reade, Rodgers, & Hall, 2008). Given that muscle size is a
major determinant of muscle strength (Akagi et al., 2011), and that coaches do rely on “sight”
when judging and making selection decisions (Fiander et al., 2013; Johansson & Fahlén,

2017), it is reasonable to assume that coaches may base their selection decisions (or part of
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their selection decisions) on size rather than strength. Seven studies (i.e., Fry et al., 1991,
Gabbet, 2009; Gabbett et al., 2011; Gravina et al., 2008; Le Rossignol et al., 2014; Mayhew
etal., 1987; Young et al., 2005) also reported that selected players were faster than non-
selected players. According to Johansson and Fahlén, (2017), however, coaches (or at least
the coaches they asked) do not base their selection decisions on a player’s strength or speed.
The reason for this may be that coaches do not use this information when making selection
decisions, or coaches could be omitting selection cues based on players’ physical qualities for
social desirability reasons (i.e., a tendency to respond to self-report measures or interview
questions in a way that individuals perceive to be socially acceptable, rather than to respond
in an accurate and truthful manner; Holtgraves, 2004). Future research is required, however,
to investigate whether coaches do use information about players’ physical qualities when
making selection decisions.

Results from two studies (i.e., Baker, 2017; Young et al., 2005) that examined players
from rugby league and Australian rules football found that selected players were older than
those not selected. Athletes from the same selection year can vary in age by up to 12 months,
leading to significant cognitive, physical, and emotional differences between those born early
and late in the year (Cobley, Baker, Wattie, & McKenna, 2009). This phenomenon, called the
relative age effect (RAE), is more likely to occur in physically demanding sports (Baxter-
Jones, 1995), such as rugby league (Cobley & Till, 2017) and Australian rules football
(Coutts, Kempton, & Vaeyens, 2014), and has been reported at both youth and adult levels
(although there is evidence that in some cases RAESs do not exist in sport; Andronikos,
Elumaro, Westbury, & Martindale, 2016). Given that the studies in this review reported that
selected players were, on average, 5.0 years older than non-selected players (so not within the
same selection year), it is difficult to state that RAEs occurred because the participants’

month of birth was not available. Age being used as a selection cue is supported by the notion
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that coaches have said they select players based on their age, although it was not clear
whether coaches selected younger or older athletes (Johansson & Fahlén, 2017). Older
players being selected may have, however, been linked to playing experience. Four studies
(i.e., Baker, 2017; Gabbett, 2009; Gabbett & Seibold, 2013; Young et al., 2005) found that
selected players had more playing experience than non-selected players and as Baker (2017)
stated, older players have more playing experience (though this may not always be the case),
meaning that selected players can be both older and more experienced. Coaches have also
stated that they selected players based on their age and experience (Johansson & Fahlén,
2017), suggesting that coaches are intentionally selecting older (this claim is a tentative one
as it is not clear whether coaches were in fact selecting older players or simply taking age
into account when making selection decisions) and more experienced players.

According to one study (i.e., Thissen-Milder & Mayhew, 1991), selected volleyball
players had greater skill levels than non-selected players. Coaches could conceivably place
importance on the execution and display of sport-specific skills when making selection
decisions because coaches often adopt technique-focussed coaching styles that advocate the
rehearsal of movement templates (Partington & Cushion, 2011; Rothwell, Stone, Davids, &
Wright, 2017). Although there has been a call to move away from these traditional, linear
coaching pedagogies to a more holistic, non-linear approach (e.g., Potrac, Brewer, Jones,
Armour, & Hoff, 2000), it is commonly reported that coaches still use the traditional
approaches to coaching that emphasise the display of sport-specific skills (Vinson, Brady,
Moreland, & Judge, 2016). It is, therefore, understandable that selected players would display
higher levels of skills than non-selected players, especially as the coach, who is making the
team selection decisions, may believe that a set of favourable sport-specific skills are a
prerequisite for selection (Oorschot, Chiwaridzo, & Smits-Engelsman, 2017). According to

Johansson and Fahlén (2017), coaches do in fact consider skills a prerequisite for selection. In
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their study, coaches described how players would be selected if they held the necessary skills
(or abilities) needed in relation to the demands of different positions and their game plan
(although it should be noted that not all coaches agreed with this as some coaches stated they
evaluated their players’ skills and then developed a game plan around them, so this might not
be a wide-ranging practice). Coaches from this study extended this to say that past
performances, previous results, current performances and form, and predictions of future
performances all contributed to team selection decisions. As well as team selection decisions,
performance related cues have also been found to influence selection decisions in different
sporting contexts (e.g., draft selection; Woods, Joyce, & Robertson, 2016).

Johansson and Fahlén, (2017) highlighted several other cues that coaches stated they
used as selection cues which have not been investigated in terms of whether they are present
in selected players and absent in non-selected players. A player’s personality and attitude
(which can be an expression of personality; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993), for example, influence
a coaches’ selection decisions (Johansson & Fahlén, 2017). This is not surprising given that
personality has been found to be important in predicting within competition, short-term, and
long-term performances (Gee, Marshall, & King, 2010). Some coaches described how their
selection criteria were dictated to them by their federation boards (Johansson & Fahlén,
2017). These were well-defined and communicated officially for both coaches and players to
see. While some coaches saw this as a necessary step to make selections fair and justifiable,
others preferred to be without clearly defined and decided upon selection criteria because
they felt more flexible in their selection decisions. Intuition (or “gut feeling”), experience of
analysing athletes, knowledge of the sport and athletes, and a game plan were all cues used to
make team selection decisions (Johansson & Fahlén, 2017). Previous research in other
contexts has suggested that individuals rely on intuition and their own judgments to make

employee selection decisions (Miles & Sadler-Smith, 2014) and are even reluctant to use
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selection decisions aids (Highhouse, 2008). Coaches expressed similar sentiments when they
claimed their eyes were a replacement for statistics and tests (although some coaches did say
the two complemented each other), which can lead to a number of biases in their selection
decisions (Kirkebgen & Nordbye, 2017) because the selection process (in rugby union at
least) relies heavily on coaches’ subjective perceptions of their athletes (Calder & Durbach,
2015). Again, however, further research is needed to back up this claim.

With this latter point in mind, it is important to make clear that only one study was
found that investigated the cues used in team selection decisions as outlined by coaches.
Given that coaching is fundamentally a decision-making process (Abraham, Collins, &
Martindale, 2006), and that team selection is one of the most important decisions made (Cété
et al., 2007; Couturier, 2009), it seems counterintuitive that the decision maker (i.e., the
coach) does not prominently feature in the literature. Furthermore, as the coach is not
featured in most of the studies described in this review, it is unclear whether the coach
explicitly selected their players on some of the characteristics reported. Whilst, for example,
selected players had greater estimated maximal aerobic power than non-selected players
(Gabbett, 2009), the coach may have been unaware of this when they made their selection
decisions. It has been demonstrated, however, that with studies that ask coaches what they
base their selection decisions on we can begin to make these conclusions. Selected players,
for example, are older and more experienced than non-selected players (Baker, 2017) and we
also know that coaches do take a player’s age and experience into consideration when making
selection decisions (Johansson & Fahlén, 2017).

2.4.1: Strengths and limitations.

This study offers an original contribution to the coaching literature using objective,
transparent methods (Liberati et al., 2009; Weed, 1997) to present the current state of our

knowledge on coaches’ team selection decisions. As a result, researchers are offered a



35

consolidation of the research findings which highlight what we currently know and what we
do not. This is a vital step towards developing an understanding of coaches’ team selection
decisions. There are, however, limitations to this study. Whilst the author conducted an
extensive literature search, the current search and inclusion/exclusion criteria could be
potential sources of bias. Future researchers, therefore, should consider adopting different
criteria (e.g., to include foreign-language studies) to search for any additional studies that
may have been omitted unintentionally.

2.4.2: Future directions for research.

Given there was only one study obtained from this review that specifically examined
coaches’ team selection decisions (i.e., Johansson & Fahlén, 2017), albeit which is helpful to
increase our understanding of these crucial decisions, the extant literature fails to fully answer
the question of why some players are selected to play for a team whereas other are not. As
such, the current state of our knowledge on coaches’ team selection decisions is poor. Future
researchers are, therefore, encouraged to plug this gap by focussing their attention on asking
coaches about why and how they select their teams. Considering the implications of a player
not being selected for a team (e.g., detraining, stress, and a loss of identity; Caterisano et al.,
1997; Neely et al., 2017; Woods & Thatcher, 2009), the practical importance of this
knowledge is clear. Coaching is a developing field and, as such, requires descriptive research
to accumulate knowledge and develop an understanding of what coaches actually do (Gilbert
& Trudel, 2004b; Potrac et al., 2007), including what informs their selection decisions.

2.5: Conclusion

This systematic review revealed a number of cues coaches rely on to make selection
decisions and highlighted differences between selected and non-selected players.
Furthermore, it demonstrated that some of the characteristics that differentiated selected from

non-selected players (or athletes) were in fact selection cues used by coaches (i.e., age,
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experience, and skills). There were, however, more characteristics that did not discriminate
between selected and non-selected players than did. Furthermore, almost every study
included in this review examined the differences between selected and non-selected players
(or athletes) after selection had occurred. This means that only one study was found that
asked coaches what cues they rely on to make selection decisions. Given that coaching is
fundamentally a decision-making process, and that we know coaches use cues to make
decisions, the number of cues reported in this study seem remarkably low. If this is the case,

then what are the cues that could potentially influence coaches’ team selection decisions?
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Chapter 3: What Could Influence a Coach’s Selection Decisions? A Narrative Review of
the Literature

3.1: Introduction

Researchers have conducted a number of studies which have found that certain cues
(i.e., a single piece of information within an environment that holds meaning and is used to
form a judgment; Cooksey, 1996; Dowding & Thompson, 2003; Wiggins, 2006; von
Helversen et al., 2013) can affect specific judgments and decisions, including cues such as
smiling (e.g., Floyd & Erbert, 2003) and race (e.g., Rasmussen, Esgate, & Turner, 2005),
while personality judgments (e.g., Todorov, Said, & Verosky, 2011) and political voting
decisions (e.g., Berggren, Jordahl, & Poutvaara, 2010) are among those affected. Researchers
in sport have also discovered that coaches are impacted by cues when making judgments and
decisions on their athletes. Solomon and Rhea (2008), for example, found that when making
judgments of athlete achievement, coaches relied on a number of cues (e.g., speed, body size,
tactical knowledge) that related to six dimensions (i.e., personality, performance, personal,
cognitive, mistakes, and knowledge from others). Furthermore, while determining perceived
player value, Berri and Schmidt (2002) found that basketball coaches almost exclusively rely
on points scored. Although this type of single-cue decision making is common in human
judgment (e.g., the ‘take-the-best” heuristic; Gigerenzer & Goldstein, 1996; Gigerenzer &
Todd, 1999), a coach making game-time decisions, according to Young (2008), cannot rely
on a single statistical category. Young (2008) subsequently discovered that basketball

coaches depend on several cues to make game-time decisions (e.g., points, steals, assists).

Larkin and O’Conner (2017) attempted to understand which attributes youth sport
coaches and recruiters perceived as important when identifying skilled youth athletes (i.e.,
under 13 years) in football. The attributes considered important were grouped as technical

(e.g., striking the ball), tactical (e.g., decision-making ability), and psychological (e.g.,
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positive attitude). While this study asked coaches (through interviews and questionnaires)
which cues they considered important when identifying talented athletes, Gabbett et al.
(2007) aimed to predict selection into a training squad by measuring physiological,
anthropometric, and skill test results of selected and non-selected volleyball players. The
authors stated that athletes are selected for training squads because of “subjective coaching
opinions of their movement coordination in game-specific tasks” (Gabbett et al., 2007, p.
1338). The results demonstrated that coaches relied on subjective evaluations of passing and
serving techniques (skills), not physiological and anthropometric cues, to select their athletes.
Selection cues may also arise from individuals other than the players. Head coaches can have
several coaches (e.g., assistant coaches) all contributing to team selection decisions (Calder &
Durbach, 2015; Lemyre, Trudel, & Durand-Bush, 2007), for example, meaning cues from
these other coaches could influence head coaches’ team selection decisions. Taken together,
what these studies demonstrate is that coaches use a diverse number of cues, in different

contexts, to make certain judgments and decisions on their athletes.

Given that selecting athletes for competitive teams is a crucial decision made by
coaches (Coté et al., 2007; Couturier, 2009), a clear understanding of what may influence
these decisions (e.g., cues from the players, the environment, and others) is needed. The
number of studies available that have focussed on team selection decisions (i.e., Johansson &
Fahlén, 2017), however, is small. The aim of this narrative literature review, therefore, is to
draw on sport-based and non-sport-based research to highlight the cues that may influence
coaches’ judgments and decisions. Narrative literature reviews are comprehensive syntheses
of previously published information that present a broad perspective on a topic (Green,
Johnson, & Adams, 2006). This will enable a clearer picture to be made regarding the cues
that could impact a coach’s team selection decisions and create a systematic pool of cues so

that further investigations can be done into these specific cues. For example, facial elongation
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impacts judgments of height (Re et al., 2013; which can subsequently affect the selection of
people into leadership positions; Judge & Cable, 2004) and facial maturity is thought to

impact who is selected for a job (Zebrowitz, Tenenbaum, & Goldstein, 1991).

Studies were included in this review if they provided evidence of a cue (or cues)
influencing (a) a coach’s judgments or decisions on their athletes and (b) non-coaching
related selection behaviour. It is worth noting that this review is a summary of the literature,
not an exhaustive list of every study. Also, when a judge or decision maker is mentioned, this
refers to the individual(s) utilising the cues to subsequently make the judgment or decision.
The target refers to the individual being judged or decided upon. The results are presented as
individual (or groups of related) cues that have been found to have an impact on either

coaches’ or other individuals’ judgments and decisions.

3.2: Player Cues

Presented below are the player cues (i.e., faces, head, height, somatotype, gender/sex,
race/ethnicity, age, behaviour, nonverbal behaviour, and clothing) that could have an impact
on coaches’ team selection decisions.

3.2.1: Faces.

One of the most fundamental recognition abilities humans possess is (with the
possible exception of words; Kanwisher, 2000) an innate ability to discriminate among
human faces (Bailenson, Garland, lyengar, & Yee, 2006; Farah, 1996; Goldstein & Chance,
1970). Faces can be processed faster and more efficiently than any other class of objects (e.g.,
chairs, pens, and coats; Farah, Wilson, Drain, & Tanaka, 1998; Kanwisher, 2000) within
specialised areas in the brain (Golby, Gabrieli, Chiao, & Ebenhardt, 2001; Kanwisher &
Yovel, 2006; Lieberman, Hairir, Jarcho, Eisenberger, & Bookheimer, 2005; Phelps et al.,
2000). Traditionally viewed as static objects, human faces are now seen as dynamic. So

rather than displaying one single “face,” we, for example, move our eyebrows, laugh, and
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nod our heads during exchanges (Knappmeyer, Thornton, & Bulthoff, 2003). Researchers
have found that people are able to accurately perceive information about others from very
limited facial information, including: appearance (Eagly, Ashmore, Makhijani, & Longo,
1991; Kleiman & Rule, 2012), symmetry (e.g., Penton-Voak et al., 2001), width (e.g.,
Todorov et al., 2011), elongation (e.g., Re et al., 2013), attractiveness (e.g., Little, Burriss,
Jones, & Roberts, 2007), maturity (e.g., Rafaéle & Testé, 2006), dominance (e.g., Little,
Apicella, & Marlowe, 2007), similarity (e.g., Bailenson et al., 2006), gaze direction (e.qg.,
Vertegaal, Slagter, van der Veer, & Nijholt, 2001), smiling (e.g., Naumann, Vazire,
Rentfrom, & Gosling, 2009), expressions (e.g., Fecica & Stolz, 2008), and motion (e.g.,
Ambadar, Schooler, & Cohn, 2005). Aspects of a person’s life, like their sexual orientation
(Rule & Ambady, 2008), political affiliations (Rule & Ambady, 2010; Samochowiec, Wanke,
& Fiedler, 2010), and their religious beliefs (Rule, Garrett, & Ambadt, 2010) can be judged

solely from their face at levels significantly greater than chance (Kleiman & Rule, 2012).

3.2.2: Head.

It is thought that head movements can influence the judgments and decisions people
make on one another. Warnecke, Masters, and Kempter (1992), for example, reported that
when judging political leaders, adults (both male and female) were influenced by four head
movements. The head movements associated with positive judgments were thought to have
signalled reassurance or dominance, while head movements related to negative judgments
signalled warmth and loving maternal behaviour (characteristics deemed not appropriate in a
political leader). In other contexts, however, it is unclear whether these head movements

would have the same effect.

3.2.3: Height.
There is an argument that humans automatically associate perceptions of height with

dominance (van Quaquebeke & Giessner, 2010) that extends cross culturally (Fiske, 1992).
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More specifically, humans tend to create mental representations that embody abstract
concepts (such as dominance) in modal information about space and the body (such as height;
Barsalou, 1999, 2008; Glenberg, 1997; Niedenthal, Barsalou, Winkielman, Kraut-Gruber, &
Ric, 2005). For example, when people think about power (a related concept) they
automatically interpret up, above, and large, whereas down, below, and small are
interpretations for powerless (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). So engrained is this link between
dominance and height that decisions about whether to fight or flight is often determined by

height comparison (Archer, 1988; Parker, 1974).

Evidence suggests that in an ambiguous decision situation where a foul was
committed in football and a referee must judge who the aggressor and innocent party is,
blame is attributed to the tallest target (van Quaquebeke & Giessner, 2010). Interestingly, the
decisions reviewed as part of this study were decisions made by professional referees. What
this implies is a group of individuals (albeit a small group out of a larger population) who are
paid to make unbiased decisions are influenced by the height of an athlete. However, it has
since been found that taller men react more aggressively in sports (Webster & Xu, 2011),
meaning referees may be less biased than first thought. While referees may be unconsciously
“paying attention” to the height of athletes, it seems athletes and others are also paying
attention to the height of referees. In their study, Stulp, Bunnk, Verhulst, and Pollet (2012)
found that referees were taller than their assistants, more authoritative (measured by
controlling the game), and judged as more competent (measured by which games they were
assigned and the teams rankings) than smaller referees, thereby reinforcing the notion that

height and authority are positively related.

3.2.4: Somatotype.
To be accepted as a competent professional in your field, research indicates that you

should “look the part.” One way of achieving this is to have the appropriate somatotype (e.g.,
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Hash, Munna, VVogel, & Bason, 2003). Lovell, Parker, Brady, Cotterill, and Howatson (2011),
for example, found that female sports psychology consultants were judged as more effective
and desirable (in terms of working with them) by athletes if they were nonobese (rather than
obese). This trend of perceived effectiveness has previously been documented between
athletes and their sports psychology consultants (Lubker, Watson I, Geer, & Watson, 2008)
and performance enhancement consultants (Lubker, Watson |1, Geer, & Watson, 2005), and
between patients and their doctors (Hash et al., 2003). While the underlying theme of these
studies may be that the participants are all in “healthy” professions (and therefore a nonobese
physique may be synonymous with those professions in the minds of those making
judgments), some have found a similar trend in other areas. Richardson, Hastdorf, Goodman,
and Dornbusch (1961), for example, found that children are less likely to be the friend of a
drawing of an obese person (compared with a nonobese person). Additionally, DeJong (1980)
reported that unless an obese female could offer a medical excuse for her obesity, or cite
recent weight loss, she was given a less positive evaluation and was less liked (especially by

women).

3.2.5: Gender/sex.

Gender, or sex, have been found to have an impact on several judgments (the terms
used below are consistent with how the authors of each study have used them, though they
are distinct concepts; Westbrook & Saperstein, 2015). Souchon, Livingston, and Maio
(2013), for example, found that handball referees held biases against female handball players
as they sanctioned them more frequently than male players (in the same game situations).
When questioned, the male handball referees stated negative gender stereotypes (e.g., female
players are less competent than male players) which may have accounted for the different
interpretations of the same sporting situations. Furthermore, Tracy and Beall (2011) found

stark differences of sexual attractiveness between men and women showing different
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emotional expressions. Happiness was the most attractive female emotional expression,
whereas it was the least attractive emotion expression in men. The same, but opposite, pattern
was found for expressions of pride (i.e., attractive for men but unattractive for women).
Additionally, these sex-specific patterns largely held across target ethnicity, participant age,
and study design (i.e., judging a single target or multiple targets), further emphasizing the
role sex as a cue has in the judgment of sexual attractiveness. Porter et al. (1983) also
discovered that women are also unlikely to be perceived as leaders by men or women, while
Butler and Geis (1990) revealed that both male and female participants gave gender
stereotypical judgments of male and female leaders (i.e., female leaders have more warmth
and sensitivity while male leaders have more ability, skills, and intelligence). Furthermore, in
this latter study it was reported that female leaders, who offered the same suggestions and
arguments as male leaders, received more negative affect responses and fewer positive
responses (men received less negative affect responses and at least as many positive as

negative responses).

3.2.6: Race/ethnicity.

Though the terms race and ethnicity can overlap, they are two distinct concepts
(Aspinall, 2007). They are, however, used interchangeably. For example, Ratcliff et al.
(2008) stated that a target’s race is African American whereas Letzring (2010) used the term
ethnicity to describe African American targets. It is beyond the scope of this review to
discuss the appropriateness of these terms, so both terms are used below as per the original
studies respectively. Stereotypes (i.e., the sum of beliefs, knowledge, and expectations that
individuals develop toward members of social categories; Hamilton & Sherman, 1994) are
said to be an important form of social categorising often used to establish behavioural norms
(Blair, 2002; Ruble, Cohen, & Ruble, 1984). One area that has racial stereotypes is sport.

Probably the most perverse racial stereotype is the view that Black individuals of African
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ancestry are inherently superior in physical ability (Rasmussen et al., 2005). To demonstrate
this, in North America an African American individual was (over 20 years ago) roughly 15
times more likely to reach the NFL and 28 times more likely to reach the NBA than a random
non-Black individual (Sailer, 1996). Furthermore, in Britain when Black residents
represented about 2% of the total population (roughly 20 years ago), they corresponded to at
least 50% of First Division basketball players, boxing champions, and the British athletic
squad, and one in five professional soccer players (Cashmore, 1998; Jarvie, 1991; Owen,
1994). Also, in five consecutive Olympic Games (between Los Angeles and Sydney) all 40
finalists in the men’s 100 meters were Black, yet the same population had extremely limited
success in swimming (Entine, 2000). A consequence of this stereotype is that it may be
internalised by Black individuals, which, in turn, can influence participation in certain sports
(e.g., basketball, boxing, sprinting; Harrison, Lee, & Belcher, 1999). Even if a Black athlete
has taken a path in sport that does not conform to the stereotype (i.e., chosen a different
sport), they are still likely to encounter a coach that does. Coaches, for example, may assign
athletes to playing positions in team sports because of their racial attributes (e.g., speed and
power) and not their actual achieved performance (Bopp & Sagas, 2014; Leonard, 1987; Loy
& McElvogue, 1970). Black athletes, therefore, may end up filling positions that require
physical prowess and White athletes may find themselves in “thinking” positions. Within the
UK, this trend has been found in football (Norris & Jones, 1998), rugby union (Jarvie, 1991),

and rugby league (Long, Carrington, & Spracklen, 1997).

3.2.7: Age.

It has been discovered that ageism (i.e., the discrimination against individuals based
on their age; Angus & Reeve, 2006) exists (Hummert, 1999; Kite, Stockdale, Whitley, &
Johnson, 2005; Kite & Wagner, 2002; McTavish, 1971) with views about ageing being

multidimensional, with both positive and negative elements. For example, the largest bias
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against older adults (75 and onwards) was seen when stereotypic beliefs about attractiveness
were judged (and to a lesser extent competence; Kite et al., 2005). Furthermore, research
shows that women experience more age discrimination that men (Duncan & Loretto, 2004),
which may be because women are not only judged by their age and gender, but also their

looks (or “lookism”; Granleese & Sayer, 2005).

3.2.8: Behaviour.

It has been known for some time that a person’s behaviour can influence how others
judge and make decisions on them. Over four decades ago, for example, Nisbett and Wilson
(1977) asked people to make a judgment on an instructor. When the instructor behaved in a
warm and friendly manner, they were judged as appealing. If, however, they behaved cold
and distant they were perceived as irritating. Later, DePaulo, Stone, and Lassiter (1985)
found that our behaviour (in this case, sincerity) influences how a person judges the
truthfulness of a message. The authors discovered that when someone is highly motivated to
lie successfully, their lie becomes easily detectable when someone is watching them
(compared to just hearing them). The reason may be because a person’s behaviour is hard to
control, even when motivated to do so. An untruthful message, therefore, is detectable by its
lack of sincerity. Our behaviour in certain environments can also have consequences. How
someone behaves at work, for example, can affect the evaluations given, and rewards
recommended, by superiors (e.g., Allen & Rush, 1998). If someone displays behaviours that
are constructive, cooperative, and neither mandatory or contractually compensated for
(Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983), they can be given better overall evaluations and have better
rewards recommended by superiors. This may be due to the triggering of positive affect when
these behaviours are witnessed, which can influence superiors’ overall evaluation of a worker

and the rewards they recommend (Allen & Rush, 1998).
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3.2.9: Nonverbal behaviour.

Nonverbal behaviours, such as body language, play a fundamental role in expressing
our affective states, attitudes, and social dynamics (D’Mello & Graesser, 2009). Some, for
example, have even concluded that body expressions are as powerful as facial expressions in
conveying emotions (Argyle, 1988; Bull, 1987; Coulson, 2004; Ekman & Friesen, 1974;
McClenney & Neiss, 1989; Meeren, van Heijnsbergen, & de Gelder, 2005; Van den Stock,
Righart, & de Gelder, 2007). Unfortunately, however, research into the impact of body
language on judgments and decision making is scarce (Hinzman & Kelly, 2013; Van den
Stock et al., 2007). Studies do suggest, however, that body language does in fact have an
impact. Emotional body language (i.e., emotional expressions of the whole body; de Gelder,
2006), for example, is reported to reduce the ability to identify emotional faces when they
were incongruent (e.g., Meeren et al., 2005). Hinzman and Kelly (2013) found this when they
asked participants to identify individuals’ race by looking at their faces and emotional body
language. Out-group faces were processed faster with angry (vs. happy) emotional body

language (while the opposite effect was found for in-group faces).

3.2.10: Clothing.

According to Knapp (1978), we use clothing to judge others, especially in the absence
of different information about the person during the first encounter (Harris et al., 1983;
Howlett, Pine, Orak¢ioglu, & Fletcher, 2013). This is a phenomenon found in sport, where a
person’s clothing influences the way in which they are judged. For example, athlete
participants who viewed target athletes in sport-specific clothing (compared to general
clothing) displaying positive (compared with negative) nonverbal behaviour gave more
favourable first impression ratings, episodic (i.e., judgments made about the states of a person
at that moment in time) and dispositional (i.e., judgments about the enduring characteristics

of an individual; Warr & Knapper, 1968) judgments, performance ratings, and were less
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confident about winning (Buscombe, Greenlees, Holder, Thelwell, & Rimmer, 2006; Furley,
Dicks, & Memmert, 2012; Greenlees, Bradley, Holder, & Thelwell, 2005; Greenlees,

Buscombe, Thelwell, Holder, & Rimmer, 2005).

The colour of clothing may also have an impact on our judgments and decisions.
Frank and Gilovich (1988), for example, examined the effect athletes’ clothing can have on
referees’ (and individuals acting as referees) decisions. The authors asked both experienced
referees and knowledgeable fans to view two identical videotapes of an American football
play, the only difference being that in one videotape the defensive team (who acted
aggressively in both videotapes) wore white and in the other, wore black. As expected, the
team who wore black were penalised more often and treated more harshly by both fans and

(somewhat more surprisingly as they are arguably the epitome of objectivity) referees.

3.3: Environmental Cues

Presented below is an environmental cue (i.e., weather) that could have an impact on
coaches’ team selection decisions.

3.3.1: Weather.

Investigating the impact weather had on university admissions reviewers’
recommendations, Simonsohn (2007) discovered that applicants’ academic attributes were
weighted more heavily by university admission reviewers on cloudier days while non-
academic attributes (e.g., leadership) were given more weight on sunnier days. By using real
university admissions officers, the findings have a very real implication in practice as an
applicant’s probability of being admitted increased by 11.9% if the application was read
under optimal, rather than the worst possible, cloud cover. In other words, someone’s
academic future can be in the hands of something as irrelevant and unrelated as the weather.
It is not just cloudiness that can affect people’s decision making as Rind (1996) and

Strohmetz (2001) found that sunshine increases tipping and Guéguen and Stefan (2013)
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reported that drivers (both male and female) are more likely to pick up hitchhikers on sunny

days as opposed to cloudy days.

3.4: Cues from Other Coaches

Sports teams tend to have several individuals (e.g., assistant coaches or selectors) all
contributing to team selection decisions, with a head coach (usually) making the final
decisions (Calder & Durbach, 2015; Lemyre et al., 2007). Members of a team communicating
with each other has been found to improve the decision-making performances of the team
(Ceschi, Dorofeeva, & Sartori, 2014), so it is unsurprising that head coaches value
interactions with their coaching staff (Gilbert & Trudel, 2001; Lemyre et al., 2007).
Additionally, for groups to make optimal decisions, individuals must cooperatively and
effectively share information among their members (Toma & Butera, 2009). It could be
assumed, therefore, that when making team selection decisions head coaches would use cues
gained from their assistant coaches (or individuals that assist with team selection decisions).
When it is considered that these cues are likely to simply be the individual subjective
opinions of each coach (Calder & Durbach, 2015), however, then the consistency of this
information could be problematic. This was an issue reported by Black and Holt (2009) when
they revealed that ski coaches within the same ski club applied an objective athlete
assessment tool idiosyncratically, meaning coaches within the same team were lacking in
consistency when making decisions on the same athletes.

Nonetheless, whilst not the specific focus of the current research, the nature of group
dynamics and related topics, such as group structure, group composition, and conflict in
groups (Kerr & Tindale, 2004) are important considerations for those researching team
selection within coaching teams in the future. For example, it is known that the evaluation
and selection of players in rugby union is prone to coaches’ biases because of differences in

perceptual subjectivity about how a player actually performed and preferential subjectivity
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about what performance aspects are important (Calder & Durbach, 2015). How a group of
coaches making a single selection decision combine their preferences to come to an overall
agreement (or the least objectionable agreement), therefore, would be an important research
topic.
3.5: Conclusion

This study presents examples of research that indicates the effect individual cues can
have on judgments and decisions on people. As such, this narrative literature review offers a
pool of cues that could influence coaches’ judgments and decisions made on their athletes
while viewing them. What this review demonstrates is the number and diversity of possible
cues that can influence coaches’ decisions. Researchers have already investigated how cues
can impact coaches’ decisions in different sports (e.g., basketball; Young, 2008) and
environments (e.g., games; Berri & Schmidt, 2002). Some did this by asking coaches directly
(e.g., Larkin & O’Conner, 2017), while others focused on decision outcomes after the
decisions had been made (e.g., Gabbett et al., 2007). Given that coaching is a decision-
making process (Abraham et al., 2006) and that coaches are responsible for several crucial
decisions, including team selection (Coté et al., 2007; Couturier, 2009; Woods & Thatcher,
2009), it is necessary to understand what can influence these decisions. When there is also a
lack of consistency among coaches regarding the decisions made on their athletes (Black &
Holt, 2009), the need to understand what affects these decisions becomes further evident.
There are, however, only a handful of studies that have investigated how cues can influence
coaches (e.g., Larkin & O’Conner, 2017) and only one that has specifically looked at
coaches’ team selection decisions (i.e., Johansson & Fahlén, 2017). In comparison to other
professional domains and academic disciplines (e.g., medicine), empirical research into
coaches’ decision making is somewhat lacking (Gilbert & Trudel, 2004a; Vergeer & Lyle,

2009). If coaches are responsible for deciding, among other things, who will and will not play
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in an upcoming game (which has implications for players far beyond these decisions), then
knowing what influences these decisions is crucial for both the transparency and players’ and
coaches’ understanding of the coaching process. With this in mind, what cues do influence

coaches’ team selection decisions?
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Chapter 4: A Longitudinal (Pre-Post Season) Investigation of UK Rugby Union
Coaches’ Team Selection Decisions
4.1: Introduction

It is now known that there are many diverse cues (i.e., a single piece of information
within an environment that holds meaning and is used to form a judgment; Cooksey, 1996;
Dowding & Thompson, 2003; Wiggins, 2006; von Helversen et al., 2013) that people draw
upon to make judgments and decisions on others (see Chapter 3, p. 37). In contrast, almost
nothing is known about which (or how many) cues sports coaches use when making team
selection decisions (see Chapter 2, p. 9). This is surprising given the decision-making nature
of coaching (Abraham et al., 2006), the potential for a range of different biases in selection
decisions (Calder & Durbach, 2015), and the consequences of team selection on athletes,
which can be both positive (e.g., improved psychosocial functioning and emotional
wellbeing, vitality, enjoyment, life satisfaction, reduced stress and distress, a sense of
community, an increased probability of joining an elite developmental trajectory and
becoming a successful professional senior player, and the maintenance and improvement of
physical and skill performances during a season; Caterisano et al., 1997; C6té et al., 2007,
Eime et al., 2013; Gonzalez et al., 2013; Gonzalez et al., 2012; Gullich, 2014; Scanlan et al.,
2015) or negative (e.g., detraining, stress, and a loss of identity; Caterisano et al., 1997; Neely
etal., 2017; Woods & Thatcher, 2009).

In the only study available that asked coaches about the selection process, Johansson
and Fahlén (2017) revealed that coaches claim to use a variety of cues to make team selection
decisions. How a player behaves and their personality, for example, were important selection
cues among other player cues (e.g., age, skills, experience), coach cues (e.g., intuition,
knowledge, game plan), cues from other sources (e.g., other coaches, federation boards,

parents), and situational cues (e.g., opponents, position, rules). Whilst this study represents an
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important step towards understanding coaches’ team selection decisions, investigating the
cues used in team selection decisions was only one aspect of the study purpose and it is not
clear whether coaches actually used the selection criteria they reported using. This latter point
is particularly important given the low correlation between coaches observed and self-
reported behaviour found in other studies (e.g., Curtis, Smith, & Smoll, 1979).

Several studies have also highlighted the differences between selected and non-
selected players (or athletes) after selection had occurred. All but one (i.e., Hoffman et al.,
2009) of these studies found that selected players were older, taller, heavier, stronger, faster,
more agile, fitter, more flexible, performed skills to a higher level, and had more playing
experience than non-selected players (or athletes; Baker, 2017; Barker et al., 1993; Fry et al.,
1991; Gabbett, 2009; Gabbett et al., 2011; Gabbett et al., 2009; Gabbett & Seibold, 2013;
Gravina et al., 2008; Lawton et al., 2013; Le Rossignol et al., 2014; Mayhew et al., 1987;
Schmidt, 1999; Thissen-Milder & Mayhew, 1991; Young et al., 2005). Taken together, these
studies indicate that coaches do use age, skill, and experience cues when selecting players, as
reported by Johansson and Fahlén (2017), because selected players are older, more skilled,
and have more playing experience than non-selected players. The knowledge available on the
selection cues used by coaches is helpful, but it seems counterintuitive to assume that rugby
union coaches either do exactly what they say they do, or only use a small number of
selection cues (i.e., age, skill, and experience) in a sport that requires a number of
anthropometric, physiological, perceptual-cognitive, psychological, and skill characteristics
(O’Connor et al., 2016; Vaeyens et al., 2006). This study, therefore, aims to discover (a) the
cues rugby union coaches use to make team selection decisions and (b) whether the cues
coaches predict they will use (pre-season) are the same as those they report having actually

used (post-season).
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4.2: Method

4.2.1: Participants.

A purposive sampling strategy (Ritchie, Lewis, & Elam, 2003) was used to select
information-rich participants who were making (at the time of the interviews) team selection
decisions. Participants (a) coached rugby union, (b) made, or had the final say in, team
selection decisions, (¢) worked within a performance sport environment (i.e., contexts where
athletes concentrate on competition rather than participation; Lyle, 1999), (d) held a
minimum Level Two formal coaching qualification (the minimum level where coaches are
responsible for team selection decisions; Sports Coach UK, 2007, now titled UK Coaching),
and (e) had a minimum of five years coaching experience (or medium experienced coaches,
to allow for stabilisation in their professional development; Burden, 1990; Santos, Mesquite,
Graca, & Rosado, 2010).

Six male, White rugby union head coaches participated in both pre-season and post-
season (i.e., August/September and May/June, respectively) interviews (it is worth noting that
nine coaches were originally recruited to participate in this study but three could not commit
to a post-season interview, so their pre-season interview data was removed from the overall
data set to adhere to the longitudinal design of this study). Ages ranged from 30 to 51
(M=38.83, SD=8.66) and all but one participant was British (one was South African).
Participants’ coaching experience ranged from 7 to 12 years (M=10.67, SD=3.87) and all held
a minimum Level Two Rugby Football Union (RFU) coaching qualification (one participant
held Level Three and another was undertaking Level Three). One participant was still playing
rugby union while the remaining five classed themselves as ex-players. Participants were
actively coaching a variety of age groups, including: men’s seniors (18 years old and

upwards; n=2), men’s colts (between 16 and 18 years old; n=3), and boys under-13s (n=1).
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All teams were classed as amateur and working within a performance sport environment
(Lyle, 1999).

4.2.2: Data collection.

Semi-structured interviews were used to facilitate the gathering of rich and insightful
data (Bryman, 2001; Carson, Gilmore, Perry, & Gronhaug, 2005) while encouraging well-
informed practitioners (i.e., coaches) to report on their attitudes, experiences, knowledge, and
understanding of the topic under question (Rowley, Jones, Vassiliou, & Hanna, 2012). An
interview guide (see Appendix A) was compiled for the pre-season interview by reading
relevant decision-making literature (e.g., the framing of information as either positive or
negative; Johnson-Laird, 1983) and previous research on, or similar to, team selection
decisions (e.g., Solomon & Rhea, 2008). The post-season interview guide (see Appendix B)
was the same as the pre-season interview guide, but also included questions that challenged
themes that arose from data collected during the pre-season interviews. The interviews were
all conducted by the author and began with topical, introductory questions intended to build
rapport and to encourage participants to begin talking (e.g., “How has your pre-season
training been going?”’). The main questions followed which allowed participants to explore
and discuss what information they used to select teams (e.g., “Describe how you select[ed]
your team,” “What, if any, physical aspects of a player do [did] you concentrate on when
selecting your team?”). Participants were then invited to add anything missed during the
interview (e.g., “Is there anything else that you would like to discuss?,” “Are there any topics
you feel we did not cover properly?”’). Probes were also used throughout each interview to
allow participants to expand upon and clarify their responses (Patton, 2002). For example

transcript, see Appendix C.
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4.2.3: Procedure.

Following ethical approval from the Ethics Committee in the Department of
Psychology at Middlesex University, participants were invited to take part in the study by
email. Included in the email was a brief description of the study aims and what would be
required of participants should they agree to take part. Interviews were then organised at a
variety of locations (e.g., rugby union club or work office) at times and on days that suited
participants. Before the interviews began, participants were informed of the interview
procedure, its relevance to the study, ethical procedures (e.g., confidentiality and anonymity),
and the process of withdrawal. Once participants had any questions answered and were aware
of the implications of involvement in the study, informed consent was taken. Each interview
was digitally recorded and transcribed verbatim once completed.

4.2.4: Researcher subjectivities.

This study was underpinned by the basic beliefs of constructivism, that is, multiple
realities constructed through lived experiences where meaning (knowledge) is co-created
through an interactive researcher-participant dialogue (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Hansen, 2004;
Ponterotto, 2005; Schwandt, 1994, 2000; Sciarra, 1999). In keeping with this paradigm,
researchers are encouraged to report their values and biases as researchers are fundamental in
shaping and creating research outcomes (Creswell, 2013; Guba & Lincoln, 1994). As well as
adhering to constructivism, the author has played and coached rugby union for over 15 years
so has experienced team selection from both a player and coach perspective. Rugby union
was chosen because of the author’s experience and knowledge of the sport and the contacts
he has within the sport. Before this study began, the author did not have a personal

relationship with any of the coaches included in this study.
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4.2.5: Data analysis.

Data collected from the semi-structured interviews were first subject to a thematic
analytic process outlined by Braun and Clarke (2006). The steps were: (a) familiarising
yourself with your data; (b) generating initial codes; (c) searching for themes; (d) reviewing
themes; (e) defining and naming themes; and (f) producing the report. The author first began
this process by reading all transcripts on several occasions to familiarise himself with the
data. Additionally, after reading each transcript for the first time, the author also began to
write notes in the margins of the transcripts so he could begin to comprehend passages and
start to generate initial codes. These thoughts led to relationships between passages being
identified, which ultimately culminated in themes being finalised once they had been
thoroughly reviewed. Themes were critically reviewed through multiple reflective and
challenging conversations between the author and his supervisors, who acted as “critical
friends” (i.e., a process of critical dialogue between people in which one person voices their
interpretations to others who listen and offer critical feedback; Smith & McGannon, 2017).
These steps allowed for the identification, analysis, and reporting of patterns (or themes)
within the data. Themes were identified using an inductive approach (i.e., themes identified
were strongly linked to the data; Patton, 2002). A thematic analysis is a widely used
qualitative analytic method within sports coaching (e.g., Donoso-Morales, Bloom, & Caron,
2017; Readdy, Zakrajsek, & Raabe, 2016) and wider psychology (Boyatzis, 1998; Braun &
Clarke, 2006; Roulston, 2001) research (for example raw data and coding see Appendix D).

A word frequency analysis (e.g., Solomon & Rhea, 2008; Yamauchi et al., 2011) was
also performed to examine the differences (if any) between the cues coaches claimed they
would use in selection decisions (pre-season) and what cues they reported actually using
(post-season). To perform the analysis, the cues described by coaches in the pre-season

interviews were the “words” used to calculate the total frequency across both pre-season and
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post-season interviews. Whilst a word frequency analysis allows researchers to examine, for
example, the occurrence of responses within data (Grbich, 2013), it should be noted that
frequency alone does not indicate importance (Krueger, Casey, Donner, Kirsh, & Maack,
2001). Additionally, therefore, also analysed is the extensiveness (Krueger et al., 2001) of
coaches’ responses (i.e., how many coaches contributed to each cue) to provide insight into
how important coaches felt each category was and the level of similarity among coaches.
4.3: Results

Presented below are the results from pre-season and post-season interviews (and the
comparison between the interviews) from all six coaches (for the full list of cues, see Tables
4 to 20). Data are presented in five categories (which emerged from the data): player cues,
coach cues, cues from other sources, situational cues, and environmental cues. Player cues,
which were cues related to the players themselves (e.g., the players’ appearance,
performances, and behaviours) were spoken about most often by coaches. Coach cues are
cues derived from the coaches themselves internally (e.g., a coach’s desires, goals, and
knowledge) rather than from any external stimuli. Cues from other sources are cues gathered
from external stimuli that are not the players that the selection decisions are being made on
(e.g., other players and coaches and parents). Cues that related to the situation coaches found
themselves in (e.g., an upcoming game, the rules, and norms) that were not related to any
immediate external or internal stimuli (and were intangible) made up the situational cues
category. Environmental cues were those tangible cues that were related to future
environmental conditions (e.g., the weather and pitch). The results discussed represent the
cues coaches both predicted they would use in team selection decisions (i.e., pre-season) and
subsequently did report using (i.e., post-season; 110 cues) along with those only reported
post-season (148 cues, meaning 258 cues in total). The cues coaches thought they would use

from their pre-season interviews but did not report in their post-season interviews (103 cues)
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are not included. The reason is this data does not provide any insight into what cues coaches
used to select their teams. It does, however, provide information on the coaches’ ability to
predict their selection decisions so it is discussed in the subsequent word frequency analysis.

4.3.1: Cues.

Presented below are the cues (i.e., player cues, coach cues, cues from other sources,
situational cues, and environmental cues) coaches reportedly used to make team selection
decisions.

4.3.1.1: Player cues.

4.3.1.1.1: Appearance cues.

During pre-season interviews, every coach stated they would use a player’s size (i.e.,
their height, weight, or a combination of the two) when making selection decisions, with
smaller players set to miss out on selection. One coach even admitted that “...unfortunately,
as much as I’d love it to come down to skill a lot of it actually comes down to physical
qualities.” This view was reflected in post-season interviews by four coaches who indicated
that they selected the “big” players and not the “small” players (broad terms were used to
describe the size of their players as opposed to the players’ actual height and weight). Also, in
post-season interviews, two coaches referred to a player’s “athleticism” (i.e., the physical
qualities that are characteristic of athletes) when making selection decisions, while two
coaches were influenced simply by the look of a player (e.g., “young in the face”).
Furthermore, in both pre-season and post-season interviews, four coaches (three in both pre-

and post-season interviews) said they would use a player’s age as a selection cue.
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Table 4

Appearance cues included in the player cues category

Appearance cues Pre-season Post-season Comparison

Physical appearance

Size 6 4 -2

Athleticism 1 3 +2

Young face - 1 +1

How they look - 2 +2
Age

Age 4 3 -1

Under 18 - 1 +1

4.3.1.1.2: Psychological cues.

A player’s attitude was reported in pre-season interviews to affect three coaches’
selection decisions. Although attitude was thought by one coach to have more of an effect on
participation than selection decisions, “I have had a few players that have had bad attitudes in
the past...not that they didn’t play but they didn’t stay around for too long.” In post-season
interviews, all the coaches based their selection decisions on players’ attitudes. Players with
“good” attitudes were more likely to be selected than those with a “poor” attitude. One coach
was more specific, “It comes down to who wants to play for the club.”

Coaches stated, in both pre-season and post-season interviews, that a player’s rugby
knowledge (i.e., a comprehension of the game of rugby and its facets) and their
understanding of the coach’s game plan (i.e., the specific tactics for a particular game or
opponent) affects selection decisions. In post-season interviews, three coaches referred to a
“rugby brain” (i.e., an intuitive understanding of the game of rugby and its facets) when
making selection decisions and two coaches would also select players because they knew the
moves (i.e., pre-planned passages of play). Two coaches also highlighted in pre- and post-
season interviews that confidence would influence their selection decisions, with one coach
saying in his post-season interview that an example of this would be dropping a player from

the A team to the B team (an easier standard of rugby) because, as he said to one player “‘I'm
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just gunna put you down into the [B]s for a few weeks where you get some slightly easier
games, go score a few tries’”. All six coaches also claimed to take (and reportedly did take) a
player’s character into account when considering them for selection. Specifically, players
were more likely to be selected if they were reliable, enthusiastic, committed, a leader, team-
player, or a “good guy.” In post-season interviews, five coaches also suggested that players
were more likely to be selected if they were considered tough, uncompromising, feisty,
dogged, to have a good temperament, able to fit in with others, or committed to improving.
Also, players who were a “...pain in the arse” were not selected, according to one coach.
Table 5

Psychological cues included in the player cues category

Psychological cues Pre-season Post-season Comparison
Attitude
Attitude 4 6 +2
Who wants to play for the club - 1 +1
Intelligence
Rugby knowledge 1 2 +1
Understanding of the game plan 3 3 -
Rugby brain - 3 +3
Knows the moves - 2 +3
Confidence
Confidence 2 2 -
Character
Tough - 1 +1
Uncompromising - 1 +1
Enthusiasm 1 1 -
Pain in the arse - 1 +1
Reliability 2 2 -
Committed 1 1 -
Committed to improving - 1 +1
Leadership 2 2 -
Team-player 3 1 -2
Feisty - 1 +1
Good lad 1 1 -
Personality 4 2 -2
Dogged - 1 +1
Temperament - 1 +1
Fit in with others - 2 +2
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4.3.1.1.3: Ability cues.

Every coach claimed they would base their selection decisions on cues relating to a
player’s ability. In his pre-season interview, for example, one coach stated “Ability would
override [training] attendance and attitude.” Furthermore, when discussing the number of
players in his squad that would be in the A team and B team based on ability, another coach
reported “20% definitely As, 20% definitely Bs...leaving me 60% to prove...your position.”
A different coach was more specific, “There will certainly be sort of 10 names that...will
only be As, always and only As.” A different coach reflected on this view, “The squad almost
picks itself at some point, you know certainly those 10, 12 guys do.” These 10 or 12 players
were the “best” players or part of the strongest (or best) team. These players could also
execute the game plan, “do a job,” or, as one coach stated “...make that impact in a game.”
Five coaches repeated these same cues, and more, in their post-season interviews. Players
were also selected, for example, because they were considered, based on their ability, as
starters (i.e., players selected in the first 15 positions), backup or second choice (i.e., players
selected only if the starters are unavailable), or “gap fillers” (i.e., players selected only to fill
a position and not for any other reason). Gap fillers were selected because they can “do the
job” the coach required. One coach even stated that he did not need to select some players,
“The backs really picked themselves.” A player’s reputation, aptitude, potential, and ability to

change also contributed to how coaches perceived players’ ability.
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Table 6

Ability cues included in the player cues category

Ability cues Pre-season Post-season Comparison
Ability
A player 3 4 +1
Ability 6 6 -
Very good 5 4 -1
Second choice - 1 +1
Best player 5 2 -3
B player 3 2 -1
Ability to execute the game plan 2 2 -
Do the job - 1 +1
Do a job 1 3 +2
Grunt this out - 1 +1
On the brink - 1 +1
Impact in game 3 2 -1
Add strength to Bs - 1 +1
Strongest team 3 4 +1
Starter 2 +2
Back up - 2 +2
Gap filler - 1 +1
Backs picked themselves - 1 +1
Reputation - 1 +1
Talent
Aptitude 2 3 +1
Potential
Potential 2 1 -1
Ability to change
Ability to change - 1 +1

4.3.1.1.4: Performance cues.

When making selection decisions, every coach stated they would use, and reported
using, a wide variety of information relating to their players’ performances. Gross motor
skills, such as speed, strength, power, and agility, were referenced by coaches in both pre-
season (five coaches) and post-season (six coaches) interviews. Balance, coordination, and
movement were also stated by one coach in his post-season interview. Five coaches said they
would factor aerobic fitness into their selection decisions in their pre-season interviews, as

one coach indicated “They’ve either gotta get fit or else they will be dropped.” Only two
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coaches (and one in particular), however, placed important on aerobic fitness in their post-
season interviews.

There were several general rugby skills coaches predicted to use, and reported using,
to select players. These were skills that coaches perceived to be basic, and therefore
fundamental. Coaches, for example, stated that players who can tackle, especially with good
technique, would (and reportedly did) get selected, “You can’t carry players in a side that
can’t tackle.” A player’s body position and running, handling, passing, and ball carrying
skills were also cited by coaches as selection cues. In post-season interviews, coaches also
selected players for their catching skills and tackling power and, on a broader level, versatile
and attacking and defending skills. Players were also selected because of the positions they
could play, “[A player] used to get selected then for certain games because he could cover
both flank and wing.” Coaches also wanted players to possess position specific skills (i.e.,
skills that a player needs to perform in a specific position). Forwards, for example, were
selected for their scrum and line-out skills (in his post-season interview, one coach also
included jackling, which is the winning of the ball, by the defender's team, after a tackle and
before a ruck has formed) and a back could be selected if they could kick (in his post-season
interview, one coach also included sniping, which is a scrum-half running into gaps around
the ruck). Coaches stated in their pre-season interviews, and repeated in their post-season
interviews, that a player may get selected because of the style of rugby they play. In post-
season interviews, coaches were more specific and said they selected players because they
were dynamic or physical rugby players or a “7s player” (i.e., a player with high levels of
aerobic fitness, speed, and skill). Also, in his post-season interview, one coach indicated that
he selected players once they had demonstrated they had learnt what he wanted them to learn.

Coaches, in both pre-season and post-season interviews, stated that what they see in

training and how a player performs would lead to their selection, as one coach explained “If |
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see it in training, [’'m more confident to select on that basis.” Some coaches, more
specifically, would base their selections on the effort players put in during training and the
number of tackles made. Additionally, in his post-season interview, one coach stated “I’d put
the two...front rows against each other and they’d fight it out to see who could dominate.”
This would subsequently inform his selection decisions.

The tries a player scores during a game was an objective performance cue that was
highlighted in both pre-season and post-season interviews. Several other objective
performance cues were mentioned by one coach in his post-season interview as he had access
to objective performance statistics. Specifically, this coach used the number of carries a
player performed, how many tackles they made, how many tackles they missed, and the
number of passes they completed. This coach, along with three others, also used objective
performance cues gathered by the coaches themselves. For example, how often a player was
offside, how many penalties they gave away, the amount of time spent on the pitch, and the
size of an opposition player they successfully tackled.

Every coach claimed they would select, and did report selecting, players based on
their general game performance. As one coach stated ““...we did pick on performance.”
Coaches thought they would select (or not drop) players who were performing well while
feeling like they had no choice but to drop players who were performing poorly, as one coach
recalled “There was a couple of games he was awful, [ had to drop him.” Another coach said
he based his selection decisions on how players performed under pressure and how they
handled contact. In post-season interviews, there were other specific performance cues that
some coaches recalled using when making selection decisions. These cues included whether
players contributed anything in open play, ran as effectively as they could, how they
defended, if they tackled effectively, how they moved around the pitch, and how well they

took the ball to the gain line (i.e., an imaginary line that is drawn through the middle of the
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set piece or breakdown width wise dividing the field into two separate regions; Westgate,
2007).

Coaches indicated they would (and reportedly did) rely on their “tried and tested”
players (i.e., players the coach previously selected and who performed to an acceptable level)
when making selection decisions. In his post-season interview, one coach’s selection

decisions were also affected by a player’s performance from the previous year.
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Table 7

Performance cues included in the player cues category

Performance cues Pre-season Post-season Comparison Performance cues Pre-season Post-season Comparison
Gross motor skills Objective game performance
Speed 4 5 +1 Tries 1 3 +2
Strong 3 2 -1 Performance statistics - 1 +1
Balanced - 1 +1 Carries - 1 +1
Coordinated - 1 +1 Tackles - 1 +1
Powerful 2 1 -1 Missed tackles - 1 +1
The way they move - 1 +1 Passes - 1 +1
Footwork 1 1 - Offside - 1 +1
Aerobic fitness Penalties - 1 +1
Aerobic fitness 5 2 -3 Size of tackled player - 1 +1
General rugby skills Time played - 1 +1
Technique 1 1 - Game performance
Basic skills 1 2 +1 General game performance 6 5 -1
Handling 3 3 - Effort in games - 1 +1
Skill level 1 1 - Reluctance in contact 2 1 -1
Skills 4 +4 The way they move around the pitch - 1 +1
Running ability 1 -2 Takes it to the line well - 1 +1
Run - 1 +1 Perform under pressure 2 1 -1
Versatile skills - 1 +1 Tackling performance - 2 +2
Passing 2 -1 Defensive performance - 1 +1
Catching - 1 +1 Nature of performance - 1 +1
Defensive ability - 2 +2 No bullocking runs - 1 +1
Body position 2 1 -1 Game - 1 +1
Tackling 4 1 -3 No contribution in open play - 1 +1
Tackle technique 1 1 - Pre-season friendlies - 1 +1
Tackling power - 1 +1 Historical game performance
Attacking ability - 1 +1 Tried and tested 2 1 -1
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Performance cues Pre-season Post-season Comparison Performance cues Pre-season Post-season Comparison
Ball carrier 3 1 -2 Historical game performance - 1 +1
Position specific skills Demonstrate what they’ve learnt
Position 5 4 -1 What they’ve learnt - 1 +1
Scrum 2 1 -1 Must learn how to play - 1 +1
6 - 1 +1 Player’s style of rugby
Kicking 1 1 - Player’s style of rugby 1 1 -
Positional skills 2 1 -1 Dynamic - 1 +1
Sniping - 1 +1 7s player - 1 +1
Line out 2 1 -1 Physical - 1 +1
Jumping in the line out 1 1 -
Over the ball - 1 +1
Training performances
General training performance 5 5 -
Training 1 2 +1
Effort in training 2 2 -
Tackles in training 1 1 -
Scrum performance in training - 1 +1
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4.3.1.1.5: Behaviour cues.

Only one coach suggested that how a player behaves (in this case, in training) would
affect his selection decisions, which he confirmed in his post-season interview. The
remaining behaviour cues were only stated in post-season interviews. This included the effort
players put in (in general), how players carried themselves, a general description of behaviour
(e.g., “how [the players] are within the general scheme of things™), and more specific
behaviours in training (i.e., helping others out, engaging in training, and trying to better
themselves). Coaches suggested that communication would affect their selection decisions
(and reported that it did), including whether players listened (in general and in training) to
coaches, the input from players, and, specifically, their positional preferences. As one coach
recalled “...if any of the other players came and asked and said they wanted to play a
position, we would let them.” In their post-season interviews, coaches also outlined that how
a player communicates in training and games and with their coach affected selection

decisions.
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Behaviour cues included in the player cues category
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Behaviour cues Pre-season Post-season Comparison

Behaviour

Behaviour - 1 +1

Effort - 3 +3

Carry themselves - 1 +1
Behaviour in training

Helping others out - 1 +1

Behaviour in training 1 2 +1

Engaging - 1 +1

Trying to better themselves - 1 +1
Communication

Communication 2 1 -1

Listening 1 1 -

Communication with coach - 2 +2

Player input 4 4 -

Player position preference 2 2 -
Communication in games

Communication in games - 1 +1
Communication in training

Communication in training - 1 +1

Listening in training 2 1 -1

4.3.1.1.6: Personal cues.

One coach stated, in both his pre-season and post-season interviews, that the school a

player attended influenced his selection decisions. Two other coaches, more specifically,

recalled in their post-season interviews having to take school or university exams into

consideration when making selection decisions. One of these coaches also had to factors in

his players’ work schedules when selecting his teams.
Table 9

Personal cues included in the player cues category

Personal cues Pre-season Post-season Comparison
School
School 1 1 -
Exams - 2 +2
Work
Work - 1 +1
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4.3.1.1.7: Management cues.

Coaches thought they would, and reportedly did have to, think about how selection
would affect their players, “What’s gunna have the best effect on that player?”” Coaches also
suggested that ““...sometimes you can use selection as a motivating tool.” In his post-season
interview, one coach recalled using selection to reengage a player and (along with another
coach) to develop players.

Table 10

Management cues included in the player cues category

Management cues Pre-season Post-season Comparison

Effect on player

Effect on player 2 2 -

Motivation 1 2 +1
Reengage player - 1 +1
Player development - 2 +2

4.3.1.1.8: Situational cues.

Every coach, in both pre-season and post-season interviews, claimed that a player’s
availability and injuries influenced their selection decisions. One coach even implied that his
team’s season was defined by players being unavailable or injured. Usually the first cue
sought in selection decisions, availability is more important than ability.

It’s almost a compromise at times looking at if someone is a better player but I know

that maybe once every four weeks they’re not gunna be available, it might be that we

actually go and look at you know, is the player that’s probably beneath them in the
pecking order...gunna be more reliable and consistent?

In their post-season interviews, coaches also stated that unknown availabilities and
late changes in availabilities also affected selection decisions. A player was deemed
unavailable because of their (lack of) fitness, inability to travel to away games, inability to

commit to playing games at all, or, specifically for the A team, were returning from an injury.
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Most coaches stated in their pre-season and post-season interviews that training
attendance would influence their selection decisions. In some cases, whether a player
attended training would dictate selection, as one coach recalled “There were two or three kids
that consistently were in the B team that had the ability to play at the A team, but they weren't
training enough.” Some players, however, could not attend training, which the coaches
considered when making selection decisions. One coach also recalled a player leaving
training early while another remembered a player turning up late to games, which
subsequently affected their selection decisions on those players. A different coach said that
towards the end of the season, whoever attended the games would be selected by default
because of low player numbers, “It reached a point where we were scrambling for players at
such late notice, and we never really knew who would bloody turn up, so it ended up the
selection was made in the changing room that morning.”

How many games a player has played, how long they have played at the club, and
how much experience they have are all cues that coaches claimed would, and reportedly did,
affect their selection decisions. In their post-season interviews, coaches claimed to use
several other cues to make selection decisions that related to a player’s playing history.
Specifically, a player’s previous club, how regularly they were playing, how many games
they had been selected as a substitute for and the total time spent as a substitute, and whether
they had played in a position before were also reportedly used in selection decisions. Three
coaches also had to consider a different team some of their players also played for when
making selection decisions. Some players, for example, were representing school sides and
were therefore not available for selection, whereas others represented county and professional

teams, which coaches reportedly used as selection cues.
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Table 11

Situational cues included in the player cues category

Situational cues Pre-season Post-season Comparison
Auvailability
Auvailability 6 6 -
Unknown availability - 1 +1
Late change in availability 1 +1
Injured 5 6 +1
Fit - 3 +3
Can’t travel - 1 +1
Returning from injury - 1 +1
Can’t commit - 1 +1
Attendance
Been there all season - 2 +2
Training
Training attendance 5 5 -
Can’t train - 2 +2
Leaving training early - 1 +1
Game
Whoever turned up - 1 +1
Late arrival for games - 1 +1
Player’s playing history
Number of games played 2 4 +2
Previous club - 1 +1
Experience 2 2 -
Played there before - 1 +1
Who plays regularly - 1 +1
Playing regular second team - 1 +1
Number of games spent as substitute 1 +1
Years at the club 3 1 -2
Time spent as substitute - 2 +2
Another team
Another team - 3 +3

4.3.1.2: Coach cues.

One coach suggested, in his pre-season interview, that the relationship he had with his
players would affect his selection decisions, which a different coach stated in his post-season
interview. Also stated in pre-season and post-season interviews to influence selection
decisions were the styles of rugby (i.e., a general approach to how rugby is played) coaches
wanted their players to adopt, the game plans (i.e., the specific tactics for a particular game or

opponent) coaches wanted their players to play, the specific requirements (with regards to
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physical attributes and/or skills) coaches wanted players to have, and, according to one coach,
simply him wanting to see how a player was doing. In his post-season interview, one coach
also said his philosophies impacted his selection decisions. Furthermore, one coach recalled a
player not being selected because they were not asked whether they were available, “By the
end of the season, the A team coach wasn't sending him the ‘are you available?’ part because
he didn't give a toss anymore, the A team coach didn't give a toss.” Another coach also
remembered allowing a player to be selected (by other coaches) for evidence gathering
purposes when he stated “Sometimes you’ve got to let [a selection] go to get the information
to then say, ‘up yours’ [to the other coaches].”

A coach’s playing experience (e.g., what position they played) was stated in pre-
season and post-season interviews to affect selection decisions as this contributed to a
coaches’ knowledge and expectations of the players in those same positions. One coach (in
his post-season interview) also said that his coaching experiences helped him make selection
decisions. In their pre-season interviews, some coaches thought their pre-conceived ideas
about players would impact their selections, one coach for example stated “...you just know
what they’re capable of doing.” In his post-season interview, however, this same coach (who
was the only coach to say pre-conceived ideas affected his selections in his post-season
interview) claimed that these same pre-conceived ideas hindered his selections, “I think
preconceived ideas will always hinder selection...mainly because sometimes you see what
you wanna see.” Furthermore, another coach (in his post-season interview) revealed that his
lack of knowledge about certain positions and players affected his selection decisions by
creating uncertainly and a lack of confidence in himself to make effective selection decisions.

The motivations of the coach and what they wanted to achieve were reported in both
the pre-season and post-season interviews to affect selection decisions. Some coaches, for

example, concentrated on players’ enjoyment or winning when selecting players.
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Furthermore, coaches said in their post-season interviews that their beliefs about what their
players wanted impacted their selection decisions. One coach believed that his players needed
a win, for example, so his selection decisions were different than another coach who believed
that some players were not happy being a substitute. One coach even suggested that the way
he viewed himself changed how he selected players, “I viewed myself as a player helping
them out, so I was just talking to them like I would other guys in [my playing] squad.”

Table 12

Coach cues

Coach cues Pre-season Post-season Comparison

Coach-player relationship

Coach-player relationship 1 1 -
Desires

Coach didn’t give a toss - 1 +1

See what they’re up to 1 1 -

Style of rugby 4 4 -

Game plan 4 4 R

Coach’s requirements 1 4 +3

Evidence gathering - 1 +1
Philosophy

Coach’s philosophy - 1 +1
Experience

Coach’s playing experience 1 2 +1

Previous coaching experiences - 1 +1
Goals

What the coach wants to achieve 3 2 -1

What they want - 4 +4

Coach’s winning mentality 3 3 -
Knowledge

Coach’s knowledge - 1 +1

Preconceived ideas 3 1 -2

Never seen them before - 1 +1
Self-concept

How coach views himself - 1 +1

4.3.1.3: Cues from other sources.
4.3.1.3.1: Other players.
Coaches thought they would, and reportedly did, take the other players within the

team into consideration when making selection decisions. One coach, for example, stated “[I
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would select] combinations, like the ability of a combination over individual ability.” On the
other hand, rather than combining players, some coaches would compare players for one
position. If two players were deemed too similar, for example, only one player was selected.
For a different coach though (he claimed in his post-season interview) this meant that he
selected a player because he was the same as another player. A selection decision on one
player sometimes depended on who would replace them if they were not selected. Similarly,
an informal ranking system was reported in their post-season interviews by coaches, as one
coach articulated ““[a player was] third or fourth on the pecking order.” Who was selected in
different positions at times (both in pre-season and post-season interviews) influenced the
selection of a player. Additionally, who would not be selected if another player was also
impacted on selection decisions (from post-season interviews only). In their post-season
interviews, coaches reported using the ability of other players and how they performed to
make selection decisions. How a player impacts other players was stated in both pre-season
and post-season interviews to influence selection decisions, while in just the post-season
interviews, coaches took into consideration how the selection of a player would affect other
players in general and on their game performances specifically. Furthermore, some coaches
changed their selection decisions based on what the other players said to them, especially if

they were key players (e.g., captain or vice-captain).
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Table 13

Other players cues included in the cues from other sources category

Other players Pre-season Post-season Comparison

Comparison to other players

Same player - 1 +1

Too similar 2 1 -1

Ranking - 3 +3

Replacement 2 1 -1
Player combinations

Combinations 5 2 -3
Other player selections

Other players 1 1 -

Who isn’t playing - 1 +1
Game performance of other players

Game performance of other players - 1 +1
Ability of other players

Ability of other players - 2 +2
Impact on other players

Impact on others 4 1 -3

Impact of selection on others - 1 +1

Effect on other players performances - 1 +1
Other player input

Other player input 3 2 -1

Key player input 3 3 -

4.3.1.3.2: Team.

The team, rather than individual players, also influenced selection decisions. The
ability of the team (e.g., whether the team had the ability to cope without a certain player
being selected) affected (from both pre-season and post-season interviews) selection
decisions. Also, management of the team was thought to (and reportedly did) influence
selection decisions, “Keeping [the players] together as a unit, long term, is probably the most
important selection criteria.”

During post-season interviews, coaches stated they took more information about the
team into consideration when making selection decisions. The standard of the A team and the
B team and whether the team can “afford another week” without a player, for example, were

cues for one coach. Alternatively, another coach described basing a selection decision on
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whether the team could cope with the selection of a player (as this player was perceived to be
of low ability). How a team performs and communicates (as a whole) with their coach also
affected selection decisions. What the team wanted to achieve, and the collective winning
mentality, influenced selection decisions, as one coach explained “The kids who were kinda
like ‘yeah but we still wanna win and we’d still like to win the league so can we have those
[games] where you just pick the best players?’”. Some coaches reported that the number of
players within the squad in total (including B team players) or the number of players already
selected into a team for an upcoming game impacted their selection decisions. Furthermore,
one coach recalled how the number of B team players attending training would reinforce his
selections, “It's got to be working somewhere, and the fact that the B team guys, even the
crap ones are training each week...nobody’s that upset with the way we're selecting.”

Table 14

Team cues included in the cues from other sources category

Team Pre-season Post-season Comparison

Ability of the team

Ability of the team 1 1 -

Standard of the 1°t team - 1 +1

Standard of the 2" team - 1 +1

Team can cope - 1 +1

Can afford another week without player - 1 +1
B team training attendance

B team training attendance - 1 +1
Team performance

Nature of loss - 1 +1
Team management

Team management 2 2 -
Team communication

Team input - 1 +1

Coach-team communication - 1 +1
Team goals

What the team wants to achieve - 1 +1

Players’ winning mentality - 1 +1
Number of players

Number of players - 4 +4

Second team player numbers - 1 +1

Enough numbers - 1 +1
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4.3.1.3.3: Other coaches.

In pre-season interviews, coaches described how they would rely on other coaches to
help make selection decisions. Whilst some were more specific about which coaches would
(i.e., in pre-season interviews) have an impact on their selection decisions (e.g., assistant
coach and B team coach), most articulated who influenced them in their post-season
interviews. One coach, for example, stated ...l pretty much let my forwards coach pick our
forwards, you know he works with them more than I do.” Another coach said “...the last say
really on the backs came down to [the backs coach].” Rather than other coaches simply
making the selection decisions, occasionally their input, playing experience, or relationships
with the players influenced selection decisions. Furthermore, one coach recalled thinking
about what his B team coaches wanted to achieve and wanting to keep them happy when
making selection decisions, “Sometimes | just take [not selecting a B team player for the A
team] on the chin and go ‘well actually, it does them a favour, they'll have a stronger team,
they'll be happier with it”.

Table 15

Other coaches cues included in the cues from other sources category

Other coaches Pre-season Post-season Comparison

Other coach input 5 3 -2
Assistant coach

Assistant coach - 1 +1

Assistant coach input 2 1 -1

Assistant coach’s playing experience - 1 +1
Forwards coach

Forwards coach - 2 +2

Forwards coach-player relationship - 1 +1
Backs coach

Backs coach - 1 +1

Backs coach-player relationship - 1 +1
Second team coaches

Second team coach input 1 1 -

What the second team coaches want to achieve - 1 +1

Keep second team coaches happy - 1 +1
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4.3.1.3.4: Selection panel.

Two coaches (during post-season interviews) spoke about a selection panel (i.e., a
group of senior individuals at a club, such as coaches, captains, and senior players, who
collectively discuss selection decisions) who discussed selection decisions, as one explained
“Selection as I said went into more of a, not a committee but more of a selection panel.” Who
was in the selection panel depended on what coaching (or club) resources coaches had at their
disposal (e.g., senior players, other coaches, director of rugby).

4.3.1.3.5: Other sources.

For one coach speaking in his post-season interview, his club (e.g., what the club
wanted to achieve) and the club physiotherapist had an impact on his selection decisions. A
different coach was influenced by the selection decisions he perceived other teams (in
general) made (e.g., what type of players other teams select) while another explained how the
parents of the players impacted his selection decisions, “On selection you do get parents that
think little [player]’s better than he is...as you go through...that process and sometimes you
select them on the bench.”

Table 16

Other sources cues included the in cues from other sources category

Other sources Pre-season Post-season Comparison

Selection panel

Selection panel - 2 +2
Club

What the club wants to achieve - 1 +1
Physio

Physio input - 1 +1
Parents

Parent - 1 +1

Other teams
Other teams - 1 +1
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4.3.1.4: Situational cues.

Coaches, both in pre-season and post-season interviews, stated that the position they
were selecting for influenced their selection decisions. In his post-season interview, however,
one coach was more specific when he described how selecting for a substitute position
impacted the way he made the decision.

Coaches suggested in pre-season interviews, and reported in post-season interviews,
that selection for an A game (e.g., league and cup games) was different to selection for a B
game (e.g., friendly). Coaches also described in post-season interviews that the importance of
the upcoming game and where the location of the game was (for away games) influenced
their selection decisions. Coaches also stated, both in pre-season and post-season interviews,
how the opposition (and the coach’s knowledge of the opposition) and their league position
impacted their selection decisions. Although one coach tried not to do this, “As a coach |
don't particularly like looking at the opposition, every now and again there's a game where
you really have to.” In post-season interviews, coaches also took into consideration the level
of the opposition and the size of the opposition’s players and the standard of the referees
when making his selection decisions.

Coaches thought they would use, and reported using, what happened in the most
recent game as selection cues. Specifically, coaches reported using the results of games and
the level of the opposition they played as selection cues for the following game. Furthermore,
one coach focussed on what position his team were in the league when making his selection
decisions.

Coaches suggested in their pre-season interviews that there may be times where they
have no choice with selection, which is a situation they also described in post-season
interviews. One coach, for example, explained “On a couple of occasions | had no choice

because there was no one else.” In his post-season interview, one coach recalled how logistics
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(e.g., travel arrangements) played a part in his selection decisions when he stated “When |
brought one [player] up to the A team | always brought the other [brother] because of
logistics.” The rules (e.g., concussion protocol) were also described in pre-season and post-
season interviews to impact selection decisions.

In two clubs, players were eligible to play for the adult teams which affected two
coaches’ selection decisions because these players would not have been available for
selection if they were selected for the adult teams, something suggested in their pre-season
interviews, while a different coach (who did not suggest this in his pre-season interview) was
influenced by how he had always made his selection decisions (e.g., what type of players he
had always selected).

Table 17

Position cues included in the situational cues category

Position Pre-season Post-season Comparison

Position dependent 1 1 -
Substitute - 1 +1




Table 18

Upcoming games cues included in the situational cues category

Upcoming games Pre-season Post-season Comparison

Upcoming game

A game 1 2 +1
B game 2 2 -
Friendly 3 3 -
[Opposition team name] game - 1 +1
League game 2 2 -
Cup game 2 1 -1
Under 18s cup game 1 1 -
No B game - 1 +1
Upcoming game 2 3 +1
Importance of upcoming game 1 +1
Away game location - 1 +1
Upcoming opposition
Opposition 6 3 -3
Knowledge of opposition 3 2 -1
Opposition league position 1 1 -
Level of upcoming opposition - 1 +1
Size of opposition - 1 +1
Standard of referee
Standard of referee - 1 +1
Table 19
Situational cues included in the situational cues category
Situational cues Pre-season Post-season Comparison
Recent games
Recent results 2 2 -
Level of opposition in previous game 2 1 -1
League position
League position 2 1 -1
No choice
No choice 1 3 +2
Logistics
Logistics - 1 +1
Rules
Rules 4 3 -1
Concussion protocol - 1 +1
Adult team
Adult team 1 2 +1
Norm

We always had - 1 +1
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4.3.1.5: Environmental cues.

One coach suggested in his pre-season interview, and reported in his post-season
interview, that the weather conditions and the pitch his team played on affected his team
selection decisions because the weather and pitch surface changed his tactics.

Table 20

Environmental cues included in the environmental cues category

Environmental cues  Pre-season Post-season Comparison
Weather
Weather 2 1 -1
Pitch
Pitch 1 1 -

4.3.2: Word frequency analysis.

A word frequency analysis (e.g., Solomon & Rhea, 2008; Yamauchi et al., 2011)
examines the differences (if any) between the cues coaches claimed they would use in
selection decisions (pre-season) and what cues they reported actually using (post-season).
Additionally, the extensiveness (Krueger et al., 2001) of coaches’ responses (i.e., how many
coaches contributed to each cue) provides insight into how important coaches felt each
category was and the level of similarity among coaches.

Table 21 documents the total number of themes, sub-themes, and cues in each
category across both pre-season and post-season interviews. The pre-season interview results
highlight that coaches stated they would use player cues to make selection decisions more
often than any other category. Similarly, coaches in post-season interviews echoed their
predictions by stating they mostly used player cues in their selection decisions. Coaches did
state in both pre-season and post-season interviews they would (and reportedly did) use coach
cues, cues from other sources, situational cues, and environmental cues, but to a lesser extent.

Furthermore, the number of cues coaches reportedly used over all categories either increased
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or stayed at the same from pre-season to post-season interviews. The frequency with which
cues were stated, however, decreased (see Table 22).

In pre-season interviews, coaches thought they would use a total of 213 cues to make
selection decisions but reported using only 110 (51.64%) of these same cues in their post-
season interviews (meaning 103 cues were not stated) and an additional 148 new cues (258
cues in total emerged from post-season interviews). Table 23 shows that the number of
coaches who described using the same cues decreased from pre-season to post-season
interviews (apart from four coaches saying the same cues). The cues coaches all stated they
would use in pre-season interviews were: size, ability, general game performance,
availability, and opposition. In post-season interviews coaches all claimed they used attitude,
availability, and injured cues. Also, the number of cues only one coach described using to
make selection decisions increased from pre-season to post-season interviews.

Table 21

The number of themes, sub-themes, and cues from pre-season and post-season interviews

Pre-season Post-season Comparison
Categories Themes Sub- Cues Themes Sub- Cues Themes Sub- Cues
themes themes themes

Player cues 8 31 142 8 34 166 - +3 +24
Coach cues 6 - 15 7 - 17 +1 - +2
Cues from other 6 13 26 8 18 45 +2 +5 +19
sources
Situational cues 7 2 28 9 3 28 +2 +1 -
Environmental 2 - 2 2 - 2 - - -
cues
TOTAL 29 46 213 34 55 258 +5 +9 +45
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Table 22

The frequency of cues stated in pre-season and post-season interviews in each category

Pre-season cue Post-season cue
Categories frequency frequency Comparison

Player cues 720 660 -60
Coach cues 85 63 -22
Cues from other sources 137 125 -12
Situational cues 138 74 -64
Environmental cues 7 5 -2

TOTAL 1087 928 -162

Table 23

The number of coaches who stated each cue in pre-season and post-season interviews

Number of coaches who Pre-season Post-season Comparison
stated cue
6 5 2.35% 3 1.16% -2 -1.19%
5 10 4.69% 4 1.55% -6 -3.14%
4 10 4.69% 14 5.43% +4 +0.74%
3 21 9.86% 19 7.36% -2 -2.50%
2 53 24.88% 47 18.22% -6 -6.66%
1 114 53.52% 171  66.28% +57  +12.76%
TOTAL 213 258 +45

4.4: Discussion

This study sought to investigate the cues coaches use to make team selection
decisions and whether the cues coaches claimed they would use in pre-season interviews
were different to the cues they reported using throughout the season, in the post-season
interviews. Results show that coaches use a large number of cues from five categories (i.e.,
player cues, coach cues, cues from other sources, situational cues, and environmental cues) to
make selection decisions, with coaches most frequently claiming to rely on cues that arose
from the players. Furthermore, the number of cues coaches thought they would use for
upcoming team selection decisions (pre-season interviews; N=213) was less than the actual
number of cues reportedly used (post-season interviews; N=258). Also, just under half

(48.36%) of the predicted cues highlighted at the pre-season interview stage were not actually
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used in team selection decisions (or at least stated during post-season interviews), suggesting
that coaches were unable to predict exactly which cues they would reportedly rely on to make
team selection decisions.

4.4.1: Content of the cues.

When making selection decisions, coaches reported overwhelmingly relying on cues
that arose from the players. This reflects previous studies that have examined how coaches
assess athletes (e.g., Larkin & O’Connor, 2017; Solomon & Rhea, 2008) and how players are
selected for teams (e.g., Ahmed, Deb, & Jindal, 2013; lyer & Sharda, 2009; Johansson &
Fahlén, 2017), but also in broader contexts of how one person makes a judgment or decision
on another person (e.g., Brocklehurst et al., 2010; Kim et al., 2005). Given that coaches in the
current study were making decisions on their players, it is hardly surprising that much of the
information reportedly used originated from the players themselves. The breadth and detail of
the player cues coaches claimed to use, however, was a novel result compared to previous
studies on team selection (e.g., Johansson & Fahlén, 2017) as coaches drew upon a variety of
appearance, psychological, ability, performance, behaviour, personal, management, and
situational cues.

Coaches stated they would take a player’s age and physical appearance into
consideration when making selection decisions. This replicates previous studies which found
that coaches considered a player’s age when making selection decisions (e.g., Johansson &
Fahlén, 2017) and that players selected for games were taller, heavier, and older than those
not selected (e.g., Baker, 2017; Gabbett et al., 2009). It is understandable that coaches use
physical appearance cues to base their selection decisions on given that greater size is
considered a desirable trait in rugby union (Howard, Cumming, Atkinson, & Malina, 2016)
because of the high physical demands of the sport (Darrall-Jones, Jones, & Till, 2015). No

coach, however, described taking anthropometric measurements of their players. This means
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that coaches, who have been found to use “sight” to make judgments on their players (e.g.
Fiander et al., 2013; Johansson & Fahlén, 2017), may have been using their perception of a
player’s size, rather than objective measurements, to inform their team selection decisions.
This has been previously documented within rugby union, evidenced by the existence of
relative age effects (RAE; e.g., Lewis, Morgan, & Cooper, 2015), meaning that the bigger
(and older) players have an increased probability of selection (Schorer, Baker, Biisch,
Wilhelm, & Pabst, 2009).

Psychological cues were stated to affect coaches’ selection decisions (it is worth
noting that whilst it is possible there was a shared meaning among participants behind the
psychological cues described, it was beyond the scope of this study to clarify this so these
results should be interpreted with this in mind), especially a player’s attitude and personality,
which has been previously reported (e.g., Johansson & Fahlén, 2017). Every coach stated that
a player’s attitude influenced their selection (although this was not stated by every coach in
their pre-season interviews). When discussing a player’s attitude, coaches would describe a
concept that seemed to be an expression of their personality (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993) that
was general in nature and either positive or negative (Petty & Cacioppo, 1981). With regards
to personality, it is unclear that when coaches described specific traits they were referencing
the big five personality traits (i.e., neuroticism, extraversion, openness, agreeableness, and
conscientiousness; Costa & McCrae, 1992) or personality-trait-like individual differences
(PTLID:; i.e., traits linked to personality that do not belong to the big five; Laborde, Breuer-
Weillborn, & Dosseville, 2013) between players. Coaches stated, for example, that a player’s
selection would depend on whether they “fit in” with the other players or are “dogged.”
Fitting in with others could refer to extraversion (part of the big five), as people who are
extravert prefer the interaction of social groups (Maltby, Day, & Macaskill, 2009), while

doggedness may be similar to hardiness (i.e., a multidimensional personality trait that is
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hypothesised to protect people from stress; Eschleman, Bowling, & Alarcon, 2010), which is
considered a PTLID. Whilst it is clear that coaches place value on a player’s personality (and
attitude) when making selection decisions, it is less clear as to which personality traits
coaches are referring to. This means further research is needed, especially as personality can
be subject to change (Boyce, Wood, Daly, & Sedikides, 2015) and personality measures can
help a coach predict within competition, short-term, and long-term performances (Gee et al.,
2010).

There were some players who were selected by coaches based solely on an ability
cue, often referred to as the “best” players. Although it has been previously suggested that
coaches do not select the best players, but rather they select the players who work best
together (Johansson & Fahlén, 2017), within the current study coaches seemed to be stating
that they would simply select the best players. Whilst the results from the current study
suggest coaches may have followed a ‘take-the-best’ (TTB; Gigerenzer & Goldstein, 1996)
decision strategy, there were no suggestions that coaches used the ability cues to distinguish
between two alternatives (a key element of TTB). Instead, coaches were simply selecting
these players because they were the best rather than deciding who was the best of two
alternatives (in cases where an ability cue was reportedly used). Coaches, therefore, were not
generating more than one option when deciding some team selection decisions. This suggests
that coaches may have followed a ‘take-the-first’ (TTF; Johnson & Raab, 2003) decision
strategy when selecting these players. TTF suggests that in familiar tasks, experts choose one
of the first options that comes to mind because it represents the best option (Johnson & Raab,
2003). Furthermore, options that have been repeatedly chosen in previous decisions are more
strongly associated with the current decision (Ward, Ericsson, & Williams, 2013). When
selecting the best players, coaches may have, therefore, been choosing the first player that

came to mind (rather than generating more than one option) because they have been
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repeatedly chosen as the best player in the past. This is not to suggest that coaches
exclusively used TTF to make selection decisions. Coaches may have, for example, used TTF
to select the best players and then (once all the best players are selected) decided, between
alternatives, who else should be selected with a TTB decision strategy (there is evidence that
coaches do decide between alternatives when they stated they compared players). Further
research is, however, needed to more explicitly investigate the decision strategy (or
strategies) used by coaches.

How someone becomes labelled the best player is, however, unclear. Whilst coaches
were describing one cue when making these selection decisions (and therefore adhering to the
definition of a cue as a single piece of meaningful information; Cooksey, 1996; Dowding &
Thompson, 2003; Wiggins, 2006; von Helversen et al., 2013), it is also not known whether
this was always the case. Previously, for example, coaches may have considered several
different cues that led to the conclusion that a player was the best. So, over time (and after
this player has been repeatedly chosen because they are judged to be the best player) coaches
could go from using several cues that lead to the conclusion that someone is the best player,
to simply one cue, the “best player cue” (although further research is needed to back up this
claim). It is also worth noting that while coaches may select the first option because they
believe it is the best option (i.e., the best player), it may in fact not be the best option (i.e., not
objectively the best player). Consequently, coaches using TTF when selecting their best
players is not necessarily a reflection of decision quality, as in traditional TTF studies (e.g.,
Raab & Laborde, 2011).

With the highest number of cues reported in this category, how a player performs (in
several different contexts) can impact coaches’ selection decisions. This reflects previous
studies that show coaches use a variety of performance cues to select players (e.g. Johansson

& Fahlén, 2017) and that selected players perform better on, for example, physical fitness
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(e.g., Barfield & Malone, 2012) and skill tests (e.g., Gabbett et al., 2007) and in games (e.g.,
Woods et al., 2016). Selected players who are as young as three years old also perform better
in technical skill tests than non-selected players (e.g., Archer, Drysdale, & Bradley, 2016)
and some have even suggested that performance measures should be preferred to
anthropometric measures in talent detection (Melchiorri et al., 2017). As rugby union is a
sport that requires, among other things, speed, strength, power, and aerobic capacity (Duthie,
2006), it is no surprise that the coaches in the current study stated that these qualities
influenced their selection decisions.

Similarly, coaches described several general rugby skills (e.g., tackling and passing)
and position specific skills (e.g., kicking and scrumming) that affected the selection of a
player. Again, it has been previously highlighted that rugby union players require both
common and unique skills that contribute to performances (Greenwood, 1997; James,
Mellalieu, & Jones, 2005) so it not unusual for coaches to use these skills as selection cues.
This may, however, suggest that coaches were adopting a traditional, linear approach to
coaching where skills are to be mastered and displayed (possibly) in training (Partington &
Cushion, 2013; Rothwell et al., 2017; Vinson et al., 2016) and are seen as a prerequisite for
selection (Oorschot et al., 2017), something that has been previously reported (Johansson &
Fahlén, 2017). Furthermore, in their study, Johansson and Fahlén (2017) found that a mixture
of past performances and current performances and form created the foundation for coaches’
selection decisions. Coaches from the current study reflected this view with regards to game
performances (both past and current) but also included performances within training as
selection cues. Interestingly, some coaches spoke about selecting “tried and tested” players.
These were players who had previously been selected and performed to a satisfactory (or
“safe”) level. As it has been found that coaches stick to tried and tested coaching methods to

prove their knowledge and expertise (Harvey, Cushion, & Massa-Gonzalez, 2010), they may
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also select tried and tested players because their performances will also prove their
knowledge and expertise of selection (or at least not prove otherwise). Furthermore,
becoming a tried and tested player may be a step towards being considered one of the best
players (i.e., the “best player cue”). Players who perform satisfactorily are selected again
because they are tried and tested, and once this pattern occurs enough times, these players are
perceived as one of the best players. Further research is needed, however, to substantiate
these claims.

It has long been identified that someone’s behaviour can influence how others judge
or make decisions on them (e.g., Nisbett & Wilson, 1977). The results from the current study
suggest that coaches are also affected by how their players behave and, more specifically,
communicate. It has been previously reported that behaviour is an important consideration in
coaches’ selection decisions, even trumping other selection cues relating to skills or previous
performances (Johansson & Fahlén, 2017). Whilst the effects of a coach’s behaviour on
athletes (e.g., Wu, Lai, & Chan, 2014) and athlete behaviour on coaches (e.g., Fiander, Jones,
& Parker, 2018) are well known, there is very limited research (to the author’s knowledge) on
how athlete behaviour can impact a coach’s decisions on that same athlete. The current study
therefore adds to the extant literature by indicating that behaviour is an important and
deliberate cue used in selection decisions. Coaches, however, did fail to predict upfront that
behaviour would affect their selection decisions (apart from one coach), although they did say
communication would be (and subsequently it was perceived to be) a selection cue.

How selection affects a player was also taken into consideration by coaches when
they were making selection decisions. It is known that players who are not selected can have
negative experiences (e.g., detraining, stress, and a loss of identity; Caterisano et al., 1997;
Neely et al., 2017; Woods & Thatcher, 2009), even if they are selected as a substitute (Woods

& Thatcher, 2009). Whilst there have been calls to investigate whether coaches actually know
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their behaviour can impact their athletes (Thelwell, Wagstaff, Chapman, & Kenttd, 2017),
this novel result suggests that (when it comes to team selection at least) coaches do consider
how their athletes will be affected by their actions.

Coaches all stated (in post-season interviews) that a player’s availability and injuries
affected their team selection decisions (during pre-season interviews every coach also
predicted they would use the availability cue). Operating at the amateur level, these coaches
had to consider that players, instead of attending games (or training), occasionally had to
work or study for exams. With regards to injuries, rugby union is a physically demanding
contact sport and, as such, has a high incidence of injury (Brooks, Fuller, Kemp, & Reddin,
2005; Hendricks, Sarembock, Jones, Till, & Lambert, 2017; Yeomans et al., 2018). Although
research surrounding injuries within amateur rugby union is scarce (Swain, Lystad, Pollard,
& Bonello, 2011; Yeomans et al., 2018), coaches from the current study certainly highlighted
how important injuries are (with regards to selection), demonstrated by one coach suggesting
that his team’s season was defined by injuries.

Coaches described several selection cues that, rather than coming from the players,
originated from the coaches themselves. The coach-player relationship, for example, was
described by one coach as having such a big impact on selection that it meant one player did
not get selected because of it. Coaches do not behave in the same way with all their players
because of, for example, individual differences in athlete behaviour (Mageau & Vallerand,
2003). As a result, a player may not get selected simply because the coach does not “get on”
with them.

Johansson and Fahlén (2017) reported that football coaches often connected selection
with their game plan (although there was some ambiguity as to whether the game plan
dictated who coaches would select or if the abilities of the players informed the game plan).

Coaches from the current study described selecting players who had specific physical and/or
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skill characteristics (e.g., speed, size, and technique) to fit the coaches pre-determined game
plan. This game plan was forged from the coaches’ broader style of rugby they wanted their
players to play (e.g., fast and energetic or open and flexible) and, for one coach, coaching
philosophies. As every coach was working within a performance sport environment (i.e.,
contexts where athletes concentrate on competition rather than participation; Lyle, 1999),
these requirements, game plans, styles of rugby, and philosophies often related to the goal of
winning. One coach, for example, stated the team must win games so the club would be seen
as the best in the local area. Success as a coach is often judged by the team’s performance
and achievements (Mageau & Vallerand, 2003), meaning success equals winning and failure
equals losing (Cumming, Smoll, Smith, & Grossbard, 2007). Winning is seen differently
from coaches working within different sporting contexts (Cumming et al., 2007), but at its
very core, coaching is training people to perform better in their sport (Wu et al., 2014). If,
however, coaches are focussed on winning they may feel high levels of stress (and lower
levels of well-being) and begin to exhibit controlling behaviours towards their players
(Ntoumanis & Mallet, 2014; Stebbings, Taylor, & Spray, 2011; van de Pol, Kavussanu, &
Ring, 2011). These controlling behaviours can then lead to a number of negative
consequences for the players (Cheval, Chalabaev, Quested, Courvoisier, & Sarrazin, 2017),
that may ultimately lead to a drop in player performance and an adverse effect on the goal of
winning.

Some coaches stated that they made certain selection decisions because of what the
players wanted. This demonstrates an understanding of their players’ feelings and intentions
that can be a key factor in positive relationships (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Losoya & Eisenberg,
2001). If coaches can accurately infer what their players are thinking and feeling (i.e.,
empathetic accuracy; Ickes, Stinson, Bissonnette, & Garcia, 1990), players are likely to feel

satisfied (Lorimer & Jowett, 2009b). Coaches, however, were assuming (i.e., assumed
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similarity; Lorimer & Jowett, 2009a) they understood their players rather than knowing they
did (i.e., actual similarity; Lorimer & Jowett, 2009a). Further research would be able to
discover whether coaches are able to accurately understand their players feelings and
intentions, which would lead to positive relationships.

Interestingly, one aspect of every coach cue is they can all be considered long-term
and relatively stable. A coach’s experience, for example, would likely not change hour-by-
hour whereas their emotions can (Abro, Klein, Manzoor, Tabatabaei, & Treur, 2015).
Coaches in the current study, though, did not say that any dynamic, rapidly changing cues
(e.g., coaches’ own emotions and stress, or priming, which is when environmental cues
unconsciously affect subsequent judgments and decisions; Weingarten, Chen, McAdams, Yi,
Hepler, & Albarracin, 2016) influenced their selection decisions. Therefore, further research
is needed to examine whether this occurs, especially as previous research on team selection
(e.g., Johansson & Fahlén, 2017) and in other areas (e.g., Lighthall, Mather, & Gorlick, 2009)
suggest that these cues would affect coaches’ selection decisions.

Previous research found that when deciding on a player for selection, coaches will
take the other players into consideration (Johansson & Fahlén, 2017). Coaches in the current
study added to this notion when they described, for example, selecting combinations of
players (rather than single players), how the selection of a player will affect the other players,
and who is already selected in positions around the player being decided upon. Coaches also
used the team as a whole as a selection cue, something not (to the author’s knowledge)
previously discussed in the literature. The ability of the team, what the team wanted to
achieve, and the total number of players in the squad, for example, were taken into
consideration by coaches when making selection decisions.

For coaches to be recruited to this study, they had to make, or have the final say in,

team selection decisions. During pre-season interviews, coaches suggested they might take



95

their other coaches’ opinions into consideration when making selection decisions, but
ultimately, they made the decisions themselves. When discussing who actually made the
selection decisions in their post-season interviews, however, some coaches stated that it was
in fact not them who made (some of) the selection decisions. One coach, for example, let his
forwards coach select the forwards while another allowed his backs coach to select the backs.
The delegation of decision making can improve teamwork (Flores-Fillol, Iranzo, & Mane,
2017) and help head coaches cope with coaching stress (Olusoga, Butt, Maynard, & Hays,
2010). Delegation could also lend support to the notion of coaching as orchestration (Jones &
Wallace, 2005). Orchestration suggests that coaching is a complex social process that
requires guiding or steering (Santos, Jones, & Mesquita, 2013). A key finding from a study
conducted by Santos et al. (2013) on orchestration was that coaches delegate part of the
coaching process to their assistant coaches to develop control over the selection process (as
assistants act as surrogates for head coaches). This responsibility, however, was actually an
illusion of empowerment (Jones & Standage, 2006) as these coaches gave their assistants the
impression of control (e.g., having one-on-one discussions, handling specific parts of
training) while making all of the decisions themselves. Rather than making every selection
decision themselves, some coaches from the current study gave some within their coaching
team (e.g., forwards and backs coaches) complete autonomy over specific selection decisions
(e.g., forwards and backs, respectively). Further research is needed, however, because it is not
clear if coaches were adopting shared leadership practices (Wallace, 2001), which can
provide several benefits (e.g., providing a fulfilling experience for all), attempting to give
responsibility to others so blame will not rest with themselves if outcomes are dissatisfactory
(Steffel, Williams, & Perrmann-Graham, 2016), or simply because they did not have the

power to make these decisions (Watson & Foster-Fishman, 2013).
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What type of game is upcoming affected selection decisions, with games typically
referred to as A games (e.g., league games and cup games) or B games (e.g., friendly). One
coach stated that you select for the A games and the remaining players are automatically
selected for the B game (i.e., no selection required for the B game). Coaches tended to select
the best players for the A games, with a view to win these games, while the B games were a
chance to rotate and allow other players (those not typically selected for the A games) to
play. Whilst it is known that there are differences between players selected for A games and
B games (e.g., body mass, playing experience, skill; Gabbett, 2002), the current results
suggest that coaches do use different selection cues for different types of games (e.g., ability
cues for A games and situational cues for B games).

Consistent with previous research (e.g., Johansson & Fahlén, 2017), coaches also
considered who the opposition was when making selection decisions. This finding is
appropriate when it is considered that the opposing team can have an impact on player
performances (e.g., Carling, 2011). Coaches also stated that the results from recent games
(i.e., win or loss) would impact selections. For instance, coaches would be hesitant to change
winning teams but would make changes in selections if the team lost. This is a selection
pattern that has been previously reported in rugby union (e.g., Sedeaud et al., 2017). A further
interesting influence on coaches’ selection decisions were the number of choices available to
the coach. More specifically, some coaches described instances where they felt they had no
choice but to select a player because, for example, there were no other players to select.
Coaches described these decisions as less than ideal but necessary and seemed to base these
selections on nothing other than “there is no one else.” It was unclear, however, if there was
in fact only one choice available (i.e., one player, meaning the selection decision is
automatically made) or if the coaches had already decided that the alternatives were

unsuitable and were left with one choice (i.e., had made one or more selection decisions



97

which led to an unsatisfactory player being chosen because there were no other players to
consider).

Coaches suggested that two environmental cues, the weather and the pitch, would
affect their upcoming selection decisions. Only one coach, however, stated in his post-season
interview that his selections were influenced by these cues. Simonsohn (2007) reported that
university admissions officers weighted academic attributes (e.g., GPA) more heavily on
cloudier days and non-academic attributes (e.g., leadership) on sunnier days. The current
study suggests that when making selection decisions coaches are also affected by the weather,
the difference from the Simonsohn (2007) study being that coaches in the current study
consciously used weather cues in their selection decisions whereas the university admissions
officers did not.

4.4.2: Word frequency analysis.

The increase in the number of cues from pre-season predictions to post-season
recollections suggests that coaches were unable to estimate how many cues would inform
their selection decisions. Coaches were also unable to accurately predict their selection
decisions as only half of the cues (n=51.64%) coaches predicted they would use for selection
decisions were also reported in post-season interviews. Furthermore, the number of new cues
reported in post-season interviews outweighed the number of cues coaches predicted they
would, and reportedly did, use (148 new cues compared to 110 cues stated in both pre-season
and post-season interviews). Coaches, it seems, had failed to foresee future events that would
impact their team selection decisions (Kahneman, 2012). When predicting a future event,
what makes that prediction “good” is (a) consistency (i.e., correspondence between prediction
and judgments), (b) quality (i.e., correspondence between prediction and observations), and
(c) value (i.e., benefits of predictions to others; Murphy, 1993). By these criteria, coaches’

predictions on how they will make selection decisions were inconsistent, of low quality, and
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of little value to, for example, a player wanting to know how their coach will be selecting
their teams. One reason that coaches failed to make good predictions may relate to the
projection bias (Loewenstein, O’Donoghue, & Rabin, 2003). It suggests that coaches, in
failing to account for factors such as social influences and changes in the environment, may
have projected their pre-season (or current) preferences for team selection onto future team
selection decisions, thus leading to inaccurate predictions.

Along with the total number of cues increasing, from pre-season to post-season
interviews, the frequency with which these cues were reported decreased (1087 times to 928)
while the percentage of cues only one coach described using to make selection decisions
increased (53.52% to 66.28%). Taken together, these results suggest that, in pre-season
interviews, coaches demonstrated more similarities on which cues they think they will use to
make selection decisions than in post-season interviews. Furthermore, during the season
coaches displayed a pattern of using cues specific to their situations which they did not
predict pre-season and were not used by any other coach. This again points to a poor ability
to predict their future decisions (Murphy, 1993) and a possible projection bias (i.e., the
projection of current preferences on expected future preferences; Loewenstein et al., 2003).

With regards to the cues that all coaches reported in a consistent manner in their pre-
season interviews, size, ability, general game performance, availability, and opposition were
reported. With no previous research on rugby union coaches’ selection decisions, it is
difficult to say why the current coaches all thought they would base their upcoming selection
decisions on these cues. This is especially true when it is unclear if these coaches received
any formal education about team selection from the rugby union governing body, the RFU.
If, however, attention is taken away from academic research and formal education and onto
the media, there may be a reason. A search of online newspapers reveals several stories about

why rugby union coaches have selected their players. Within these articles, coaches are
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quoted as selecting players because of their size (e.g., Jones, 2018), ability (e.g., Williams,
2018), performances (e.g., Morgan, 2018), availability (e.g., Cantillon, 2018), and the
opposition (e.g., Keating, 2018). Whilst this is only anecdotal evidence, there is research
which suggests that the media can influence decision making behaviour (e.g., Robbennolt &
Studebaker, 2003), including those within sport (e.g., Sanderson, Weathers, Grevious, Tehan,
& Warren, 2016). This may also explain why in post-season interviews coaches only
demonstrated similarities on attitude, availability, and injured cues as coaches may have been
recalling what happened during the season rather than a media narrative of what they should
be selecting players on. These are, however, claims that require further research investigation.

Although coaches did not accurately predict which cues they would use in team
selection decisions, from pre-season to post-season interviews the themes and sub-themes
largely remained the same (82.76% and 80.43%, respectively). In post-season interviews, for
example, coaches said they selected players with a “rugby brain” (cue) which came under the
sub-theme “intelligence.” No coach predicted they would use this cue, but they did predict
that they would use several other cues that came under the intelligence sub-theme. Coaches,
therefore, while failing to predict the exact cues they would use to select players on, were
relatively accurate in a broader sense (i.e., the themes and sub-themes). Put another way,
coaches roughly knew why they would make their selection decisions, but not exactly. This
reflects an observation made by Jones (2009) that coaches may not be able to find the
relevant language to adequately convey what they know. Coaches in the current study,
however, stated that they were confident that they communicated the cues they both would
use, and perceived they did use, to make selection decisions (although this is an area that

requires further research).
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4.4.3: Strengths and limitations.

This study offers a number of novel, significant, and interesting results that have yet
to be discussed in the existing literature. As discovered in Chapter 2 (see 2.5: Conclusion, p.
35), only one study (i.e., Johansson & Fahlén, 2017) has previously reported on coaches’
team selection decisions, but that study’s purpose, however, was not to explicitly examine
these crucial decisions. Readers are, therefore, offered an insight into both the large number
and variety of cues coaches claim to use to make team selection decisions and how these
change between pre-season predictions to post-season recollections.

The design of this study was innovative in that coaches were interviewed at two time
points, namely pre-season and post-season. This longitudinal, season-long study design is
rare within qualitative sport research (Petrovic, Koprivica, & Bokan, 2017) and is crucial for
the development of theoretical explanations of phenomenon (Cresswell & Eklund, 2007).
This study was an exploration that aimed to provide an intimate first-hand understanding of
team selection decisions that others can attempt to verify and expand with further research
(Given, 2008). In such studies, smaller sample sizes are appropriate because they can offer a
deep understanding of a previously unexplored phenomenon (Boddy, 2016). Furthermore, the
total number of participants included in this study was at an acceptable level if participants
were interviewed multiple times (Morse, 2000) as data saturation (i.e., no new trends or
themes are elicited by new participants, meaning a thorough understanding of the
phenomenon under study is achieved and data collection is ended; Kuper, Lingard &
Levinson, 2008) can become evident at six interviews (Boddy, 2016).

It is also important to consider the limitations. When coaches explained the
information they would use, and reported using, in selection decisions, along with issues
pertaining to interviewing people (e.g., memory decay over time, misinterpretation of

constructs; Bernard, Killworth, Kronenfeld, & Sailer, 1984; Harris & Brown, 2010) they may
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have described both cues and inferences based on cues (i.e., a conclusion based on cues; e.g.,
Park, Schaller, & Van Vugt, 2008). Training attendance, for example, was a cue coaches
predicted and reported using in selection decisions. This is a binary cue which indicates the
presence or absence of an attribute (did the player attend training?) relevant to the task (team
selection; Hogarth & Karelaia, 2006). On the other hand, in their post-season interviews, two
coaches claimed they selected players because of the effort they put in during training. When
it is considered that the definition of a cue (as adopted in this thesis) is a single piece of
information (Cooksey, 1996; Dowding & Thompson, 2003; Wiggins, 2006; von Helversen et
al., 2013), it can be said that “effort in training” is not a single cue (although coaches seemed
to treat it as a single cue). Instead, this could be an example of an inference. The cues that led
to this inference are, however, unclear. Among the cues reported, therefore, several may in
fact be inferences. Some coaches, though, did make the distinction between cues and
inferences. One coach, for example, stated he selected players who were good
communicators, an inference based on whether they communicated with the other players in
training and games and communicated with the coach (cues).

Regarding the information cues provide, coaches in the pre-season interviews
indicated they would use cues to make selection decisions that were similar (in terms of
description) to, for instance, the “rugby brain” cue. The “knowledge of tackling” cue, which
was predicted in pre-season interviews, could conceivably contribute to the rugby brain cue
(described in post-season interviews). Coaches, therefore, may have mistakenly described
two different selection cues when the information these cues offered was, in fact, the same
(i.e., cue redundancy; Karelaia, 2006).

Given the author’s experience and knowledge of rugby union, it could conceivably be
both a strength and a limitation of this study. Whilst this experience and knowledge

contributed to building rapport with the coaches (Berg, 2007) and allowed for detailed,
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informed follow-up questions during the interviews (Sparkes & Smith, 2014), the author
could have made assumptions during the research process (e.g., data analysis) based on his
background. Although the author attempted to maintain a subjective self-awareness of his
potential biases (Readdy et al., 2016), given that qualitative researchers adhering to
constructivism position themselves within their research (Petrovic et al., 2017) it is possible
the author’s experience and knowledge of rugby union did unknowingly alter the research
process.

4.4.4: Future directions for research.

Researchers are provided with a unique insight into a key element of coaching
practice, coaches’ team selection decisions. Specifically, this study demonstrated not only the
large number of cues used to make team selection decisions, but also the variety of cues
drawn upon by coaches working with the performance sport environment. Whilst several
recommendations for future research have been outlined above (see 4.4: Discussion, p. 85),
described below are some key areas. Given the exploratory nature of this study, however,
researchers are encouraged to continue to examine the cues used in team selection decisions.
The reason for this is to both verify was has been reported in the current study and to identify
which cues are universal and which are unique to coaches working within specific contexts.
Coaches from the current study, for example, were all from different teams working with
players at different levels and ages. As a result, the question of whether coaches working with
one team would also consider the number and variety of cues reported here is necessary to
answer.

As coaches seemed to select some players based on the “best player cue,” further
research is needed to determine if this is treated as a single cue by coaches or an inference
mistaken as a single piece of information. Furthermore, understanding how a player becomes

to be known as one of the best is vital for researchers and those involved in, for example,
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talent identification and development. One result from the current study that may contribute
to a player being thought of as the best is the notion of “tried and tested” players (i.e., players
the coach previously selected and who performed to an acceptable level). Researching the
means by which other people (e.g., parents, sponsors, media) might influence coaches’
decision-making behaviour (e.g., Robbennolt & Studebaker, 2003; Sanderson et al., 2016)
would also be an interesting line of enquiry, as this study offers preliminary evidence that
coaches’ decisions may be influenced by these sources.
4.5: Conclusion

The aims of this study were to investigate which cues coaches use to make team
selection decisions and whether the cues coaches claimed they would use (in pre-season
interviews) were different to the cues they reported using (in post-season interviews). Results
revealed both the large number, and variety, of cues reportedly used by coaches to make
selection decisions. Whilst coaches reported mostly relying on player cues, they also used
coach cues, cues from other sources, situational cues, and environmental cues. Coaches were
also unable to fully predict which cues they would use to select their teams as only half of
predicted cues were also reported in post-season interviews. Furthermore, from pre-season to
post-season interviews, the frequency with which cues were stated decreased while the
percentages of cues only one coach stated increased. This pattern suggests that coaches were
using cues specific to their situation which they did not predict and were not used by any
other coach. In defence of the coaches, however, it could be argued that because they work
with different players, they would draw upon different selection cues. If we were to look at
coaches working together to coach (and make selection decisions on) one team, would the

same individualistic results occur?
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Chapter 5: “The Best or the Rest”: A Case Study of a Rugby Union Coaching Team’s
Team Selection Decisions
5.1: Introduction
Rugby union coaches working within the performance sport environment (i.e.,

contexts where athletes concentrate on competition rather than participation; Lyle, 1999)
claim to use a large number and wide variety of cues (i.e., a single piece of information
within an environment that holds meaning and is used to form a judgment; Cooksey, 1996;
Dowding & Thompson, 2003; Wiggins, 2006; von Helversen et al., 2013) when making team
selection decisions. These include player cues (e.g., ability, performance), coach cues (e.g.,
styles of rugby, winning mentality), cues from other sources (e.g., other players, other
coaches), situational cues (e.g., upcoming game, opposition), and environmental cues (e.g.,
weather, pitch; see 4.3: Results, p. 57). It is not clear, however, if coaches working within the
same coaching team draw upon the same cues (or the large number of cues) previously
reported. Additionally, although it is accepted that team selection is a complex multi-criteria
problem in which coaches are required to consider a large amount of information (Tavana et
al., 2013), the processes coaches go through when making team selection decisions is poorly
understood (Bradbury & Forsyth, 2012). Furthermore, as rugby union teams tend to have
several coaches all contributing to team selection decisions, with the head coach (usually)
making the final decisions (Calder & Durbach, 2015; Lemyre et al., 2007), the coaching team
should be taken into consideration when studying team selection decisions. The primary aims
of this study, therefore, are to (a) examine which (and how many) cues rugby union coaches,
working within the same coaching team, use to make team selection decisions, (b) discover
the processes coaches go through when making team selection decisions, and (c) investigate

if the relationships among the coaching team impact team selection decisions.
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Additionally, head coaches are (usually) responsible for making team selection
decisions, along with the help of their coaching team (Calder & Durbach, 2015; Lemyre et
al., 2007). It is of vital importance, therefore, that how and why head coaches make team
selection decisions is understood. Furthermore, as there has been a low correlation reported
between coaches self-reported and observed behaviour (Curtis et al., 1979), it is essential that
head coaches are observed when making selection decisions so as not to rely on self-reported
data, which can be problematic (Bernard et al., 1984; Harris & Brown, 2010). Also, training
is a crucial environment in which coaches communicate their knowledge, experience, and
expertise to athletes (Antonini Philippe & Seiler, 2006; Lorimer & Jowett, 2009a; Sagar &
Jowett, 2012). A consequence of this is coaches can impact (among other aspects) how well a
player performs (Kassing & Anderson, 2014) which could give that player a better chance of
being selected (given that most of selection is based on performance cues; see 4.3.1.1.4:
Performance cues, p. 62). As such, exploring how coaches spend their time during training is
vital. The secondary aims of this study are, therefore, to (d) compare and examine the
differences (if any) in the selection cues the head coach stated in his (post-season) interview
with those he discussed during training and (e) investigate how the head coach spends his
time during training.

5.2: Method

The current study adopted an exploratory case study approach with a single-case,
embedded (i.e., multiple units of analysis) design. Yin (2014) suggested an exploratory case
study is appropriate when “how” or “why” questions, with no propositions (i.e., no theory
development prior to data collection), are being asked about a real-life, contemporary
bounded system (bounded by time and place; Creswell, 2013) where the researcher has little
or no control over relevant participant behaviours. As previously outlined (see 4.2.4:

Researcher subjectivities, p. 55), it should be noted that the author adheres to the beliefs of
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constructivism (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Hansen, 2004; Ponterotto, 2005; Schwandt, 1994,
2000; Sciarra, 1999) and has played and coached rugby union for over 15 years.

5.2.1: The case.

The case in the current study was a coaching team made up of five rugby union
coaches who were all coaching the same rugby union colts team (i.e., both under-17s and
under-18s) over one season (i.e., October to May) in a performance sport environment (i.e.,
contexts where athletes concentrate on competition rather than participation; Lyle, 1999).
Though not formally split into two teams, as demonstrated by all players training together
every Thursday evening, an A team (typically higher ability) and B team (typically lower
ability) were selected for each game weekend. Games were either friendlies (i.e., non-
competitive games against any team), league games (i.e., competitive games against teams in
the same league), or cup games (i.e., competitive games against teams, for example, in the
same region). Coaches classified themselves as: (a) the head coach; (b) the assistant coach;
(c) the forwards coach; (d) the backs coach; and (e) the periphery coach (see Figure 4). It is
typical to have several coaches within one rugby union team all contributing to team selection
with one coach (usually the head coach) making the final selection decisions (Calder &
Durbach, 2015; Lemyre et al., 2007). All coaches were male, White, held a minimum Level
Two RFU coaching qualification, and had experience playing rugby union. The information
reported below was gained during interviews (see 5.2.2: Data Collection, p. 109) with each

coach.
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___________________ Head Coach
Assistant Coach |--......._.. Forwards Coach Backs Coach
[ Periphery Coach

Figure 4. The hierarchy of the coaching team (as stated by the coaches). The dashed lines
represent all coaching relationships while the solid lines represent long-term relationships
between coaches.

5.2.1.1: The head coach.

At 36 years old, the head coach was the youngest member of the coaching team. He
had been involved with the club for 15 years both as a player and a coach, though at the time
he only occasionally played. He had instead been focusing on coaching the colts, something
he had been doing for five years. As head coach, he knew that while the other coaches may
offer their input on selection, at the end of the day he made the final selection decisions. For
eight of his 11 years in coaching, he had been coaching alongside the assistant coach. He
believes the length of this relationship is the reason why they were both in tune with their
selection decisions. He had coached the under-18s for one season (as under-17s) but this
season was the first time he coached the under-17s (as they were under-16s the previous
season).

5.2.1.2: The assistant coach.

The assistant coach (who was 54 years old) had been coaching for a total of 10 years.
At the time, he was coaching both the colts and the men’s senior second team. He had also
been coaching together with the head coach for eight of these years (in the colts) and claimed

that if he and the head coach were to select any side over the past eight years, they would
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only be one player out with each other. Like the head coach, he had coached the under-18s in
the previous season and coached the under-17s for the first time this season.

5.2.1.3: The forwards coach.

The forwards coach described himself as a “clubman.” He was 56 years old and had
played or coached at the club for 40 years, starting as a young player who eventually played
for the first team, became club captain, and then went into coaching. He coached both the
colts and the men’s senior first team. With 25 years’ coaching experience, he was also the
most experienced in the coaching team. Unlike the head coach and assistant coach, the
forwards coach had been coaching the under-18s for the past 12 years (although he too
coached the under-17s for the first time this season). Like the head coach and assistant coach,
however, he had a long coaching relationship with the backs coach. Both had been coaching
the under-18s for 12 years because they each had a son in this group of players.

5.2.1.4: The backs coach.

As mentioned above, the backs coach (who was 48 years old) had been coaching the
under-18s for 12 years (his total coaching experience) with the forwards coach. This is
because he had a son in this group of players, who was also the captain of the A team. He
also coached the under-17s for the first time this season.

5.2.1.5: The periphery coach.

The periphery coach (who was 49 years old) was the least involved in the coaching
team. Although he had been coaching at the club (and in total) for 19 years, he took a step
back this year to concentrate on different roles he had at the club. By taking a step back
though, he felt like he had more of an objective view on how the coaching team operated and
the players’ attitudes towards selection decisions. He had also followed the under-17s, as well
as the under-18s, in previous seasons, so he had some knowledge about all the players in the

colts team.
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5.2.2: Data collection.

Central to any case study is the collection of in-depth information from a variety
sources (e.g., direct observations, interviews, documents, and reports; Creswell, 2013; Yin,
2014). In the current study, data collected were semi-structured interviews with all five
coaches and direct visual and audio observations of the head coach. As the head coach stated
that he made the final selection decisions (and for practicality reasons), visual and audio
observation data collection methods were only focussed on the head coach. Although
conversations the head coach had with the coaching team, players, and parents were captured
in the observations, only data obtained from the head coach and the coaching team were
analysed. Data obtained from players or parents were removed.

5.2.2.1: Semi-structured interviews.

One of the most common and important sources of case study evidence (Yin, 2014)
are semi-structured interviews (Weiss, 1994) which were used to facilitate the gathering of
rich and insightful data (Bryman, 2001; Carson et al., 2005). An interview guide was
compiled by reading relevant decision-making literature (e.g., the framing of information as
either positive or negative; Johnson-Laird, 1983) and previous research related to team
selection decisions (e.g., Solomon & Rhea, 2008). The interview guide (see Appendix B) was
used to provide a guiding framework, but coaches could move the interview in the direction
they chose (Rubin & Rubin, 2011). The interviews were all conducted by the author and
began with topical, introductory questions intended to build rapport and to encourage
participants to begin talking (e.g., “How did your season go?”’). The main questions followed
which allowed participants to explore and discuss what information they used to select teams
(e.g., “Describe how you selected your team”). Participants were then invited to add anything
missed during the interview (e.g., “Is there anything else that you would like to discuss?").

Probes were also used throughout each interview to allow coaches to expand upon and clarify
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their responses (Patton, 2002). It is worth noting the head coach also participated in the
previous study (Chapter 4), meaning his interview data is included in both the post-season
interviews from Chapter 4 as well as the current Chapter. For an example transcript, see
Appendix E.

5.2.2.2: Direct observations (visual and audio).

Direct observation is a key tool for collecting data in qualitative research (Creswell,
2013) and, given that a case study should take place in real-world settings, allows researchers
to observe participants in the relevant social or environmental conditions (Yin, 2014).
Furthermore, direct observations can confirm or challenge self-reported interview data
(Green & Thorogood, 2009; Stuckey et al., 2014). Given the potential limitations of relying
on self-reported behaviours (e.g., memory decay over time, misinterpretation of constructs;
Bernard et al., 1984; Harris & Brown, 2010; see 4.4.3: Strengths and limitations, p. 100),
direct observations can provide additional information that is not subject to these issues
(Henry & Eggly, 2012). Direct visual and audio observation data were collected over five
training sessions across a season (data were collected from five training sessions as the
researcher could only access five training sessions).

5.2.3: Procedure.

Following ethical approval from the Ethics Committee in the Department of
Psychology at Middlesex University, participants were approached in person by the author
and invited to take part in the study.

5.2.3.1: Semi-structured interviews.

Participants were informed of the aims of the interview and what would be required
should they agree to take part. Interviews were then organised at a variety of locations (e.g.,
rugby union club or participants’ houses) for days and times that suited the participants.

Before the interviews began, participants were advised of the interview procedure, its
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relevance to the study, ethical procedures (e.g., confidentiality and anonymity), and the
process of withdrawal. Once participants had any questions answered and were aware of the
implications of involvement in the study, informed consent was obtained. Each interview
lasted between 63 and 82 minutes (M=72.27, SD=7.63) and was digitally recorded and
transcribed verbatim once completed.

5.2.3.2: Direct observations.

The head coach was filmed (by the author) using a video camera (Nikon D7000) that
was mounted onto a tripod with a proficient zoom. Upon arrival at the rugby club, the video
camera was placed in a position where the head coach could be clearly seen. Filming started
when the training session began and stopped when the training session ended. A microphone
with a digital voice recorder (Olympus WS-450S) was also attached to the head coach five
minutes before the training session began and removed five minutes after the training session
had finished. Training sessions lasted between 54 and 84 minutes (M=72.79, SD=11.07) and
the author subsequently synchronized the video and audio recordings and transcribed each
training session verbatim.

5.2.4: Data analysis.

5.2.4.1: Semi-structured interviews.

Data collected from the semi-structured interviews were subjected to a thematic
analytic process outlined by Braun and Clarke (2006). The steps were: (a) familiarising
yourself with your data; (b) generating initial codes; (c) searching for themes; (d) reviewing
themes; (e) defining and naming themes; and (f) producing the report. Similar to the previous
Chapter (see 4.2.5: Data analysis, p. 55), this process began with the author reading all
transcripts on several occasions to familiarise himself with the data whilst also writing notes
in the margins so he could begin to comprehend passages and start to generate initial codes.

After a period of critically reviewing proposed themes (by engaging with supervisors as
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“critical friends”; Smith & McGannon, 2017), this process culminated with the final themes.
These steps allowed for the identification, analysis, and reporting of patterns (or themes)
within data. Themes were identified using an inductive approach (i.e., themes identified were
strongly linked to the data; Patton, 2002). Researchers in sports coaching (e.g., Donoso-
Morales et al., 2017; Readdy et al., 2016) and psychology (Boyatzis, 1998; Braun & Clarke,
2006; Roulston, 2001) have frequently utilised thematic analysis as a qualitative analytic
method (for example raw data and coding see Appendix F). It is worth noting that data were
originally collected for the purpose of examining the cues coaches used to make team
selection decisions and, as such, the interview guide was designed for this aim (see Appendix
B). During analysis, however, the data depicted information regarding the selection processes
coaches go through when making selection decisions and how the relationships among the
coaching team impacted their selection decisions.

A word frequency analysis (e.g., Solomon & Rhea, 2008; Yamauchi et al., 2011) was
also performed to investigate the level of similarity among the coaching team. To perform the
analysis, the cues described by coaches in the interviews were the “words” used to calculate
the total frequencies across all interviews. Additionally, the extensiveness (Krueger et al.,
2001) of the coaches’ responses (i.e., how many coaches contributed to each cue) was also
analysed to provide insight into how important coaches felt each category was.

5.2.4.2: Direct observations.

Observational data collected from the head coach talking to himself, other coaches,
players, and parents, across five training sessions, were subjected to the same analytic process
as the data collected from the semi-structured interviews (i.e., thematic analysis; Braun &
Clarke, 2006). Only data relating to team selection and related concepts (e.g., player
evaluations) were analysed. Data not analysed included, for example, discussions about the

coaches’ personal lives. Similar to the analysis of the interview data, a word frequency
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analysis (e.g., Solomon & Rhea, 2008; Yamauchi et al., 2011) was performed to examine
whether the information the head coach claimed he used to make selection decisions in his
(post-season) interview was different from what he said in training sessions (during the
season).

Data were also analysed to calculate the frequencies and types of verbal
communication between the head coach and the other coaches, players, and parents and how
the head coach spent his time during training (i.e., descriptive statistics; LeCouteur & Feo,
2011). Verbal communication was coded as actions that emerged from data analysis (i.e., an
inductive approach). The categories demonstrated: (1) the total time spent by the head coach
during training sessions, (2) the average time spent on each action, and (3) the average length
of each action interaction. As the data collected during observations focused on the head
coach (the microphone was attached to the head coach’s jacket), only data from the head
coach were used in the word frequency analysis and descriptive statistics.

5.3: Results

5.3.1: Semi-structured interviews.

Presented below are the results from the interviews with all five coaches within the
coaching team (for the full list of cues, see Tables 24 to 35). These results represent the cues
coaches reportedly used to make selection decisions (i.e., player cues, coach cues, cues from
other sources, and situational cues), the selection processes undertaken by coaches (i.e.,
upcoming game, discussions among coaches, un/important game, selection decision, post-
selection discussions among coaches and players, and team announcement), and the power
relationships among coaches that affected selection decisions (all these categories emerged
from the data). Regarding the cues coaches reportedly used to make selection decisions, the
player cues were cues related to the players themselves (e.g., the players’ ability,

performances, and personal situations). Coach cues are cues derived from the coaches
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themselves internally (e.g., a coach’s behaviours, communication, and previous selection
decisions) rather than from any external stimuli. Cues from other sources are cues gathered
from external stimuli that are not the players that the selection decisions are being made on
(e.g., other players, coaches and teams). Cues that related to the situation coaches found
themselves in (e.g., an upcoming game, winning the league, and no choices) that were not
related to any immediate external or internal stimuli (and were intangible) made up the
situational cues category.

5.3.1.1: Cues.

Presented below are the cues (i.e., player cues, coach cues, cues from other sources,
and situational cues) coaches reportedly used to make team selection decisions, aim (a) of
this study (i.e., examine which [and how many] cues rugby union coaches, working within
the same coaching team, use to make team selection decisions).

5.3.1.1.1: Player cues.

5.3.1.1.1.1: Appearance cues.

Most of the coaches reportedly used a player’s size as a selection cue when making
selection decisions. The periphery coach even thought that other selection cues were being
overlooked for size cues, “Players with the better skill set will be overlooked in preference to
players who have a bigger size.” The periphery coach also stated that smaller players would
miss out on selection. Furthermore, the head coach stated that he did not select a player
because of his first impression of that player’s size. There were some games that coaches
selected players of a certain age (e.g., under-17s cup). Additionally, for the important games,
coaches would select the under-18 players. According to the backs coach “...there’s an
under-18s team that would be the A team.” The periphery coach thought this happened

because of the relationship between the forwards coach and backs coach and the under-18
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players. The head coach remembered a time where the other coaches reacted negatively to
him dropping an under-18s player, “Everyone’s like ‘whoa, but that lads under-18!"”.
Table 24

Number of coaches who stated appearance cues included in the player cues category

Appearance cues Number of coaches

Physical appearance

Size 4

How they look 1
Age

Under 18 4

Under 17 2

5.3.1.1.1.2: Psychological cues.

Three coaches reported to use a player’s attitude during selection decisions. More
specifically, coaches claimed to use a player’s attitude towards the coach, selection, fitness,
the game, in training and their team ethic to make selection decisions. The assistant coach
remembered a player being dropped for having a poor attitude. Two coaches stated that the
intelligence of players influenced selection decisions, with the periphery coach saying that
“...slow learners” were usually not selected. The assistant coach said he would look for a
player’s confidence and coachability (i.e., a players’ perceived ability to be coached) when
making selection decisions. Coaches also claimed to use a player’s character when selecting
players. If, for example, a player was thought of as tough, uncompromising, calm, aggressive,
or a leader they were selected. Players considered fragile or unreliable, however, were not

selected.
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Table 25

Number of coaches who stated psychological cues included in the player cues category

Psychological cues Number of coaches

Attitude
Team ethic
Attitude towards selection
Attitude towards coach
Attitude
Attitude to fitness
Attitude to the game
Attitude in training
Intelligence
Rugby brain
Game sense
Knows the moves
Slow learners
Confidence
Confidence
Character
Tough
Uncompromising
Calm
Leadership
Aggressive
Fragile
Unreliable
Coachability
Coaching ability 1
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5.3.1.1.1.3: Ability cues.

For the important games, coaches would select their best players, or the players
labelled as star players, to put out the strongest team, the periphery coach recalled that
“...individual players who are labelled the star players [would be selected].” Coaches, for
example, would select the strongest (in terms of perceived ability) forwards while the best
backs “...selected themselves” (again, because of their perceived ability). The head coach
remembered one player being selected for having the reputation of being one of the best

players, “He was living on reputation.” Players may have been classified as one of the best
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for their perceived ability. By contrast, some players were considered backup players who
were only selected when the best players were not available.
Table 26

Number of coaches who stated ability cues included in the player cues category

Ability cues Number of coaches

Ability
Strongest team
Best player
Very good
Backs picked themselves
Reputation
Best pack
Ability
Back up
Back up 1
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5.3.1.1.1.4: Performance cues.

The head coach and backs coach reported to select wingers on their speed. The head
coach also selected fast flankers, “We would wanna go a certain way with having two fast 6
and 7s.” Rather than speed, the backs coach stated that selection for some players would be
based on footwork while the forwards coach based some of his selections on strength.

Coaches reported using several general rugby skills to help make selection decisions,
including: handling, passing, ball carrying, running and running lines, defence, and tackling
power. Coaches also reported using position specific skills that related to the positions each
player could play. The forwards coach, for example, selected a fly-half who controlled the
game and was a kicker. The assistant coach selected a scrum-half who took the ball into
contact and an inside centre who could tackle. A player was selected if they were considered
a blindside flanker who could jackal (i.e., the winning of the ball, by the defender's team,
after a tackle and before a ruck has formed) and cover the blind side (i.e., the side of the

scrum, ruck, or maul closest to the touchline). The assistant coach said he selected front row
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players who could scrum. The forwards coach stated a hooker was never dropped because of
his ability in the scrum, along with his ability in the line-out, while a different player was
selected for his mauling. Rather than position specific skills, some players were selected
because they could play more than one position, although the backs coach did say he selected
specialist players.

Coaches’ observations of players in training would influence their selection decisions,
the backs coach explained “It was probably a gut feel on a couple of things we saw in
training.” The head coach was more specific and said he selected players based on the effort
they put in during training, their tackle rate, and (along with the backs coach) their general
performance.

Most coaches reported using the objective performance statistics (that were available
to them) to select players, the head coach recalled saying “We gotta re-look at [selection] and
just do it on game stats.” This information was also used to confirm selection decisions and to
make sure a selection was correct, as the assistant coach suggested “[our selection] was
correct based on [the] stats.” The head coach even stated that he became reliant on this
information, although he did admit to only using the objective performance statistics three of
four times throughout the season. The specific performance statistics coaches reported
utilising were the number of carries, tackles made, missed tackles, and passes. The head
coach recalled selecting one player over another because of the number of carries reported,
“Although [player name] was a better scrummager, [player name] would carry more.” There
were, however, disagreements between the head coach and backs coach as to what was an
acceptable number of tackles made and missed. The backs coach thought a 50% success rate
(i.e., half of attempted tackle were made, the other half were missed) was acceptable whereas
the head coach indicated that it was unacceptable. The objective performance statistics were

also used by the head coach to infer game performances. According to the head coach, if a
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winger had a low number of carries then it was determined that he did not do much in the
game while a forward’s low passing count suggested he took the ball into contact too much.
To make selection decisions, the head coach also reported that he drew upon how many tries
a player scored and how long players were on the pitch for, objective performance cues not
provided by the objective performance statistics.

As well as the performance information gathered from the objective performance
statistics, every coach also reported using what they saw in games to make selection
decisions. In general, players who performed well were likely to be selected again while
those who did not perform well were not selected, as explained by the head coach “I dropped
[player name] once because he wasn’t producing.” The periphery coach said coaches were
only evaluating one performance, although the backs coach suggested this may have only
occurred in situations where the coaches were not sure about selecting a player in the first
place, “Unless it was someone where...you...weren’t sure about putting them in in the first
place and then they don’t deliver.” More often, though, these decisions were made after more
than one performance, as the head coach recalled “There was a couple of games he was
awful, I had to drop him.” What also impacted selection decisions was how the player reacted
after a poor performance, with one player being dropped because he did not react in a way the
coaches wanted him to. A player was thought to have performed poorly if they did not put in
much effort during a game, defended poorly, did not make their usual runs, was on the edge
of a ruck too often, or did not contribute in open play.

At times, some coaches reportedly relied on historical game performances when
making selection decisions. The backs coach, for example, described selecting a player
because he had seen him play before. The head coach even remembered seeing a player play
as far back as the previous year, “He played in the under-17s cup last year when he was a 16

and we, me and [assistant coach name] and [forwards coach name] were like ‘fuck, he’s the
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nuts’”. Although the information coaches drew upon did not always go in the players favour,
as the forwards coach argued for a player not to be selected because of the number of yellow
cards he had received in previous games. This was a decision that the assistant coach
remembered, “I think he’s had the most yellow cards out of all of them, so that went against
him.” This is also an example of what the backs coach described as a “cumulative effect”
(i.e., selection cues over several weeks, rather than at one point, affecting selection decisions)
with regards to selection decisions.

The assistant coach and forwards coach stated that some players were selected
because of “merit,” which tended to be improvements in performance made by the player.
Furthermore, players were known to have a certain style of rugby which coaches claimed to
use as selection cues. Some players, for example, were selected because they were considered
an enforcer (by the forwards and assistant coaches), a footballer, or a tackler (by the assistant

coach).
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Number of coaches who stated performance cues included in the player cues category
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Performance cues Number of Performance cues Number of
coaches coaches

Gross motor skills Obijective game performance

Speed 2 Performance statistics 4

Footwork 1 Carries 2

Strong 1 Tackles 3
General rugby skills Missed tackles 1

Handling 2 Passes 1

Tackling power 2 Tries 1

Run 3 Time played 1

Ball carrier 2 Game performance

Basic skills 2 Defensive performance 2

Skills 3 Effort in games 2

Running lines 2 General game performance 5

Runs hard 1 No bullocking runs 1

Passing 2 Edge of a ruck 1

Ball player 1 Game 3

Defensive ability 1 No contributions in open play 1
Position specific skills Pre-season friendlies 1

Position 2 Historical game performance

6 2 Yellow cards 2

Controls the game 1 Historical game performance 3

Covering blind side 1 Cumulative effect 1

Over the ball 2

Kicking 1 Merit 2

Line out 3 Improved 2

Mauler 1 Player’s style of rugby

Tap and go 1 Enforcer 2

Scrum 2 Footballer 1

Tackle ability 1 Tackler 1
Training performance

Training 3

Effort in training 1

Tackles in training 1

General training performance 2

5.3.1.1.1.5: Behaviour cues.

A player’s behaviour influenced whether they were selected. More specifically, how

players behaved in training, including whether they helped other players and listened to the

coaches, contributed to their selection. Furthermore, the assistant coach and backs coach

wanted players to communicate with them and reportedly did not select those players who did
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not. The backs coach also suggested that how a player communicated with him affected his
selection decisions.
If someone, everything you tell them they just look and go “well you old fart you
have no idea what you’re talking about” then you probably think also “well hold on,
when it comes down to a decision when you’re quite similar, who am I gunna pick?”
On one occasion, a player not being selected was the result of his communication with
the backs coach, “A kid came up and said, ‘look I’'m not prepared to go and travel an hour
and a half and not get a guaranteed 20 minutes’”. The forwards coach also placed importance
on communication in games when it came to selection decisions, remembering one player
being selected because he was a better talker than other players.
Table 28

Number of coaches who stated behaviour cues included in the player cues category

Behaviour cues Number of coaches

Behaviour

General behaviour 2
Behaviour in training

Helping others out 1

Behaviour in training 3
Communication

Haven’t told us 1

Backs coach-player communication 1

Player doesn’t want to play 1

Have told us 1
Listening in training

Listening in training 3
Communication in games

Communication in games 1

5.3.1.1.1.6: Personal cues.
The head coach and the backs coach both claimed that the school a player attended
influenced their selection decisions because, for example, they were unavailable or the school

was highly regarded.
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Table 29

Number of coaches who stated personal cues included in the player cues category

Personal cues Number of coaches

School
School 2

5.3.1.1.1.7: Situational cues.

A player’s availability (made up of three cues: fit, injured, and availability) was
considered by every coach during selection decisions. The periphery coach stated that if some
players were simply available they would be selected, suggesting this is a crucial selection
cue. Training attendance was also a selection cue reportedly used by coaches, with players
being rewarded with selection for attending training. According to the forwards coach, if a
player was continually late for training then it was taken into consideration when making
selection decisions (although it is unclear what the effect was). Both the head coach and the
backs coach said the number of games a player had played influenced their selection
decisions. The backs coach also remembered selecting a player because he had previously
played in a position before, while the forwards coach recalled a player being selected because

he was considered their fly-half, “We played [player name] because he’s our 10.”
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Table 30

Number of coaches who stated situational cues included in the player cues category

Situational cues Number of coaches
Availability

Fit 2

Injured 4

Availability 4
Training

Late for training 1

Training attendance 3
Player’s playing history

Played there before 1

Number of games played 2
He’s our 10

He’s our 10 1

5.3.1.1.2: Coach cues.

The relationships coaches had with their players, according to the periphery coach,
influenced their selection decisions. This is a view supported by the backs coach, “There’s a
bit of history on that [selection].” Coaches also had a style of rugby that they preferred which
affected their selection decisions, as the backs coach explained “He’s more of a maverick and
I’'m perhaps more of a...you should do what you do.” If a player did not fit in to the coaches’
preferred style of rugby, they struggled to be selected. According to the periphery coach “...if
they don’t fit into a certain style, then it’s gunna be very difficult to break into the team.”
Coaches also stated what they wanted regarding a player’s characteristics. Coaches, therefore,
were deciding what they wanted in a player and then selecting players based on their desires
rather than identifying what qualities the players had and basing their selections on those, as
alluded to by the forwards coach “I just don’t want two bangers, so I’d rather have a ball
player that can set up a banger.” The periphery coach built on this notion when he suggested
that some coaches were selecting based on what they were comfortable with, “[the coaches]
revert back to perhaps old ways or revert back to a comfort zone, what they’re sure of or what

they feel safe with.” The head coach recalled a time when he let a player be selected to gather
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evidence to prove that the player should not have been selected, while the forwards coach
suggested that a player was not selected simply because “...they really piss you off.”
During selection discussions, the periphery coach claimed that the coach with the
loudest voice or who argued the most had the most influence over selection decisions, “The
person who can be bothered to argue the most can have the most influence on [selection].”
The backs coach remembered times where he did not push very hard for a player’s selection
and how doubts over a player’s selection affected their subsequent selection. The periphery
coach also thought that a lack of knowledge on every player, a winning mentality, and a fear
of being seen to make mistakes all affected the other coaches’ selection decisions.
Table 31

Number of coaches who stated coach cues

Coach cues Number of coaches

Coach-player relationship

Coach-player relationship 2
Desires

Style of rugby 3

Coach’s requirements 3

Evidence gathering 1

Comfort zone 1

Piss you off 1
Behaviour

Coach doesn’t push 1
Communication

Loudest voice 1

Coach who argues the most 1
Knowledge

Coach has no knowledge of players 1
Goals

Coach’s winning mentality 1
Perception of how other coaches judge the coach

Fear of making a mistake 1

Previous selection decisions
Doubt 1
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5.3.1.1.3: Cues from other sources.

5.3.1.1.3.1: Other players.

When making selection decisions, coaches would, at times, use information from the
other players. The head coach, for example, remembered selecting a player and not selecting
a different player because of the similarities they had to other players. Coaches also ranked
players, which influenced their selection decisions, the head coach indicated “Putting people
into positions as in we know, OK, those four of the back rowers out of that eight are really
what we think are gunna be in and around our league side.” Furthermore, combining players
affected team selection decisions according to the backs coach “I think you pick your 9 and
10 [together].”

Table 32
Number of coaches who stated other players cues included in the cues from other sources

category

Other players Number of coaches

Comparison to other players

Same player 1

Too similar 1

Ranking 3
Player combinations

Combinations 1

5.3.1.1.3.2: Other coaches.

The head coach stated that the other coaches would give him their input when it came
to selection, something confirmed by the forwards coach and periphery coach. The backs
coach did, however, recalled a time when the head coach overruled the other coaches, “[head
coach name] took some decisions and said ‘no we’re not gunna put the best side out’ even
though logically you might have done.” The periphery coach, however, suggested that the

assistant coach and the forwards coach had a lot of influence in selection decisions, “A lot of
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weight was going on what [forwards coach name] or, maybe [assistant coach name] was
saying on selection.” With regards to the forwards coach, his weight may have been to push a
forwards orientated way of playing, according to the periphery coach “[forwards coach name]
is a forwards orientation...person, has a certain way of playing.” The forwards coach and
backs coach had relationships with the under-18 players that influenced their selection
decisions, as the backs coach explained “Where it’s different is [forwards coach name] and |
know the under-18 group really well, we’ve known them for years and I’m sure we’re
somewhat swayed by what they did at under-15 and under-16.” The periphery coach stated
that this was because of a sense of loyalty, “Coaches from the year above were very
partisan...and loyal to their particular age group.” Furthermore, the head coach remembered
the forwards coach would champion the under-18 players because of this loyalty, “[forwards
coach name] would champion him because he was one of his original lads” and “[forwards
coach name] was still adamant he wanted his guys.” The backs coach, however, suggested
these selections were based on a gut feel. Although he also recalled a time where he told a
player their selection was due to himself and the forwards coach simply wanting to select
him, ““in the end I just probably wanted to pick you, [forwards coach name] did [too]’”. The
periphery coach also suggested that some selections were due to two players being related to
two coaches (the forwards coach and backs coach).

5.3.1.1.3.3: Other teams.

The head coach and assistant coach suggested that they made some selection
decisions because that was what other teams do, when discussing selection cues the assistant

coach stated “...that’s like every side isn’t it?”
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Table 33
Number of coaches who stated other sources cues included in the cues from other sources

category

Other Sources Number of coaches

Other coach input

Other coach input 1
All coach input

All coach input 2
Head coach

Head coach 1
Assistant coach

Assistant coach 1
Forwards coach

Forwards coach 3

Forwards coach’s way of playing 1

Forwards coach-player relationship 3
Backs coach

Backs coach 2

Backs coach-player relationship 3
Parental relationship

Parental relationship 1
Other teams

Other teams 2

5.3.1.1.4: Situational cues.

Selection decisions were determined by the upcoming game, in terms of important or
unimportant games. The important games were the league games and cup games while
friendlies and B games were deemed unimportant. There was one league game, however, that
was not important as it was the last game for the under-18 players. The forwards coach
recalled “The last game of the season we...picked...a team of just 18s, cause it was their last
game ever as an age group.” Whilst most coaches concentrated on what type of game was
upcoming, the periphery coach suggested that he focused on who they were playing against.
There was an occasion where the head coach also focused on the opposition, but it was the
opposition in a previous game, “The level of opposition we were playing, he should’ve just

carved it up, but he didn’t.”
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The backs coach suggested that selection decisions may have been different if the
team were winning their league. This coach also stated that, at times, there were no choices
when it came to selection decisions, which was particularly evident when it came to a lack of
backup players, “We didn’t have an obvious replacement.” Sometimes the rules (e.g., the
permitted number of substitutes) limited selection decisions. The head coach also recalled
selecting players with certain physical characteristics because that was what they had always
selected, “We always used to have a fly boy and a brute force.”

Table 34
Number of coaches who stated upcoming games cues included in the situational cues

category

Upcoming games Number of coaches

Upcoming game
Under 18s cup game
Friendly
[Opposition team name] game
Upcoming game
Importance of upcoming game
B game
League game
Under 17s cup game
Upcoming opposition
Opposition
Level of upcoming opposition 1
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Table 35

Number of coaches who stated situational cues included in the situational cues category

Situational cues Number of coaches

Winning the league

Winning the league 1
No choice

No back up 1

No choice 1
Rules

Rules 1
Norm

We always had 1
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5.3.1.2: Selection processes.

Presented below are the results relating to the selection processes undertaken by
coaches (i.e., upcoming game, discussions among coaches, un/important game, selection
decision, post-selection discussions among coaches and players, and team announcement),
aim (b) of this study (i.e., discover the processes coaches go through when making selection
decisions).

5.3.1.2.1: Upcoming game.

The first step in the selection process (see Figure 5), according to the backs coach,
was to assess what type of game was upcoming. This informed the coaches as to how
important the game was, which subsequently dictated the quality of the side to be selected
and which selection process to follow. For games perceived to be important or unimportant,
coaches adhered to the process outlined in Figure 6 or Figure 7, respectively. Once at the end
of these processes, coaches would then continue at the “Selection decision(s)” stage in the

overall process outlined in Figure 5 below.
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Figure 5. The selection processes.
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Once the type of game was established, and the quality of side to be selected decided

upon, all five coaches began discussing selection. At this point, the head coach usually

selected a draft team, as the periphery coach recalled “[head coach name] would make a

rough call on what he wants where.” Then, at training, every coach would meet so they could

all voice their opinions. The backs coach felt these face-to-face (or verbal communications)

discussions were especially important if there were any disagreements in selection.

I think where there were particular contentions we tried to at least have a...either...be

there on Thursday to discuss it face-to-face, or if not...there [t0] have been at least a

phone call with someone, least a verbal, not just a written communication...to make

sure it was all balanced.
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Whilst these discussions involved every coach, the backs coach indicated that he
would have more input on the backs selection decisions and less on the forwards selection
decisions (although he would still offer an opinion). As there were three forwards orientated
coaches (compared with one backs orientated coach), there would be more arguing about
selection decisions involving the forwards. Selection was, therefore, made by multiple
coaches who would negotiate with each other. Whilst the head coach wanted the input from
all of his coaches, the periphery coach believed these discussions (conducted the way they
were) caused issues.

When you don’t have one person making an overall decision, and it becomes more of

a forum, then you’re down to very much the person with the loudest...voice, will have

the most influence, or the person who can be bothered to argue the most can have the

most influence on [selection].

5.3.1.2.3: Important games.

An important game (see Figure 6) was usually a league or cup game. Whilst league
and cup games were considered A games, however, not all A games were important (for an
example, see 5.3.1.2.4.2: Special game, p. 136). For the important games the coaches would
simply select their best available team and, for certain games (e.g., cup games), they “knew”
who they would select, as the forwards coach explained “Ultimately when it was the 17s cup
run, or the 18s cup run, we knew who we were picking really.” The selection of these players
(according to the backs coach) was “obvious” or because (according to the head coach) they
“selected themselves.” This selection process rarely changed throughout the season, as
explained by the backs coach “There was probably...one or two changes...from the...best 15
we would’ve picked at the start of the season to the end of the season.” Most changes in
selections that did occur (of which there were not many) were due to injuries. The periphery

coach reflected this view when he suggested that up to seven positions within the team were
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protected, meaning that certain players would be selected irrespective of most selection cues,
“That place will be taken, if that player’s available, that player will play, regardless of
whether that players on form.” Although there were cases where this happened with players
who played a specific position (e.g., fly half), the backs coach described simply selecting the
best players.

I think we would try and put the best back three on the pitch...and then kind of work

out their positions, rather than say “we’ve got a specialist full back and two wings”

...or...“inside centre, outside centre” no put the best two guys on the pitch and they

can work it out themselves.

5.3.1.2.3.1: Unavailable.

Although there were not too many instances of injury or unavailability, the coaches
had to occasionally make selection decisions due to these issues. If this happened with the
backs, the head coach stated that he knew there was a backup player. In one case, however,
the head coach remembered telling the backs coach that they needed a fly-half because there
was no backup, “I said to [backs coach name] ‘we needed a 10’ cause [fly-half’s name] was
injured or whatever [and] we didn’t have a backup 10.” When this happened, the coaches had
to identify a replacement player and support them, even if that meant selecting someone in
the under-16s because they had to select someone, as the backs coach stated “You look at the
other kids and go ‘well we gotta put one of them in there’”.

5.3.1.2.3.2: Initial doubt.

There was one instance during the season where the coaches began to doubt whether a
player should continue to be selected. The forwards coach remembered that the coaches
highlighted his poor performances as the reason for this doubt. The coaches then began to
seek evidence (e.g., objective performance statistics) to confirm their doubt, which justified

their reservations, so the player was not selected for the next game.
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5.3.1.2.3.3: Tight call.

At times during the season, coaches had to decide between two players who were
perceived to be very similar. At this point, coaches began to seek extra information to help
make the selection decision. The information sought was usually not rugby specific (although
the head coach did say he would refer to the objective performance statistics). A player’s
behaviour in training, for example, influenced the assistant coach’s selection decisions, “If
there’s a 50-50 chance between A and B, and B’s the one larking about, you have to go with
A.” Furthermore, whether a player attended training affected who the backs coach selected.

If there’s two people who are very much similar and the fly half is turning up every

week and is there on a Thursday...it’s then pretty harsh to say “there’s this kid who’s

basically the same as you, I don’t think he’s better than you™ [but he’s selected].

Similarly, if neither player could attend training, the assistant coach would select the
player who informed the coaches that they could not attend. If, however, the coaches could
not make the selection decision then both players were selected with a pre-determined plan of

substituting one for the other at half time (giving them equal playing time).
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Figure 6. The selection process for an important game.

5.3.1.2.4: Unimportant games.

Unimportant games (see Figure 7) were referred to as B games, which were the
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friendlies or “weaker” (referencing quality of opposition) games. Coaches saw unimportant

games as an opportunity for everyone to play, as the assistant coach explained “You...have a
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B fixture, where you try and get rugby for all.” Selection for these games was based on
availability, with a focus on players who have not played recently. The head coach even
recalled sending a message to every player stating this to be the case, “We’d send all the
[players a message] and say ‘right, who’s available? Preference will be going to the guys that
didn’t play or were on the bench [last week]’”. The backs coach also claimed they would
select a team with more players than normal to give everyone some game time.

5.3.1.2.4.1: Pre-selection discussions among coaches and “A” player(s).

The only example of coaches talking to A players as part of the selection process is
when the head coach needed to select an A player for a B game, “sometimes I’d have to say
to [player name] “[player name] look, we’ve only got two second row, can you come and
bench and be the second-row cover?” In this case, the player was happy to be selected so he
was.

5.3.1.2.4.2: Special game.

For the last league game of the season, the coaches decided to only select under-18
players because it was their last game together. Although usually an important game, this
game was thought of as an unimportant game. The usual selection processes (see 5.3.1.2.3:

Important games, p. 132), therefore, were replaced with “select an under-18 team.”
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Figure 7. The selection process for an unimportant game.

5.3.1.2.5: Selection decision(s).

Returning to the overall selection process (see Figure 5), while the other coaches may
have had an input in selection decisions, according to the head coach, he made the final
selection decisions, “At the end of the day the others will give me their input but I’'m the one
who picks it.” The backs coach also shared this view. The head coach and backs coach also
stated that the head coach had to overrule the other coaches in some selection decisions.
There was one occasion, however, where the head coach wanted to drop a player but was
overruled by the forwards coach and backs coach. The head coach explained that “...I wanted
to change [player name] a lot earlier, but [backs coach name] and [forwards coach name]
were both ‘no let’s keep going” ‘oh OK’ so I sort of listened to them.” Similarly, the head
coach acknowledged that he did not select the backs, “I never picked the backs, I’ll be honest

there, I knew what I thought I’d have, but it was always, the last say really on the backs came
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down to [backs coach name].” The periphery coach went even further and suggested that the
head coach relied on the assistant coach and forwards coach to select the team, “A lot of
weight was going on what [forwards coach name] or, maybe [assistant coach hame] was
saying on selection, and...[head coach name] would...go with what [the forwards coach]
thought.”

5.3.1.2.6: Post-selection discussions among coaches and players.

Once the team has been selected, the forwards coaches suggested that the coaches
would inform the players who were not selected during a tight selection decision (it was not
clear if this happened with any other players who were not selected).

When you’re explaining it to little [player name] why, and if they have been dropped

and they’re right on the edge...before we announced the team to anybody, [head

coach name] and I, or whoever it is, will take them aside and explain why, what’s
happened, before we announce it.

Usually after the team had been announced (but sometimes before), if it were an
important game coaches would also tell the substitutes that they might not play. For an
unimportant game substitutes would be informed that they would play.

5.3.1.2.7: Team announcement.

Once all the relevant players had been spoken to (if necessary), the final stage of the
team selection process was to announce the team to all the players at training, as the backs
coach explained “We don’t tend to announce the team until at least part of the way through
training on a Thursday night.”

5.3.1.3: Power relationships among coaches.

Presented below are results pertaining to the power relationships among coaches that
affected selection decisions (i.e., dominance-submission), aim (c) of this study (i.e.,

investigate if the relationships among the coaching team impact team selection decisions).
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5.3.1.3.1: Dominance.

According to the head coach he made the selection decisions, “At the end of the day
the others will give me their input but I’'m the one who picks it.” This was confirmed by the
backs coach, who stated that the head coach made the selection decisions, “Ultimately [head
coach name], it was down to [head coach name] to take the final decision.” The backs coach
went on to say that the head coach also made broader decisions that dictated selection, “It’s
not always about picking the best side and I think [head coach name] manages that quite
well.” The periphery coach, however, did not think this. The periphery coach recalled that the
head coach would suggest an initial team and then the other coaches would negotiate who
they wanted to select, “[head coach name] would make...a rough call on what he wants
where, and then...you’d have a meeting with everybody together, and everybody would have
their input...so it’s all very much a matter of negotiation.” Furthermore, the head coach
himself stated that he did not select the backs, something he left to the backs coach. In a
broader sense, too, the head coach did not make all the decisions. When selecting a player for
the player of the year award, the forwards coach thought the player put forward (in this
example, by the assistant coach) was not the correct choice and argued until he made the
decisions himself.

When we got to player of the year...we knew [player name] had players’ player, so

[assistant coach name] is like being this nice, generous bloke saying “well if [player

name]’s got that, then somebody else should get coaches’ player” and I said “well

that’s bullshit...my opinion is that if you’re the best player, you get it”...so I argued
that point fairly forcibly and the others back me up.

There were several occasions when a coach would overrule another (or more than
one) coach when it came to selection decisions. The head coach, for example, claimed he had

to overrule the other coaches on a couple of occasions during the season. This included a time
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when the head coach was able to overrule the forwards coach (after the head coach was being
overruled by the forwards coach) on a selection by using the objective performance statistics.

[Forwards coach name] would champion him because he was one of his original lads,

whereas I would be “I’m not too sure” and I’d always have a back-up, and then your

analysis came in...I just went [tapping noise] “there you go.”

The head coach, however, did recall times when the backs coach and both the backs
coach and the forwards coach together overruled him, he recalled the latter situation “I
wanted to change [player name] a lot earlier, but [backs coach name] and [forwards coach
name] were both ‘no let’s keep going’ ‘oh OK’ so I sort of listened to them.” The backs
coach also remembered himself and the forwards coach overruling the head coach, “‘in the
end I just probably just wanted to pick you, [forwards coach name] did’ and [head coach
name] was standing there and I said ‘he didn’t wanna pick you though’”. The forwards coach
also claimed he overruled the assistant coach on a selection decision.

[Assistant coach name] is saying “oh you’ve gotta play [player name]” ...I said

“who’s the best player we’ve got...when he’s fit, who’s the best player? Who’s the

captain of the side?” And he said “well [player name] is” I said “[player name] has to

play” and [player name] played.

There were also times where selection for the adult second team (which was selected
by the assistant coach) overruled selection for the colts, as the assistant coach explained “I
had first dibs for the 2s, so that’s sometimes caused a little bit of conflict, sometimes, but nine
times out of ten people worked around it.”

The assistant coach also described a time when he and the head coach took control
over the team that the forwards coach and backs coach had previously been in control of.

Obviously, they come normally with a squad, so pre-season we would then analyse

everyone’s position, and then we’d come in to say, to say for instance A, B, C, D, E,
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F, G, are normally picked as the first 15, we might go “right A, X, Y, Z, are now in

there.”

According to the forwards coach, however, he controlled the team in general, “You
see it a lot of the sessions actually that, if | was here then [head coach name] would let me
take [it].” Both the assistant coach and periphery coach also thought this was the case. Yet
while the forwards coach may have been in control, the assistant coach indicated that he
could control the forwards coach, “I can control him, where I’ll say ‘come on [forwards
coach name] give it a rest’, or the boys will come up to me and say something and then I’'1l go
‘[forwards coach name], come on’”.

The forwards coach claimed that he and the backs coach had an ownership of the
under-18 age group within the colts team, “Though [player name]’s age group coming up to
colts, there’s no way [backs coach] and I wanted to stop and just hand over to [head coach
name].” The assistant coach also stated that the under-18 age group were the forwards
coach’s team, “Then also his team, | wanna say his team because the team he brought into the
colts.”

There was one example of the forwards coach undermining the head coach on
selection. The forwards coach did not agree with how the head coach wanted to select the
team so went to the club’s director of rugby to complain. The director of rugby agreed with
the forwards coach and instructed the head coach to select the team in a different way.

[Head coach name] said the year before “...the 18s will be the A team and the 17s

will be the B team” 1 said “that’s bollocks, absolute bollocks” so I went to see

[director of rugby name] and I said...“you need to have a say here as DOR on what’s

happening” and he said “no, if 15 of the 17s are the best players, they will play as the

A team” which is how it should be in my opinion, so [head coach name] took that.
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There were times when coaches referred to one of two sub-teams within the coaching
team. The sub-teams were made up of the head coach and assistant coach as one pair and the
forwards coach and backs coach as the other. The backs coach explained that the reason there
were sub-teams was the relationships the forwards coach and backs coach had with the under-
18 age group.

Where it’s different is [forwards coach name] and I know the under-18 group really

well, we’ve known them for years and I’'m sure we’re somewhat swayed by what they

did at under-15 and under-16, whereas [head coach name] hasn’t seen any of them,

you know whereas we didn’t know the under-17 group until this year...[head coach

name] and [assistant coach name] are clean on everyone.

The backs coach thought the sub-teams were good as it meant the sub-team who were
unfamiliar with the under-18 age group (the head coach and assistant coach) did not have any
pre-conceptions, “I think it’s good that [assistant coach] and [head coach name] are coming
in with no pre-conceptions.”

5.3.1.3.2: Submission.

The periphery coach believed that the head coach totally relied on the forwards coach
(and to a lesser extent the assistant coach) when it came to selection decisions. The periphery
coach thought the head coach did not take input (or enough input) from the other coaches and
instead relied on what the forwards coach (and the assistant coach) said on selection
decisions.

He should have had greater input from the pool of coaches, to...help him out, and

then a lot of weight was going on what [forwards coach name] or, maybe [assistant

coach name] was saying on...selection, and...[head coach name] would...go with

what [the forwards coach] thought.
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5.3.1.4: Word frequency analysis.

A word frequency analysis (e.g., Solomon & Rhea, 2008; Yamauchi et al., 2011)
investigated the level of similarity among the coaching team (regarding cues) and the
extensiveness (Krueger et al., 2001) of the coaches’ responses (i.e., how many coaches
contributed to each cue) to examine how important coaches felt each category was.

Table 36 shows how many common selection cues the coaching team stated during
their interviews. The numbers represent how many of the same selection cues the coaches on
the top row stated as the coaches in the left-hand column. The head coach and backs coach
reported the same cues more often than any other pair of coaches (with 30 cues), while the
forwards coach and the periphery coach reported the least (6 cues).

The level of similarity among the coaching team has been displayed as a percentage
of each coach’s total cues in Table 37. The results suggest that roughly a third (32.35%) of
the information coaches claimed they used to make selection decisions was the same. For
over two thirds of the information reportedly used in selection decisions (67.65%), therefore,
coaches were not stating the same thing so were relying on their own cues in selection
decisions.

There were only two cues that every coach stated they used in selection decisions
(i.e., general game performance and best player). Furthermore, most of the cues coaches
reportedly used in selection decisions were not repeated by another coach (see Table 37). In
fact, the percentage of cues one coach stated (58.62%) outweighed the percentage of cues that

two or more coaches stated (41.38%).



Table 36

144

The total number of selection cues the coaching team stated and the number of cues and the

percentage of commonality among the coaching team

Total  Head coach Assistant Forwards Backs coach Periphery Average
cues coach coach coach
Head coach 71 - 19 (26.76%) 19 (26.76%) 30 (42.25%) 14 (19.72%)  20.50 (28.87%)
Assistant coach 43 19 (44.19%) - 18 (41.86%) 14 (32.56%) 9 (20.93%) 15.00 (34.89%)
Forwards coach 48 19 (39.58%) 18 (37.50%) - 11 (22.92%) 6 (12.50%) 13.50 (28.13%)
Backs coach 52 30 (57.69%) 14 (26.92%) 11 (21.15%) - 19 (36.54%)  18.50 (35.58%)
Periphery coach 35 14 (40.00%) 9 (25.71%) 6 (17.14%) 19 (54.29%) - 12.00 (34.29%)
15.90 (32.35%)

Table 37

The number of coaches who stated each cue

Number of coaches who stated cue

Total number of cues

5 2 1.38%

4 6 4.14%

3 20 13.79%

2 32 22.07%

1 85 58.62%
TOTAL 145

5.3.2: Direct observations (visual and audio).

Following the results from the semi-structured interviews outlined above, presented

below are the results from the analysis of data collected from directly observing the head

coach talking to himself, the coaching team, players, and parents, across five training sessions

(only data obtained from the coaching team were analysed, not data directly from players or

parents). Results relating to cues are presented in four categories (i.e., player cues, coach

cues, cues from other sources, and situational cues; for a full list of cues, see Tables 53 to 71).

A word frequency analysis and descriptive statistics (for the head coach) are then presented.

5.3.2.1: Cues.

Presented below are the cues (i.e., player cues, coach cues, cues from other sources,

and situational cues) revealed from direct visual and audio observations of the head coach
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during the five training sessions, aim (d) of this study (i.e., compare and examine the
differences [if any] in the selection cues the head coach stated in his [post-season] interview
with those he discussed during training).

5.3.2.1.1: Player cues.

5.3.2.1.1.1: Appearance cues.

The periphery coach drew upon a player’s size (i.e., their height, weight, or a
combination of the two) when discussing a selection decision, “[player name]’s getting a little
bit big for [a position].” Age was a cue the head coach and forwards coach reportedly used to
select players when, for example, it was decided that a team of under-17 players (and some
under-18s) would be selected for an upcoming game.

Table 38
Number of coaches who stated appearance cues, and the number of training sessions

mentioned in, included in the player cues category

Number of coaches Number of training
Appearance cues who stated cue sessions cue
mentioned in
Physical appearance
Size 1 1
Age
Under 18 2 4
Under 17 1 1
Under 16 1 1

5.3.2.1.1.2: Psychological cues.

Three coaches reportedly used psychological cues when making selection decisions.
The forwards coach, for example, told his players that he used their attitude as a selection
cue. Furthermore, the periphery coach liked a player because he was “willing” while the head
coach wanted to know a player was “confident.” The head coach also looked favourably

towards a player who was a “nice lad” and unfavourably towards those deemed to be “bad
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elements,” “If there is bad elements in the fucking side and we see them, bad elements won’t
be fucking there too long.”

Table 39

Number of coaches who stated psychological cues, and the number of training sessions

mentioned in, included in the player cues category

Number of coaches Number of training
Psychological cues who stated cue sessions cue
mentioned in
Attitude
Attitude 1 1
Confidence
Confidence 1 1
Character
Good lad 1 1
Willing 1 1
Bad elements 1 1

5.3.2.1.1.3: Ability cues.

When making selection decisions, some coaches would take into consideration how
“good” a player was. This may be a general description of a player’s ability (e.g., “he’s a
fucking great player”) or more positionally specific (e.g., “[player name] is a good prop”).
The forwards coach, however, simply wanted to select the best players, he stated “We’ve got

to have our best players on the pitch.”
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Table 40
Number of coaches who stated ability cues, and the number of training sessions mentioned in,

included in the player cues category

Number of coaches Number of training

Ability cues who stated cue sessions cue
mentioned in

Strongest team 1 2

Best player 2 2

Reputation 1 1

Ability 3 3

Solid 2 1

Very good 2 4

Positional ability 2 2

First choice 1 1

What player offers 1 1

5.3.2.1.1.4: Performance cues.

Every coach reportedly used a variety of performance cues to inform their selection
decisions. A player’s footwork, speed, and strength all influenced some coaches’ selection
decisions. The head coach, for example, focused on a player’s aerobic fitness. Almost all
coaches also cited several general rugby skills. Handling, for example, impacted one player’s
selection, as the assistant coach explained “It was his hands...his hands let him down.”
Another player was told by the assistant coach that he needed to improve his ball carrying
skills and his ability on the floor with regards to selection. Every coach selected players
because of the position they play, especially when it came to selecting substitutes, the head
coach indicated “[player name] covers front row, second row...[player name] covers back
row...[player name] covers scrum half.” This may be because these players had to perform a
certain skill specific to their position (e.g., “he lifts done he? [Player name] can lift”). In some
cases, however, not being able to perform skills specific to their position went against

players, as the backs coach explained “I’m not playing [player name] at full-back, this
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kicking thing (inaudible).” Other players were selected for the style of rugby they play (e.g.,
“physical” players).

How a player generally performed in training affected some selection decisions, as the
head coach stated “Let’s see how he goes, let’s see how it goes, put [player name] in to start
with and we’ll see how it goes.” More specifically, for one player to be selected the head
coach had to see him “get some hits” in training. A player’s general game performance also
influenced selection decisions. When discussing selection decisions, almost every coach
reportedly used a player’s general game performance as a selection cue, as the forwards
coach explained “On Sunday he was fucking awesome out there.” A player’s positional game
performance also influenced the backs coach’s selection decision, “I’ve seen [player name]
play on the wing.” Two coaches recalled specific cues about players performances when
making selection decisions. For example, the head coach remembered a player’s tackling and
another player’s lack of contribution in open play, while the assistant coach recalled a
player’s lack of speed. One player’s historical game performance influenced two coaches’
selection decisions. The head coach did not want to select this player because he had only
played well once in two years whereas the backs coach wanted to select the player for the
same reason (i.e., he had played well in the past). These coaches also referred to how this
player had been recently performing for another team in selection decisions, for example, the

backs coach said “Hear you’ve been playing great at [other team name].”
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Number of coaches who stated performance cues, and the number of training sessions mentioned in, included in the player cues category

Performance cues

Number of coaches
who stated cue

Number of training
sessions cue

Performance cues

Number of coaches
who stated cue

Number of training
sessions cue

mentioned in mentioned in
Gross motor skills Training performance
Speed 3 1 General training performance 2 3
Footwork 1 1 Hits in training 1 1
Strong 1 1 Training 1 1
Aerobic fitness Objective game performance
Aerobic fitness 1 3 Performance statistics 1 1
General rugby skills Game performance
Handling 2 1 Decision making 1 1
Spatial awareness 1 1 Carries 1 1
Defence 1 1 General game performance 4 4
Ball carrier 1 1 Positional game performance 1 1
Basic skills 1 1 Tackling in game 1 1
Reading of the game 1 1 Passing in game 1 1
Ability on the floor 1 1 Speed in game 1 1
Position specific skills Scrum in game 1 1
Position 5 5 No contribution in open play 1 2
Kicking 3 3 How player got injured in game 1 1
Scrum 1 2 Historical game performance
Lifting 1 1 Historical game performance 2 1
Returning 1 1 Another team performance
Catching high ball 1 1 Another team performance 2 1
Position cover 2 3 Player’s style of rugby
Physical 1 1
Takes the bosh 1 1
Finishes it off 1 1
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5.3.2.1.1.5: Communication cues.

The head coach sought input from the players themselves to aid selection decisions
(the backs coach also recalled doing this once). Players, for example, were asked which
positions they would like to play (e.g., “I’ll let you and [player name] sort out inside [centre]
and out[side centre]”), whether they were happy playing in an unfamiliar position (“can I put
you down as front row cover?”), or whether they were happy starting a game (“[player
name], I may have to start you Sunday”). The head coach also highlighted a player talking
during a training session, “Who can you hear out there? [Player name].”
Table 42
Number of coaches who stated communication cues, and the number of training sessions

mentioned in, included in the player cues category

Number of coaches Number of training
Behaviour cues who stated cue sessions cue
mentioned in
Communication
Player input 2 4
Communication in training
Talking in training 1 1

5.3.2.1.1.6: Personal cues.

Where a player lived influenced the head coach and backs coach when it came to
selection decisions, for example, the backs coach asked “...does anyone live up near there?”
The school a player attended and the exams they had to revise for also affected selection

decisions.
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Table 43
Number of coaches who stated personal cues, and the number of training sessions mentioned

in, included in the player cues category

Number of coaches Number of training
Personal cues who stated cue sessions cue
mentioned in
School
School 2 1
Exams 1 1
Where player lives
Where player lives 2 1

5.3.2.1.1.7: Situational cues.

Three coaches outlined that injuries and availabilities affected their selection
decisions. The head coach in particular sought out this information from his players. In all
cases, though, this information would determine a selection decision, as the forwards coach
explained “We’re assuming if [player name]’s injured...he can’t play.” Some selection
decisions seemed to completely rely on whether the player attended training, as the forwards
coach stated “...if he doesn’t get here that’s our decision made anyway.” Furthermore, for
one player the fact that he had played games went in his favour in selection decisions for the
head coach, “He’s been playing when we’ve asked him to play.” The number of games a
player had played also influenced selection decisions. The time a player spent as a substitute
in the previous game or if they did not play at all influenced selection decisions too. At times,
players not selected for an upcoming game meant they were selected for the game after that,
as the head coach indicated “For those that are not in it, you know, heads up, keep going,
you’ve got a game next [weekend].” A player being selected for the adults first team, how
long they had been at the club, how experienced they were, and whether they were playing

for another team also affected selection. Furthermore, one player was not selected for one
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game because he was banned while another was not considered for selection until he had paid

his club membership subscription fee.

Table 44

Number of coaches who stated situational cues, and the number of training sessions

mentioned in, included in the player cues category

Situational cues

Number of coaches
who stated cue

Number of training
sessions cue

mentioned in

Availability

Fit 2 1

Injured 3 5

Availability 1 5
Training

Training attendance 3 3
Game

Game attendance 1 1
Player’s playing history

Number of games played 1 2

Didn’t play last week 1 1

Time spent as a substitute 1 1

Number of games played in the first team 1 1

Years at the club 1 1

Experience 1 1
Another team

Another team 1 2
Selection for upcoming game

Not selected for upcoming game 2 2
Rules

Ban 1 1
Membership subscription

Membership subscription 1 1

5.3.2.1.2: Coach cues.

The head coach liking a player seemed to affect that player’s selection, “I do [like

you], you know I do.” Sometimes, however, a player was selected simply because coaches

wanted to. The head coach’s winning mentality may have influenced his selection decisions,

along with what he thought his players wanted and his team needs. Moreover, how the head

coach perceived a player’s position and happiness affected his selection decisions. The head
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coach also selected a player based on his prior knowledge of that player, “I know he ain’t
gunna give me shit.”
Table 45

Number of coaches who stated coach cues and the number of training sessions mentioned in

Number of coaches Number of training
Coach cues who stated cue sessions cue
mentioned in
Coach-player relationship
Coach-player relationship 1 1
Desires
Head coach 3 2
Goals
Coach’s winning mentality 1 1
What they want 1 1
What the team needs 1 1
Perception of players
Coach perception of position 1 1
Perceived player happiness 1 1
Knowledge
Preconceived ideas 1 1

5.3.2.1.3: Cues from other sources.

5.3.2.1.3.1: Other players.

When coaches were deciding whether to select a player, the other players in the team
would influence this decision. Coaches, for example, would compare players’ general game
performances or rank players. The head coach would also combine players when selecting,
“We can put...[player name] in at hooker...and still have [player name] on the back row
throwing.” The backs coach suggested that who was selected to play with a specific player
would determine what position he played, “If [player name] plays [player name] will go
inside, if [player name] plays [player name] will be outside.” The head coach also selected a
player simply because a different player was not available. The likelihood of a player getting
injured during a game and a player’s aerobic fitness levels also influenced the forwards

coach’s selection decisions.
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Table 46
Number of coaches who stated other players cues, and the number of training sessions

mentioned in, included in the other sources category

Number of coaches Number of training
Other players who stated cue sessions cue
mentioned in
Other players 1 2
Comparison to other players
Performance comparison to another player 4 2
Ranking 1 1
Player combinations
Combinations 1 3
Other player selections
Other players 1 1
Other player’s injury
Other player’s injury 2 1
Other player’s availability
Other player’s availability 1 1
Other player’s aerobic fitness
Other player’s aerobic fitness 1 1

5.3.2.1.3.2: Team.

What the team wanted to achieve (or what the head coach thought the team wanted to
achieve) influenced selection decisions. How the team historically performed, and their past
achievements, also affected selection decisions. The impact a selection would have on team
performance also influenced selection decisions, as the forwards coach explained “The
difference is now with this squad, | could take seven off that bench and drop seven into that
starting team and it would...hardly make a bloody difference.” Furthermore, the number of

players in the team and in a specific position influenced the head coach’s selection decisions.
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Table 47
Number of coaches who stated team cues, and the number of training sessions mentioned in,

included in the other sources category

Number of coaches Number of training
Team who stated cue sessions cue
mentioned in
Team performance
Historical team performance 1 1
Past achievements
Past achievements 1 1
Impact on team performance
Impact on team performance 1 1
Team goals
What the team wants to achieve 1 1
Number in a position
Number in a position 1 1
Number of players
Number of players 1 1

5.3.2.1.3.3: Other coaches.

The forwards coach suggested that selection decisions were made among the coaches,
“We pick the team between us.” Yet there were occasions where this was not the case. At
times, most coaches (not the head coach) would make the selection decisions themselves.
These same coaches, however, would also offer their input into the other selection decisions
(rather than making the decisions themselves), for example the forwards coach stated “I
wouldn’t take [player name] on the bench” Whether the assistant coach or forwards coach
liked a player may have also affected selection decisions, the assistant coach explained “He

don’t like [player name] does he? [Forwards coach name].”
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Table 48
Number of coaches who stated other coaches cues, and the number of training sessions

mentioned in, included in the other sources category

Number of coaches Number of training
Other coaches who stated cue sessions cue
mentioned in
All coaches
All coaches 2 1
All coach input 2 2
Assistant coach
Assistant coach 1 1
Assistant coach input 2 2
Assistant coach-player relationship 1
Forwards coach
Forwards coach 2 3
Forwards coach input 2 4
Forwards coach-player relationship 1 1
Forwards coach perception of position 1 1
Backs coach
Backs coach 3 3
Backs coach input 2 3

5.3.2.1.3.4: Other sources.
The club’s physiotherapist influenced one selection decision, as the head coach

299

recalled “[physiotherapist name] said ‘no’”. The players’ parents may have also impacted
selection decisions.
Table 49

Number of coaches who stated other sources cues, and the number of training sessions

mentioned in, included in the other sources category

Number of coaches Number of training
Other sources who stated cue sessions cue
mentioned in
Physio
Physio input 1 1
Parent

Parent input 1 2
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5.3.2.1.4: Situational cues.

Team selection decisions were impacted by the nature of the forthcoming game.
Under-17s cup games, for example, restricted selection decisions to the under-17s players.
Furthermore, for one game, coaches selected every available under-18 players because it was
their last game. Coaches seemed to refer to important games by the type of game (e.g.,
“we’ve got a big league game on Sunday’’) but would almost always refer to the opposition
(rather than the game type) in unimportant games (e.g., “next week we got [opposition team
name]”). Coaches were forced not to select anyone in one case, however, as the opposition
cancelled the game. The number of choices coaches had influenced selection decisions (e.g.,
between one player or two). The adult team, rules, and what coaches normally do or have
done in the past also influenced coaches’ selection decisions.

Table 50
Number of coaches who stated situational cues, and the number of training sessions

mentioned in, included in the situational cues category

Number of coaches Number of training
Situational cues who stated cue sessions cue
mentioned in

Upcoming game

B game 1 1

[Opposition team name] game 1 1

League game 2 3

Cup game 2 1

Under 17s cup game 1 3
Opposition

Opposition 1 2

Opposition cancelled 1 1
Number of choices

No choice 2 2

Number of choices 1 1
Rules

Rules 2 3
Norm

What we do 2 2
Adult team

Adult team 1 2
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5.3.2.2: Word frequency analysis.

A word frequency analysis (e.g., Solomon & Rhea, 2008; Yamauchi et al., 2011)
determined whether the information the head coach claimed he used to make selection
decisions in his (post-season) interview was different from what he stated in training sessions
(across the season). As the data collected during observations focused on the head coach (the
microphone was attached to the head coach’s jacket), only interview and audio observation
data from the head coach were used in the word frequency analysis.

Table 51 shows the number of themes, sub-themes, and cues in each category for the
interview and observations, which remained relatively similar. This would suggest the head
coach correctly identified in the interview what he stated across training sessions with regards
to the cues that informed his selection decisions. The total number of themes, sub-themes,
and cues from the interview to the observations did, however, increase. Additionally, when
the number of themes, sub-themes, and cues for each category are taken as a percentage of
the total number of themes, sub-themes, and cues, a different pattern emerges (see Table 52).

The information in Table 52 suggests that the head coach thought, based on the
interview data, he relied on player cues for most of his selection decisions. According to the
observation data, however, the head coach did not use player cues as much as he stated,
instead relying less on player cues and more on coach cues, cues from other sources, and
situational cues. Furthermore, somewhat more revealing is the number of training sessions
each cue was mentioned in. The information in Table 53 suggests that the head coach may
have been using cues to select for each upcoming game separately and not part of a long-term
selection strategy. This is demonstrated by 70.00% of the total number of cues stated during
training sessions being mentioned in only one training session. The only cues to be stated

across all training sessions were a player’s position and availability.
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Table 51

The number of themes, sub-themes, and cues from the interview with, and observations of, the

head coach
Interview Observations Comparison
Categories Themes Sub- Cues Themes Sub- Cues Themes Sub- Cues
themes themes themes

Player cues 7 20 51 7 24 53 - +4 +2
Coach cues 1 3 5 - 8 +4 - +5
Cues from other 3 4 8 4 11 17 +1 +7 +9
sources
Situational cues 2 2 5 6 - 12 +4 -2 +7
TOTAL 13 26 67 22 35 90 +9 +9 +23

Table 52

A comparison of the percentage of the total number of themes, sub-themes, and cues from the

interview with, and observations of, the head coach

Interview Observations Comparison
Categories Themes Sub- Cues Themes Sub- Cues Themes Sub- Cues
themes themes themes

Player cues 53.85%  76.93%  76.12% 31.82%  68.57%  58.89% -22.03% -8.36% -17.23%
Coach cues 7.69% - 4.48% 22.73% - 8.89% +15.04% - +4.41%
Cues from 23.08%  15.38%  11.94% 18.18%  31.43%  18.89% -4.90% +16.05% +6.95%
other

sources

Situational 15.38% 7.69% 7.46% 27.271% - 13.33% +11.89% -7.69% +5.87%

cues
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Table 53
The number (and percentage of the total number) of cues mentioned by the head coach

across training sessions

Number of training sessions Cues
5 2 2.22%
4 3 3.33%
3 8 8.89%
2 14 15.56%
1 63  70.00%
TOTAL 90

5.3.2.3: Descriptive statistics.

Descriptive statistics (e.g., LeCouteur & Feo, 2011) provide an overview of how the
head coach spent his time across all five training sessions (training sessions lasted between 54
and 84 minutes; M=72.79, SD=11.07; aim [e] of this study, i.e., to investigate how the head
coach spends his time during training). A total of 12 actions emerged from the data analysis
(see Table 54), with the head coach spending most of his time talking to others (mainly the
other coaches but also players, parents, and unknown persons) while observing (not
coaching) training. The head coach spent more time doing nothing (e.g., walking around,
standing, collecting balls and cones, and using his phone) than talking to individual players.

Table 55 shows the average time the head coach spent on each action across training
sessions. Again, the head coach spent most of his time speaking to others while observing
training. On average, however, the head coach spent more time doing nothing than talking to
players (both individually and as a group).

The head coach, on average, spent less than nine seconds on each interaction with
individual players (see Table 56). Taken together with the average total time spent talking to
individual players, this suggests the head coach had frequent but short interactions with his
players across training sessions. These results show the head coach spent most of his time

talking to others (mainly the other coaches) while observing training, both as a total amount



of time and average interaction length, and a remarkably small amount of time talking to

individual players.

Table 54
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The time spent (and the percentage of the total) on each action by the head coach across all

five training sessions

Table 55

Action Time Percentage of total

Talking to others while observing training 01:06.16 23.50%
Observing training and coaching 00:57.23 20.35%
Talking to other coaches 00:44.06 15.64%
Talking to players (multiple) 00:26.05 9.25%
Listening to others talk 00:25.06 8.90%
Does nothing 00:23.45 8.42%
Talking to player (individual) 00:22.58 8.15%
Talking to coaches and players together 00:09.05 3.22%
Talking to researcher 00:05.06 1.81%
Talking to unknown person and coaches 00:01.00 0.35%
Talking to unknown person 00:00.57 0.34%
Talking to unknown person and players 00:00.11 0.07%
TOTAL 04:41.58

The average time spent on each action by the head coach (across all five training sessions)

Action Average time
Talking to others while observing training 00:13.15
Observing training and coaching 00:11.29
Does nothing 00:09.45
Talking to player (individual) 00:09.36
Talking to other coaches 00:08.49
Talking to players (multiple) 00:05.13
Listening to others talk 00:05.01
Talking to coaches and players together 00:01.49
Talking to researcher 00:01.42
Talking to unknown person and coaches 00:01.00
Talking to unknown person 00:00.19
Talking to unknown person and players 00:00.11
TOTAL 01:08.09
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Table 56
The average interaction length (in seconds) of each action for the head coach across all five

training sessions

Action Average interaction
(in seconds)
Talking to researcher 51.00
Talking to others while observing training 39.56
Listening to others talk 20.66
Observing training and coaching 20.05
Talking to unknown person and coaches 15.00
Talking to other coaches 14.60
Talking to players (multiple) 13.29
Talking to coaches and players together 12.74
Talking to unknown person and players 11.00
Talking to player (individual) 8.97
Does nothing 6.20
Talking to unknown person 4.81

5.4: Discussion

The primary aims of this case study were to (a) examine which (and how many) cues
rugby union coaches, working within the same coaching team, use to make team selection
decisions, (b) discover the processes coaches go through when making selection decisions,
and (c) investigate if the relationships among the coaching team impact team selection
decisions. Coaches drew upon a large number and wide variety of player cues, coach cues,
cues from other sources, and situational cues to make team selection decisions. Furthermore,
the selection process was dictated by how important the upcoming game was perceived to be
(i.e., important or unimportant), which led to a “the best or the rest” selection strategy. Power
(dominance-submission) also played a role within team selection decisions as it impacted the
relationships among the coaching team.

The secondary aims of this case study were to (d) compare and examine the
differences (if any) in the selection cues the head coach stated in his (post-season) interview
with those he discussed during training and (e) investigate how the head coach spent his time

during training. Results revealed that the head coach discussed some selection cues with
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others in training (e.g., other coaches, players, and parents) but not all and that most of the
cues were only discussed in one training session (only two cues were discussed in all five
training sessions). The head coach also spent most of his time observing training and more
time doing nothing than talking to his players.

5.4.1: Semi-structured interviews.

Presented below is a discussion based on the results gained from the semi-structured
interviews (i.e., cues, selection processes, power relationships among the coaching team, and
the word frequency analysis) with the coaching team.

5.4.1.1: Cues.

Coaches reported that they mostly relied on player cues to make team selection
decisions, which has been previously reported (e.g., see Chapter 4, p. 51; Ahmed et al., 2013;
lyer & Sharda, 2009; Johansson & Fahlén, 2017). Furthermore, the breadth and detail of the
player cues were like that of the player cues reported by the coaches from the previous study
(see 4.3.1: Cues, p. 58). Coaches in the current study reportedly used a number of
appearance, psychological (similar as reported in Chapter 4, it is important to note that it was
beyond the scope of this study to clarify shared meaning behind psychological cues, so these
results should be interpreted with this in mind), ability, performance, behaviour, personal,
management, and situational cues to make selection decisions.

Coaches reported using a player’s size as a selection cue, as did the coaches from the
previous study (see 4.3.1.1.1: Appearance cues, p. 58). Size is considered a desirable trait in
rugby union (Howard et al., 2016) due to the high physical demands of the sport (Darrall-
Jones et al., 2015). Again, like coaches in Chapter 4, coaches from the current study did not
report taking any anthropometric measurements of their players. This means that these
coaches may have also been relying on their “sight” (Fiander et al., 2013; Johansson &

Fahlén, 2017) of a player’s size, rather than objective measurements. The periphery coach
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provided detail for this when he suggested that coaches chose to select bigger players over
smaller players with better skills. This is a phenomenon documented in modern rugby union
whereby it has become increasingly difficult for players with the prerequisite skills to
successfully compete if they do not also have the necessary physical characteristics (Lombard
et al., 2015). It is thought that this trend may be due to changes in the rules (e.g., greater
policing of the breakdown; Duthie et al., 2003) and may be reinforced by the fact that teams
with bigger players are more successful at Rugby World Cups (Sedeaud et al., 2014).
Coaches in the current study, then, were adhering (consciously or unconsciously) to a
scientifically documented trend within rugby union. This trend, however, can cause issues for
players at the colts age group (i.e., under-17s and under-18s). The physical mismatch
between players is a possible contribution to (sometimes catastrophic) injuries among teenage
rugby union players (Nutton et al., 2012). As coaches were basing their selections on size, the
players (and the opposing players) may have been exposed to a higher risk of injury.
Furthermore, if coaches highlight the importance of size by only selecting those who are
bigger, longer term players may begin to display maladaptive behaviours (e.g., the use of
illegal muscle-building substances; Till, Jones, McKenna, Whitaker, & Backhouse, 2016) to
modify their body sizes.

It has been previously reported that coaches, rather than selecting the best players,
select the players who work best together (Johansson & Fahlén, 2017). Every coach in the
current study, however, echoed coaches from the previous study (see 4.3.1.1.3: Ability cues,
p. 61) when they stated that they simply selected the best players (for the important games).
Again, like the coaches from the previous study (see 4.4.1: Content of the cues, p. 86), the
coaches in the current study seemed to also follow a ‘take-the-first’ (TTF; Johnson & Raab,
2003) decision strategy whereby they were selecting the first player that came to mind

because they have been repeatedly chosen as the best player in the past. Whilst there are
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systems in sport that attempt to identify the best players (e.g., the National Football League
draft: Boulier, Stekler, Coburn, & Rankins, 2010), it is unclear how the players from the
current study became to be thought of by the coaches as the best. Some researchers seemed to
have defined being the best in sport as those who win the most (e.g., Radicchi, 2011), yet two
coaches in the current study described those being best as having the most ability. Whether
coaches viewed ability from an incremental theory (i.e., an acquirable skill that is improvable
through practice and effort; Mascret, Falconetti, & Cury, 2016) or an entity theory (i.e., a
fixed gift or talent that is not easily modified by practice; Mascret et al., 2016), the belief that
being the best means having the most ability may have something to do with the fact that
rugby union is a team sport. In rugby union, the team, rather than individuals, win or lose (or
draw). Coaches, therefore, cannot judge who the best players are based on who wins because
individuals in rugby union do not win, so they base their judgments on a player’s ability
instead (although this is speculative notion that requires further research). Additionally, the
achievement goal theory (AGT; Nicholls, 1989) may provide a framework to understand how
coaches measure ability, and therefore who is the best, in rugby union. According the AGT,
the motivational climate created by coaches can be either task-involving, where individuals
are evaluated on personal development, or ego-involving, which promotes social comparison
between individuals (Ames, 1992; Jaakkola, Ntoumanis, & Liukkonen, 2016). It is not clear
whether coaches from the current study were assessing a player’s ability by comparing them
against themselves or each other (or against something else), but AGT offers a platform for
future researchers to investigate this notion.

Coaches from the current study, similar to those in the previous study (see 4.3.1.1.4:
Performance cues, p. 62) and in other studies (e.g., Johansson & Fahlén, 2017), reportedly
relied upon performance cues more than any other cues to make team selection decisions.

Considering that rugby union players require, among other qualities, speed, strength, power,
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aerobic capacity (Duthie, 2006), and common and unique skills (Greenwood, 1997; James et
al., 2005), it is not surprising that coaches use these cues in their selection decisions. The
mastery of skills is even seen by some as a prerequisite for selection (Johansson & Fahlén,
2017; Oorschot et al., 2017). Coaches had access to, and reported using, objective
performance statistics. The head coach even suggested that he exclusively selected players
using the objective performance statistics for the league and cup games (although, according
to the head coach, this may have occurred only three and four times). Performance statistics
are often used to evaluate and monitor team and individual performances (Vaz, Van Rooyen,
& Sampaio, 2010). In some cases, however, coaches were using these statistics to prove that
a player should have been selected and to confirm that a player should not be selected in the
future after having doubts about their selection in the first place. In both cases, coaches may
have been seeking information from the objective performance statistics that supported their
previously held beliefs, expectations, or desired outcomes (i.e., a confirmation bias; Jonas,
Schulz-Hardt, Frey, & Thelen, 2001). These biased search processes could have led to the
maintenance of the coaches’ positions (i.e., a player should have been selected or a player
should not be selected again), even if the objective performance statistics did not justify their
positions (Johnston, 1996). Furthermore, by justifying or making selection decisions on a
player’s objective performance statistics, coaches were demonstrating that they used cues that
arose from one player, rather than comparing players with alternative information (i.e.,
objective performance statistics from different players). Coaches, therefore, may have been
ignoring the fact that some relevant information was missing from their selection decisions
(Garcia-Retamero & Rieskamp, 2009).

There were also disagreements as to what were good and bad performances,
according to the objective performance statistics. This phenomenon has been previously

reported (e.g., Black & Holt, 2009) when it was discovered that coaches from the same club
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are inconsistent when assessing their athletes. In the current study, when presented with the
same 50% successful tackle rate (i.e., half of attempted tackle were made, the other half were
missed) the head coach claimed it was “shocking,” whereas the backs coach thought it was
acceptable. It has been noted that when provided with the same information, individuals can
draw different conclusions (Macquet, 2013) because they use information selectively based
on their beliefs and preferences (Korte, 2003). Rather than seeking confirmatory information
(i.e., confirmation bias; Jonas et al., 2001), coaches may have also been selecting (not
necessarily consciously) specific objective performance cues that supported or preserved their
beliefs (March, 1999; March & Simon, 1993). The head coach also described using the
objective performance statistics to infer how a player performed in other areas (i.e.,
reasoning; Blanchette & Richards, 2010). If a winger had a low number of carries, for
example, the head coach inferred that they did not do much in the game. It was also
concluded that a forward took the ball into contact too much if they made a low number of
passes. In these cases, the head coach seemed to be generating new information (Glockner &
Betsch, 2012) by inferring how these players performed based on the available objective
performance statistics (Coletti, Scozzafava, & Vantaggi, 2014; Zeithamova, Schlichting, &
Preston, 2012). Again, however, prior beliefs can have an impact on how performance
information is interpreted (Baekgaard & Serritzlew, 2016). By making these inferences,
therefore, the head coach may have revealed some of his beliefs about players performances
(i.e., wingers do a lot during games if they carry often and forwards carry enough if they
make many passes). The objective performance statistics then confirmed these beliefs and led
to the inference that the winger did not do very much in the game and the forward took the
ball into contact too much.

Not every coach stated they used the objective performance statistics in selection

decisions, yet every coach indicated they based their selection decisions on a player’s general
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game performance. Coaches from a previous study (e.g., Johansson & Fahlén, 2017) also
stated that their assessments of athletes’ performances were of significant importance during
selection decisions. During games, it has been reported that coaches spend just over 40% of
their time in silence analysing both individual player and team performances (Smith &
Cushion, 2006). Coaches from the current study were, however, making selection decisions
after the previous game had finished (if coaches first discussed selection at training, it would
have been four days since the game). They were, therefore, relying on their memory of player
performances (coaches did not say if they used additional resources, such as notes, to help
recall player performances).

Several studies (e.g., Connelly, 2013; Franks, 1993; Franks & Miller, 1986, 1991;
Nicholls & Worsfold, 2016) have revealed, though, that coaches can only accurately recall
roughly 40% of player performance information (and for some coaches with the use of notes;
e.g., Nicholls & Worsfold, 2016). Furthermore, Jones, James, and Mellalieu (2008) reported
that an elite head coach with 12 years’ experience was only able to accurately report three out
of 13 (or 23%) performance indicators when recalling their team’s performance. Laird and
Waters (2008) did, however, report that coaches can accurately recall 59% of critical
performance events, yet still not a perfect recollection. Whilst every coach from the current
study claimed to use a player’s general game performance as a selection cue, in reality,
limitations of their memory may have led coaches to only remember the key events of a
match, which may have given them a distorted impression of how a player performed
(Carling, Williams, & Reilly, 2005). This could also explain the broad terms coaches used to
describe a player’s game performance, such as “superb,” “good,” or “awful.” Whilst failing
to recall how a player specifically performed, coaches may have been describing a general
feeling based on the key events they do remember (although further research is needed on

this latter claim).
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Similar to the coaches in the previous study (see 4.3.1.1.8: Situational cues, p. 70), a
player’s availability was considered during selection decisions and, in some cases, dictated
selection decisions. The periphery coach, for example, stated that if the best players were
available, they would be selected (for important games) irrespective of any other selection
cue. If this were the case, some coaches may have only used two cues to select some players,
the “best player cue” and the availability cue (this would only be accurate if coaches treated
the “best player cue” as one cue). Furthermore, the head coach stated that when selecting for
the unimportant games, he also reportedly relied on the number of games played cue and the
availability cue (two cues). In both selection processes (i.e., important games and
unimportant games), therefore, coaches revealed the importance of the availability cue. This
is likely because this team were considered amateur (so players had other commitments, such
as school) and the high incidence of injury in rugby union (Brooks et al., 2005; Hendricks et
al., 2017; Yeomans et al., 2018).

Johansson and Fahlén (2017) revealed that coaches’ selection decisions can be
affected by how much time they spend with their athletes (if selection criteria were ill-
defined). Some coaches from the current study (i.e., the forwards coach and the backs coach),
according to the periphery coach, also seemed to be influenced by their relationships with
some of the players (i.e., under-18s). One reason for this could be an intergroup bias, or the
tendency to evaluate and treat in-group members more favourably than out-group members
(Everett, Ingbretsen, Cushman, & Cikara, 2017; Hewstone, Rubin, & Willis, 2002). Both the
forwards coach and the backs coach had been coaching the under-18 players for the past 12
years and had not coached the under-17 players at all. As such, they may have developed an
in-group with the under-18 players and, as a result, an out-group of the under-17 players.
Furthermore, as deliberation (which, according to the coaches, occurred during selection

decisions) can cause increased intergroup bias (Everett et al., 2017; Ma, Liu, Rand,
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Heatherton, & Han, 2015), the forwards coach and the backs coach may have favoured their
in-group (i.e., under-18 players) during selection discussions.

Some coaches have a well-established style of play and physical and skill
characteristics (e.g., body composition, aerobic fitness, position roles) of players in mind that
fit their preferred style (Johansson & Fahlén, 2017; Ostojic, Mazic, & Dikic, 2006). Other
coaches, though, evaluate what characteristics their players possess and then develop styles of
play from those (Johansson & Fahlén, 2017). Coaches from the current study selected players
based on the former, that is, they had a style of rugby in mind and specific characteristics
they wanted their players to possess, and then selected the appropriate players. The periphery
coach, for example, stated that players who had the better skill sets were overlooked in
preference for players who were big. Other coaches reflected this view when describing what
characteristics they wanted their players to have, which often related to size. Given the high
physical demands of rugby union (Darrall-Jones et al., 2015) and the desirability of players
with greater size (Howard et al., 2016), it is understandable why rugby union coaches would
create a style of rugby that utilises big players. Selecting big players, though, can have
disadvantages. Coaches working with young athletes, for example, may be selecting those
who have matured (or are maturing) early at the expense of those who mature at a later rate
(Malina, Eisenmann, Cumming, Ribeiro, & Aroso, 2004). As a result, late maturing athletes
may be overlooked or excluded (Till, Cobley, O’Hara, Chapman, & Cooke, 2013) who, if not
overlooked or excluded, can display superior performances as adults (compared to their early
maturing counterparts; Pearson, Naughton, & Torode, 2006). By holding a well-established
style of play and physical and skill characteristics of players in mind that fit their preferred
style, coaches may have, again, been falling victim to a confirmation bias (Jonas et al., 2001).
Coaches may have been seeking out specific player cues that fit their preferred style of rugby

(e.q., size cues). If this was happening, however, coaches may have been making poor
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decisions because other, potentially more relevant cues, were being ignored (Hernandez &
Preston, 2013).

This also leads to the conclusion that luck seemed to have played a role in team
selection decisions. For some players, it was lucky that they possessed the “right”
characteristics the coaches were looking for (in the current study, size). For others, though,
they were in the unlucky position that they possessed the “wrong” characteristics (in the
current study, small and skilful). If these same players were coached by other individuals,
their luck might have been reversed (i.e., small and skilful players preferred over big players).
It is said that talent in sport is socially constructed (Csikszentmihalyi, Rathunde, & Whalen,
1993) by coaches who, because they are in contexts where they hold a dominant position, can
define players as “talented” by their own tastes and classificatory schemes (Christensen,
2009). As a result, there is no agreed definition for talent (Larkin & Reeves, 2018). A similar
situation may have occurred with the current coaches. They may have placed value on
specific characteristics, subsequently basing their selection decisions on them, because of
their own tastes. In other words, although the size of a player may not correspond to how
“good” they are, coaches from the current study thought that the big players were the best, so
big players were selected. Luck is an important factor in sport (e.g., Vine, 2016) and could
also play a central role in selection decisions (although this requires further investigation).

Coaches stated they took other players into consideration when making selection
decisions, which has been found in previous research (e.g., Johansson & Fahlén, 2017; see
4.3.1.3.1: Other players, p. 74). The head coach, for example, explained how he ranked
players into two groups: those who will be considered for important games and those who
will not. Whilst ranking can force individuals to make decisions (Vriens, Moors, Gelissen, &
Vermunt, 2017), ranking athletes for the purposes of team selection can be limiting

(Johansson & Fahlén, 2017). It may be further limiting if players are ranked into the groups
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the head coach from the current study did. The head coach seemed to be excluding some of
his players before the season had begun by concluding that they will not be considered for the
important games. When utilised effectively, however, ranking lists can be informative as they
can predict performances (Trewin, Hopkins, & Pyne, 2004).

The head coach and assistant coach stated that the reason why some players were
selected was that other rugby union teams selected players like them too (in these cases, with
reference to players’ size, speed, and ability). This may suggest the existence of shared
beliefs and attitudes within rugby union (or at least a belief by these coaches that shared
beliefs and attitudes exist) which can result in the emergence of group norms (Patterson,
Carron, & Loughead, 2005). As a result of group norms, behavioural standards are expected
of group members through the reinforcement of acceptable (i.e., select big, fast, and good
players) and unacceptable (i.e., do not select big, fast, and good players) behaviours (Carron
& Eys, 2012; Munroe, Estabrooks, Dennis, & Carron, 1999). Whilst it is difficult to conclude
that group norms exist within rugby union from a single case study, these two coaches
seemed to suggest there could be (although this does need further research). Rather than
group norms within rugby union, though, the head coach also described selecting players
because, as a team, they had always selected these types of players (in these cases, with
reference to players’ size and speed). This suggests that in their group, the socially accepted
selection behaviour was to select those who are big and fast. It is unclear, however, whether
the “group” included everyone within the team (i.e., coaches and players), just the coaches, or
simply the head coach who may have believed that this behaviour was a group norm. Again,
it is problematic to state that group norms exist from one individual so further research is

required.
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5.4.1.2: Selection processes.

The selection processes reported here, whilst pertaining to the coaches from the
current study, offer preliminary evidence and a visualisation of a previously unknown
element of the coaching process. This goes beyond the “why” (or cues) of coaches’ team
selection decisions and sheds light onto the “how” (or processes). The backs coach stated that
the first step in the selection process was to focus on the type of game that was upcoming
(e.g., A game, cup game, or B game). This would then dictate the quality of the side to be
selected. Although in previous research coaches have concentrated on the upcoming
opposition (e.g., Johansson & Fahlén, 2017), coaches from the current study only focussed on
the type of game (it is worth noting that coaches did consider the opposition during selection
decisions but not at this stage; see 5.3.1.1.1.7: Situational cues, p. 123). The type of game
dictated the level of importance coaches placed on the game and the subsequent decision
process. For an A game (apart from the special game, see 5.3.1.2.4.2: Special game, p. 136)
or cup game, coaches followed the Important Game process (see Figure 6) and for a B game
they followed the Unimportant Game process (see Figure 7). It is worth noting it is unclear if
athletes also thought that these games were of similar levels of importance (or if they placed
any importance on these games).

Discussions among the coaching team (usually at training) occurred once the
importance of the game was established and, according to the periphery coach, what started
these discussions was the head coach selecting a “draft” team (i.e., a temporary team that was
subject to change). Communication among team members improves the decision-making
performance of teams (Ceschi et al., 2014) so this is an important step in the team selection
process. According to the backs coach, during these discussions he would have more input on
the backs selection decisions whereas the head coach, assistant coach, and forwards coach

would have more say on the forwards selection decisions because they were all forwards



174

orientated coaches. Utilising expertise among group members, an important resource, is key
for groups to operate at their best (Bonner, Baumann, & Dalal, 2002). These discussions,
however, were at times dominated by the coach with the loudest voice or who could be
bothered to argue the most. Confident members often have greater influence on group
decisions (Aramovich & Larson, 2013), so if these behaviours led the group to believe that
the coach was confident in his decisions then they may have accepted it for this reason alone.
For games that were deemed important, coaches simply selected the best players if
they were available (or the best available players if the best players were unavailable). One
reason for this might be connected to a common notion in sport that success equals winning
and failure equals losing (Cumming et al., 2007). The negative emotions (e.g., anxiety)
experienced when contemplating losing the upcoming game may have caused coaches to
reduce uncertainty by selecting low-risk, low-reward players (Lerner, Li, Valdesolo, &
Kassam, 2015; Raghunathan & Pham, 1999). Selecting the best players would have been a
low-risk, low-reward option as they offered the team the greatest possibility of winning, but it
would have been unsurprising if they did win (so the coaches would have gained little praise
for their selection decisions). Emotions have profound influences on the decisions we make
(Paulus & Yu, 2012) so further research would highlight the part they play in coaches’
selection decisions. The backs coach stated that some players were selected for the important
games because it was “obvious.” By stating that it is obvious that a player must be selected,
the backs coach may have also been suggesting that those who hold the opposite opinion (i.e.,
the player should not be selected) will be rejected by the coaching team (Seery, Gabriel,
Lupien, & Shimizu, 2016). To avoid rejection and to protect self-esteem, a coach, who may
in private believe the opposite to the coaching team, may in public conform to the coaching
team’s opinions (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004). The periphery coach’s suggestion that up to

seven positions were protected (i.e., certain players would always be selected) may be
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evidence of conformity during selection discussions for important games, however further
research would be needed to back up this claim.

There were two situations in which the best players were not selected: if they were
unavailable or not performing to an acceptable standard. As the team was amateur, players
were occasionally unavailable due to school commitments or injuries. Coaches would then
select a backup player or, if none were available, identify a replacement player and support
them (by coaching them to be able to perform the position). In one instance, a player was not
performing to the standards expected by the coaches, so they began to seek evidence to
confirm their doubts. As coaches were using the evidence (in this case, the objective
performance statistics) to confirm that this player should not be selected again, they may have
fallen for a confirmation bias (i.e., seeking information that support previously held beliefs;
Jonas et al., 2001). Coaches, at times, also sought evidence when deciding between two
players for one position. The evidence, however, was usually not rugby specific (e.g.,
behaviour in training or training attendance). If players could be separated by this information
(e.g., a player behaved poorly in training or did not attend training) then one player was
selected, but if no information could separate them then both players were selected (one to
start and the other as a substitute).

For unimportant games, coaches selected the players who were not selected for the
important games and available (except in the special game where only the under-18 players
were selected). These players were not thought of as the best players which is why they were
not selected for the important games. At times, though, the head coach highlighted he had to
ask an A player (considered one of the best players) to play because there were not enough
players for the upcoming unimportant game. By labelling the games as either important or
unimportant, the coaches’ selection strategy can be broadly described as “the best or the rest.”

Humans divide the social world into groups (Kinzler, Shutts, & Correll, 2010) to help
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navigate a complex social world (Liberman, Woodward, & Kinzler, 2017). These groups (or
categories) can be based on a seemingly endless number of arbitrary factors, such as sports
team allegiance (Crisp, Heuston, Farr, & Turner, 2007), and may occur automatically
(Weisman, Johnson, & Shutts, 2015). Coaches, therefore, may have automatically divided
players into two categories (i.e., the best or the rest) to simplify their complex social world.
Further research is, however, required to investigate this notion.

Once the selection decisions have been made (though it is unclear if the head coach or
a different coach made the selection decisions, see 5.3.1.2.5: Selection decision(s), p. 137)
and if there was a tight call between two players, the coaches would privately inform the
player who was not selected (if one was not selected). Being eliminated from a sports team
can damage an athlete’s self-esteem (Grove, Fish, & Eklund, 2004), especially if they have
built part of their identity around being an athlete (Couturier, 2009). Although no athlete will
be happy not being selected for a team (Couturier, 2009), given that athlete satisfaction
increases because of interactions with their coaches (Myer, Beauchamp, & Chase, 2011),
instigating discussions with athletes about why they are not selected for an upcoming game
may be the optimal way for coaches to communicate selection decisions.

The final stage of the team selection process was to inform the squad who is (and by
extension who is not) selected for the upcoming game. This occurred during training and was
announced to the whole squad. Given that (according to the coaches) only those who were
not selected during a close selection decision would have been previously (and privately)
informed, most players learnt whether they had been selected at this point. Although there is
no literature (to the author’s knowledge) that has investigated the effects on athletes of
publicly announcing the team, not being selected to a team can contribute to athlete stress and
burnout (Cresswell & Eklund, 2007; Woods & Thatcher, 2009). Although these issues may

occur irrespective of whether athletes are informed of team selection in public or private,
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further research should be conducted to explore which delivery method is better for athletes
to cope with.

5.4.1.3: Power relationships among the coaching team.

When looking at how the relationships among the coaching team influenced team
selection decisions, power (dominance-submission) seemed to play a crucial role. To have
power is to have the capacity to produce intended effects and the ability to influence or
control the behaviour of another person (Dunbar & Burgoon, 2005; Overall, Hammond,
McNulty, & Finkel, 2016). In social settings, such as a coaching team, power determines how
decisions are made and implemented (McDonald, 1980). Dominance, which is related but
distinct to power, is a set of behaviours by which power is exerted and influenced achieved
(Dunbar & Burgoon, 2005; Jayagopi, Hung, Yeo, & Gatica-Perez, 2009). As a result,
dominant individuals are successful at dominating conversations and their outcomes
(Jayagopi et al., 2009) and are met with submission from others (Rogers-Millar & Millar,
1979). Keeping or changing the focus of conversations and having one’s way are examples of
controlling behaviours displayed by dominant individuals in group conversations (Madsen,
2003).

To achieve dominance, coaches reported several attempts at controlling team
selection decisions, other selection decisions, and coaching practices in general. Although the
head coach claimed to make the selection decisions, for example, the forwards coach recalled
controlling an interaction by overruling the other coaches which ultimately ended with his
chosen player being selected. In this example, the forwards coach achieved dominance
through non-negotiation (Fitzpatrick & Winke, 1979). There were also other examples of the
forwards coach and backs coach, individually and together, overruling or undermining the
head coach when it came to making selection decisions. The head coach did claim to have

overruled the other coaches, yet only offered one example (in which he did not confirm that
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his chosen player was selected). Additionally, when discussing which player should receive
an end of season award, the forwards coach controlled the conversation again though non-
negotiation (Fitzpatrick & Winke, 1979) with the other coaches until the player he put
forward was selected. The forwards coach also claimed to take control of the general
coaching practices (i.e., leading training sessions), which the periphery coach confirmed. The
assistant coach, however, claimed to be able to control the forwards coach (although he
offered no evidence of this).

To be powerful in social situations, a person must have the ability to influence or
control the behaviours of another person (i.e., dominance-submission). Power, therefore, is
the perception of one’s own capacity relative to an interaction partner, not an absolute
(Dunbar, 2004). Evidence of power over an interaction partner is the periphery coach’s
suggestion that the head coach submitted to the forwards coach (and potentially the assistant
coach) and allowed him to make the selection decisions (or at least have more weight in the
selection discussions and decisions than any other coach, including the head coach). One
reason why coaches were attempting to dominate and control one another might be authority,
which “refers to norms regarding who ‘ought to’ control different situations in a relationship”
(Dunbar, 2004, p. 239). Norms are culturally accepted and based on status which both
interaction partners adhere to. The forwards coach claimed authority of the team (and by
extension the team selection decisions) because of the length of time he and the backs coach
had spent with the team. Yet the head coach may have felt authority over the team (and team
selection decisions) because of the institutionalised position he held (i.e., the head coach
role). The perception of legitimate authority that both the head coach and the forwards coach
felt they had over the team may have caused this battle for power and the resulting

dominance-submissive behaviours. Further research is, however, needed to extend our
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understanding of the potential role that power (and dominance-submission) has in coaching
teams (especially with regards to team selection).

5.4.1.4: Word frequency analysis.

When discussing the cues used to make team selection decisions, coaches
demonstrated similarities on just under a third (32.35%) of the total number of cues. This
means they did not show any commonality (or at least stated different cues) on over two
thirds (67.65%) of the cues reportedly used. “Group decision-making is the process by which
a collective of individuals attempt to reach a required level of consensus on a given issue”
(Eliaz, Ray, & Razin, 2007, p. 236). It is difficult to see, though, how these coaches could
have reached a consensus regarding team selection decisions if they demonstrated no
commonality on over two thirds of the cues they claimed to use for these decisions. It is not
clear why coaches did not demonstrate commonality on so many selection cues. Given that
not selecting someone is costly (as the team would not be able to play in the upcoming
game), one reason might be that some coaches who typically felt less strongly about their
preferred player may have been willing to “go with the flow” and allow other coaches with
stronger feelings to select their preferred player so a selection decision could be made (Eliaz
et al., 2007). Alternatively, group members can be cooperative (by sharing information to
reach high-quality group decisions) or competitive (by withholding information to do well
personally; Davis, Laughlin, & Komorita, 1976; Toma & Butera, 2009) meaning that coaches
may have withheld selection cues from each other. There may, however, have been issues
with the coaches ability to fully verbalise the cues they used to make selection decisions
(Jones, 2009; Shanteau, 1988; Svennberg, Meckbach, & Redelius, 2014), meaning that the
level of commonality among coaches may have been higher if they could (further research is
needed on this latter point of how coaches define each cue to add to our understanding of

team selection). There were also only two cues that every coach reported they used in team
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selection decisions, general game performance and best player. It has been previously found
(e.g., see 4.3.1.1.4: Performance cues, p. 62; Johansson & Fahlén, 2017) that coaches mostly
rely on performance cues when making team selection decisions. Johansson and Fahlén
(2017) also reported that coaches highlighted their eyes as the most important tool in the
selection process. Coaches have also stated that they select the best players (e.g., see
4.3.1.1.3: Ability cues, p. 61). As well as this lack of commonality among the coaches, there
were more cues stated by one coach (58.62%) than by two or more coaches (41.38%). With
the low level of similarity among the coaching team as to which cues were used to make team
selection decisions, it begins to question how team selection decisions were made. A full and
unanimous commonality among coaches is unrealistic in real life situations, so they must
have reached an acceptable consensus level (Chiclana, Tapia Garcia, del Moral, & Herrera-
Viedma, 2013). But with coaches demonstrating similarities with each other roughly a third
of the time, and only all stating two cues, this consensus level may be extremely low. In other
words, coaches may not have had to agree with each other or agreed upon the selection cues
for a player to be selected (presumably by one coach with his own selection cues). Although
research is needed to discover the consensus level among coaches when making selection
decisions.

5.4.2: Direct observations (visual and audio).

Presented below is a discussion based on the results gained from the direct visual and
audio observations (i.e., cues, word frequency analysis, and the descriptive statistics) of the
head coach.

5.4.2.1: Cues.

During the discussions the head coach had with himself, the coaching team, players,
and parents across training sessions (regarding team selection), most of the cues mentioned

related to the players themselves. This reflects previous studies (e.g., see Chapter 4, p. 51;
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5.3.1.1: Cues, p. 114; Ahmed et al., 2013; lyer & Sharda, 2009; Johansson & Fahlén, 2017),
including the breadth and detail of the cues reported (see 4.3.1: Cues, p. 58; 5.3.1.1: Cues, p.
114). The head coach also discussed coach cues, cues from other sources, and situational cues
during training.

During the interviews, the coaches stated that a player’s size would factor into their
selection decisions (see 5.3.1.1.1.1: Appearance cues, p. 114). The periphery coach even
stated that smaller players with better skills were overlooked in preference for bigger players.
The head coach, however, rarely discussed a player’s size with anyone during training
(conversely the only coach to discuss a player’s size with the head coach was the periphery
coach). The reason for this, though, may be because team selection may have occurred (or
most of the decisions) before training (evidenced by the head coach selecting a “draft” team
before training; see 5.3.1.2.2: Discussions among coaches, p. 131). If the head coach was
selecting the big players and making these selections (or at least most of the selections)
before training, then the coaches would not have to discuss a player’s size at training because
the big players have already been selected. Furthermore, coaches stated that, for some games
(e.g., important games), they “knew” who they would select (see 5.3.1.2.3: Important games,
p. 132). This implies that coaches may not have voiced their thoughts when making selection
decisions, meaning they may not have discussed, for example, a player’s size in training. Like
a player’s size, while being interviewed coaches stated that they selected the best players (for
the important games) but they rarely stated this in training sessions (in conversation with the
head coach at least). This may, again, be due to the team selection decisions being made
before training, and therefore negating the need to discuss selecting the best players at
training. These are, however, claims that require further investigation.

The discussions held in training sessions reflected the coaches in the interviews (see

5.3.1.1.1.4: Performance cues, p. 117) and previous studies (see 4.3.1.1.4: Performance cues,
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p. 62; Johansson & Fahlén, 2017) whereby the players’ performances were mostly discussed.
These discussions, however, did not reflect the number of cues that were stated in the
interviews. Whilst the head coach discussed players’ gross motor, general, and position
specific skills during training sessions, they were not spoken about often or consistently
(most were discussed in one or two training sessions). The position a player could play,
however, was discussed often and across every training session. In rugby union, playing
positions require individuals to possess unique skills (Greenwood, 1997; James et al., 2005)
and the mastery of these (and other) skills may even be a prerequisite for selection
(Johansson & Fahlén, 2017; Oorschot et al., 2017). The head coach (and those who he spoke
to) may then have viewed the ability to play a specific position, rather than individual skills,
as a prerequisite for selection. During his interview, the head coach stated that he exclusively
selected players using the objective performance statistics (for three or four games). Across
training sessions, however, he barely spoke to himself or anyone else about them. Again,
though, if he was selecting (most of) the team before training then he may not have needed to
speak about how he selected players using the objective performance statistics. Every coach
did discuss the players’ general game performances, which they all suggested influenced their
team selection decisions in the interviews (see 5.3.1.1.1.4: Performance cues, p. 117).
Coaches, like in the interviews, used broad terms to describe a player’s performance across
training sessions, such as “good,” “fucking well,” and “fucking awesome.” This may again be
a result of an inability to fully recall player performance information (Connelly, 2013;
Franks, 1993; Franks & Miller, 1986, 1991; Jones et al., 2008; Laird & Waters, 2008;
Nicholls & Worsfold, 2016). As a result, coaches may have been describing a player’s
general game performance when they discussed it with the head coach (rather than specific

performance information).
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Along with the position a player can play, their availability was also spoken about in
every training session. During the interviews, a player’s availability was reported as a crucial
selection cue (see 5.3.1.1.1.7: Situational cues, p. 123), which is likely because the team is
amateur, so players had other commitments (e.g., school).

Despite the coaches (including the head coach) stating that they had a style of rugby
in mind, and specific characteristics they wanted their players to possess when making
selection decisions, at no point did the head coach discuss these with anyone during training.
If coaches (or the head coach) did have a style of rugby and specific characteristics that
informed selection decisions, they may have, again, drawn upon these before training had
occurred (like a player’s size, ability, and the objective performance statistics).

During selection discussions, coaches took the other players into consideration, which
has been previously reported (e.g., Johansson & Fahlén, 2017; see 4.3.1.3.1: Other players, p.
74; 5.3.1.1.3.1: Other players, p. 126). Coaches, for example, compared one player’s
performance against another’s (although this mainly happened in one training session). These
discussions, however, rarely contained any measurable cues that would have allowed for an
accurate player comparison. Instead, coaches would offer broad, subjective opinions of
performances (e.g., “probably just [player name] over [player name]”). Given that in team
sports the real measure of a player’s performance is “hidden” (Duch, Waitzman, & Amaral,
2010), coaches may not have been accurately or fairly comparing players’ performances.
Interestingly, coaches also stated that because two players may not be able to play the full
game (because one had an injury, and another did not have the sufficient level of aerobic
fitness), other players should be selected as substitutes to cover them. This means that
coaches were selecting players they knew were unlikely to play the full upcoming game, and
so were selecting some players for no other reason than to cover these players. Put another

way, coaches preferred to select some players who were at a suboptimal fitness level rather
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than others who were at an optimal fitness level. Playing with pain or injury can lead to
further harm (Fenton & Pitter, 2010), which can cause a great deal of stress to players
(Malinauskas, 2008).

When referring to the important games during discussions in training, coaches tended
to mention the type of game (e.g., league game or cup game), whereas for an unimportant
game coaches would discuss the opposition (rather than referring to these games as B games
or friendlies). It is not clear why coaches did this, but it may highlight the importance
different cues had in different scenarios. When facing an important game, for example,
coaches placed a high level of importance on the type of game but disregarded the opposition.
This suggests that for important games the opposition did not affect the coaches’ selection
decisions because they simply selected the best players regardless of who the opposition was
(as has been previously suggested, see 5.3.1.2.3: Important games, p. 132). For unimportant
games, therefore, coaches may have factored in the opposition when making selection
decisions. It is worth noting that coaches may have not wanted to refer to unimportant games
as B games if this was perceived to be a source of discomfort for the players selected (as
coaches may have assumed every player wanted to play in the important games and not the
unimportant games), meaning that the opposition was also ignored when making selection
decisions for unimportant games (although this is a claim that requires further research).

5.4.2.2: Word frequency analysis.

Whilst the total number of themes, sub-themes, and cues remained relatively similar
across the interview with the head coach and the training observations, when taken as a
percentage of the total number of themes, sub-themes, and cues, a different pattern emerges.
When asked, the head coach stated that he used cues from the players themselves most often
when making selection decisions, along with (to a lesser extent) cues from the coaches, other

sources, and the situation. Observation data, however, demonstrated that he was influenced
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by coach cues, cues from other sources, and situational cues more (and player cues less) than
he recalled. This reflects previous studies that found that people do not fully know, or are
unable to fully verbalise, their reasons for making decisions (e.g., Jones, 2009; Shanteau,
1988; Svennberg et al., 2014).

There were only two cues that the head coach discussed (either with himself, other
coaches, other players, or parents) in every training session: a player’s position and their
availability. Along with the fact that the majority (70%) of cues were only stated in one
training session, it could be argued that the head coach mostly selected for the upcoming
game and did not have any long-term selection criteria (apart from position and availability).
Whilst it is not known if coaches should have pre-determined selection criteria, what it
known is that without any they are at risk of biased selection decisions (Bass, Wu, Schaefer,
Wright, & McLaughlin, 2013; Calder & Durbach, 2015). Also, as selection (or most of
selection) seemed to be made before training, the head coach seemed to have used training as
an opportunity to fill in any gaps in selection by asking his players not already selected which
position(s) they play and whether they are available for the upcoming game.

5.4.2.3: Descriptive statistics.

The head coach spent most of his time observing training (43.85%). It has been
previously reported that, during games, coaches spend just over 40% of their time in silence
analysing both individual player and team performances (Smith & Cushion, 2006). The head
coach, however, rather than watching in silence, spent roughly half of his observing time
talking to others (23.50%) and the other half coaching (20.35%). This difference may be due
to the environment (Smith, Quested, Appleton, & Duda, 2017) as training is a context in
which coaches communicate their knowledge, experience, and expertise to athletes (Antonini
Philippe & Seiler, 2006; Lorimer & Jowett, 2009a; Sagar & Jowett, 2012). The head coach

spent the rest of his time either listening (8.90%) or talking (38.83%) to others (mainly
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coaches) or doing nothing (8.42%). Worryingly, the head coach spent more time doing
nothing than talking to individual athletes (in total across all training sessions and the average
time in one training session) or to multiple players (the average time in one training session).
Coaches have to interact with their athletes (Kristiansen, Tomten, Hanstad, & Roberts, 2012)
and more frequent and positive interactions can increase athlete satisfaction (Myer et al.,
2011). On average, however, the head coach spent less than nine seconds on each interaction
with individual players. Coaches’ communication with athletes can have a sizeable impact on
several aspects of their sport experience (e.g., how well athletes perform; Kassing &
Anderson, 2014). At less than nine seconds, though, it is difficult to conclude that the head
coach could have had a positive impact on his players’ sport experience. It is worth noting,
however, that research examining whether interactions of this length are effective would
allow for more concrete conclusions to be made, especially considering athletes interpret
their coach’s behaviours differently (Smith, Shoda, Cumming, & Smoll, 2009). Yet when it is
considered that two cues were repeatedly mentioned by the head coach in training sessions
(i.e., position and availability), nine seconds may have been long enough for him to gather
this information from the relevant players. Additionally, as most of team selection seemed to
occur before training, training may have been used as an opportunity to select players for the
remaining positions by asking players what position they play and whether they are available
for the upcoming game. Training is a crucial environment in which coaches and players work
closely together (Lorimer & Jowett, 2009a) with the goal of training players to perform better
in their sport (Wu et al., 2014). But if the head coach spends such a small amount of time
interacting with his players, it brings into question whether his players were being trained in
any meaningful sense (in defence of the head coach he was part of a coaching team, so the
other coaches may have been coaching the players, which the forwards coach alluded to,

while he took more of an observing role).
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5.4.3: Strengths and limitations.

This study provides crucial insight into how a coaching team operates, in relation to
their team selection decisions, and builds upon the results reported in Chapter 4 (see 4.3:
Results, p. 57; 4.4: Discussion, p. 85). Given the issues previously highlighted about relying
on self-reported interview data (Bernard et al., 1984; Harris & Brown, 2010; see 4.4.3:
Strengths and limitations, p. 100), this study strengthens the results described in Chapter 4
(see 5.3.1.1: Cues, p. 114; 5.4.1.1: Cues, p. 163) by utilising multiple, in-depth data collection
methods that are not subject to these issues (Henry & Eggly, 2012). Furthermore, this study
went beyond the “what” of team selection decisions (i.e., cues) and reported on the “how”
(i.e., processes, see 5.3.1.2: Selection processes, p. 130; 5.4.1.2: Selection processes, p. 173).
This is a facet of team selection decisions that has not been previously investigated, which is
important for both expanding our knowledge and to help improve coaches’ team selection
awareness and methods.

This study has revealed a number of key results regarding team selection decisions,
however the limitations must also be acknowledged. A common concern about case study
research is generalisability (Yin, 2014). Whilst caution should be taken when generalising the
results from one case to an entire population (Gordon, Anthony, & Gucciardi, 2017), the goal
of case study research is “to expand and generalise theories (analytic generalisations) and not
to extrapolate probabilities (statistical generalisations)” (Yin, 2014, p. 21). Though the
interviews were with the entire coaching team (i.e., all five coaches), the observations were
only of the head coach (and those who he spoke to during training sessions) which the author
repeatedly highlighted throughout this study (e.g., in the methods, results, and discussion
sections). This was because the head coach claimed he made the final selection decisions and
the practicality of one researcher only being able to observe one coach. Furthermore, it

seemed that a lot of team selection decisions had been made before the observations took
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place (i.e., before training). This means that some selection cues that were used to make team
selection decisions might not have been captured during the visual and audio observations.
Whilst data obtained from observing the head coach (and those who the head coach interacted
with) offer important insights into team selection that built upon the results from the
interviews with the coaching team, the results from observation data should be interpreted
with these points in mind. Similar to the previous study (see 4.4.3: Strengths and limitations,
p. 100), coaches may have had difficulty in distinguishing between cues (i.e., a single piece
of information within an environment that holds meaning and is used to form a judgment;
Cooksey, 1996; Dowding & Thompson, 2003; Wiggins, 2006; von Helversen et al., 2013)
and inferences (i.e., a conclusion based on cues; e.g., Park et al., 2008) and the authors’
experience and knowledge of rugby union may have been limitations.

5.4.4: Future directions for research.

The results reported here offer researchers an insight into why and how a rugby union
coaching team, working within the performance sport environment, makes team selection
decisions. Specifically, results revealed the cues these coaches used, the processes they
undertook, how the power relationships among them affected selection decisions, the
differences between what the head coach reported in his interview compared with what he
stated during visual and audio observations, and how the head coach spent his time across
training sessions. As this study was an exploratory case study, researchers are encouraged to
build upon the results found to further our understanding of team selection decisions. There
are a number of recommendations for future research opportunities above (see 5.4:
Discussion, p. 162) but outlined below are some key areas.

Future researchers could focus on the communications (e.g., emails) among the
coaching team before training sessions as it seemed from the current study that some of the

selection decisions (e.g., draft team selection) were made prior to training. Regarding the
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selection decisions, researchers are encouraged to further investigate “the best or the rest”
selection strategy employed for important and unimportant games, respectively. Furthermore,
as the observational data revealed that only two cues were discussed in every training session,
researchers should explore if coaches regularly rely on a small number of cues and at times
during the season rely on more (as a large number of cues reported from the observational
data were only used in one training session). As coaches were relying on their memory of
player performances, which is reportedly only accurate for roughly 40% of performance
information (Connelly, 2013; Franks, 1993; Franks & Miller, 1986, 1991; Nicholls &
Worsfold, 2016), researchers should also identify the accuracy of coaches’ memory with
regards to player performances, and how it influences team selection decisions. Lastly,
although luck has been previously identified as an important factor in sport (e.g., Vine, 2016),
the results suggest that luck also plays a role in team selection decisions. Specifically, it was
lucky that some players had the “right” characteristics the coaches were looking for while
others were unlucky that they possessed the “wrong” ones. Exploring this notion can further
our understanding as to why some players are selected and others are not.
5.5: Conclusion

The results of this study suggest that coaches from the same coaching team mostly
rely on player cues when making selection decisions (but also coach cues, cues from other
sources, and situational cues). Of these player cues, cues relating to their performances (in
training and games) were drawn upon the most. These results were consistent across
interviews with the whole coaching team and observations of the head coach, although
discrepancies did emerge (e.g., size was highlighted in the interviews as an important
selection cue but rarely spoken about during observations). However, although coaches
claimed to use a large number of selection cues in their interviews, there was little consensus

across the coaching team as to which selection cues were used in team selection decisions.
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Also, when discussing the processes coaches went through during team selection decisions,
they may have (at times) reportedly only relied upon two cues. Selection processes were
broadly split into important and unimportant games with coaches adhering to a “the best or
the rest” selection strategy, respectively. It was unclear, however, why coaches labelled some
players as the best. With regards to the relationships among the coaching team, coaches
described the forwards coach using dominating behaviours which may have been an attempt
to gain power over the other coaches (especially the head coach). He may have been
displaying these behaviours to gain the authority (over the head coach) to make team
selection (and other) decisions. These behaviours influenced how team selection decisions
were made and which players were selected.

This study puts forth the notion (among others) that coaches mostly select their
players using a “the best or the rest” selection strategy, depending on the upcoming game
(i.e., important or unimportant game), which relies on a small number of cues (e.qg., best
player, number of games, availability). Whether some players were objectively better than
others, or if these distinctions only existed inside the minds of the coaches, investigating what
makes a player the best will further our understanding of one of the most crucial decisions
coaches make. To summarise, we now further understand the cues rugby union coaches use
in team selection decisions, the processes they go through, and what can influence them. But
what does this mean for coaches? How can they benefit from this knowledge? And, more

importantly, how can they access this knowledge?
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Chapter 6: A Chapter for Coaches

6.1: Introduction

Following calls for empirical sports coaching research to have practical applicability
(North, 2013; Taylor & Garratt, 2010; Williams, Alder, & Bush, 2015), it is necessary to
discuss how the current research addresses this objective. The competitive nature of sport
often means that coaches do not talk to each other and guard their policies and practices
because they do not want to give away any secrets (Johansson & Fahlén, 2017; Wright,
Trudel, & Culver, 2007). This study, therefore, offers coaches an insight into how their peers
make one of the most crucial decisions in coaching (Coté et al., 2007; Couturier, 2009).
Gaining insights from other coaches is an important part of the learning process (Wright et
al., 2007) which this series of studies can offer. Whilst there are detailed discussions of the
results found in the previous studies (see 4.4: Discussion, p. 85; 5.4: Discussion, p. 162),
including the implications of what was discovered, below is a summary of this thesis
designed for coaches who wish to simply read about what was found.
6.2: A Summary for Coaches

This summary has been formatted to be similar to the RFU Touchline publication, the
official newspaper of the RFU. This online newspaper contains news and stories related to
English rugby union and is where an article similar to the following section will be submitted
for publication. This article will also be submitted for publication in different sport’s national
governing bodies official newspapers or magazines (e.g., The Boot Room for the Football
Association) as the information presented is relevant to team sport coaches beyond rugby

union.



Team selection: “The best or

the rest”

Coaches play a crucial role in sport,
including being responsible for selecting
teams. For those players selected, their
emotional wellbeing, vitality, enjoyment,
life satisfaction, and physical and skill
performances can improve, whereas players
not selected may experience detraining,
stress, and a loss of identity. Yet with
regards to research, we don’t know much
about team selection. What information do
coaches use to make team selection
decisions? What processes do coaches go
through when making team selection
decisions? If there is more than one coach,
does this influence team selection
decisions? These are the questions | sought
to answer with my research.

What do we know so far?

After examining every piece of research
ever conducted on team selection, | found
that the academic literature does not yet
have answers as to how team selection
works. Although we know there are a
number of things that may influence our
decisions on other people in sport (e.g.,
referees penalise teams more if they’re
wearing black kits), we have little idea what
information rugby union coaches use to
make team selection decisions.

My first study: Asking

coaches themselves

In light of this, | interviewed six
coaches (pre-season and post-season to also
see the information changed) what
information they use to make team
selection decisions. They were all coaching
amateur teams, were qualified (to a
minimum level 2), and had several years
coaching experience. | found that coaches
had a large number of reasons why they did
or didn’t select a player, 258 reasons to be
exact! Also, when | assessed what they said
in their pre-season interview compared to
their post-season interview, they only
repeated 110 bits of information both times.
This means that coaches couldn’t fully
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predict what information they would base
their selection decisions on. Most of the
selection information related to the players
themselves (e.g., size, ability, general game
performance) and specifically their
performances (in training and games), but
also information relating to the coaches
(e.g., their style of rugby, game plan,
winning mentality), other sources (e.g.,
other players, other coaches, parents), the
situation (e.g., upcoming game, opposition,
rules), and the environment (e.g., weather,
pitch).

| also looked at how many bits of
information coaches described in common.
In their pre-season interviews, every coach
said five bits of information (a player’s size,
ability, general game performance,
availability, and opposition). But only three
bits of information (out of 258!) were
mentioned in their post-season interviews
(a player’s attitude, availability, and
injuries) Furthermore, over half the
information stated in pre-season interviews
and two thirds of the information
mentioned in the post-season interviews
was said by only one coach!

Taken together, my results reveal that:
1) these coaches were unable to accurately
predict which bits of information they
would use to make selection decisions, 2)
there are only a few bits of information
every coach used to make selection
decisions, and 3) most of the information
used in selection decisions was only used
by one coach. In defence of the coaches,
however, because they were working with
different players in different teams, they
might use different bits of information.

My second study: What
about one coaching team?

That’s why I next looked at one colts
team being coached by five coaches: a head
coach, assistant coach, forwards coach,
backs coach, and periphery coach.

| interviewed all five coaches post-
season to find out what information they
used in team selection decisions, the
selection processes they went through, and



how their relationships with each other
affected team selection decisions. | also
filmed and attached a microphone to the
head coach in five training sessions through
the season, so | could see both if his
interactions with others in training
influenced his team selection decisions and
how he spent his time during training.

| found these coaches again said they
used a lot of information (145 bits in total),
although less than the coaches from the
previous study (which was 258 bits).
Similar again to the previous study, these
coaches reported that they also mainly
relied on information about theirs players
(e.g., size, attitude, availability), mostly
made up of performance information (in
training and games), but also information
from the coaches themselves (e.g., their
selection requirements, fear of making a
mistake, doubt), other sources (e.g., other
players, other coaches, other teams), and
the situation (e.g., importance of upcoming
game, no selection choices, selection rules).

| also looked at how similar the coaches
were to each other in terms of the
information they used for selection. |
discovered that roughly a third of the
information the coaches used to make
selection decisions was the same! This
means that, in the same coaching team, two
thirds of the information coaches said they
used to make selection decisions were only
used by one (out of five in total) coach!
Also, there were only two bits of
information every coach said they used, a
player’s general game performance and
whoever they thought the best players were.

With regards to the selection processes
the coaches went through, how important
the game was made a big difference. For an
important game, coaches simply selected
the best players (if they were available, if
they weren’t, coaches selected the best
available players). This seemed to be
because coaches wanted to win these games
and felt that the best players would give the
team the greatest opportunity to win. When
faced with an unimportant game, coaches
would select the rest of the players who
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weren’t selected in the important games (or
not the best players). The coaches did this
so that these players could get some game
time as they weren’t being selected for the
important games. I’ve called this selection
strategy the “the best or the rest”
(depending on the importance of the game).
| found that the relationships among the
coaching team also affected team selection
decisions. The reason for this was power.
The forwards coach (who had been
coaching the colt’s team with the backs
coach for 12 years) was trying to control
team selection decisions (and other
decisions and the coaching in general)
because he felt he had the authority to do so
(as he had been coaching the team for so
long). The head coach, on the other hand,
felt he had the authority to make the
selection decisions because he was the head
coach and it was part of his role. This power
struggle affected team selection decisions
because, for example, the forwards coach
overruled the other coaches (including the
head coach) when they were all discussing
a selection decision which ultimately ended
with his chosen player being selected.
After filming and listening to the head
coach during training (by attaching a
microphone to him), | discovered that he
spoke about similar bits of information he
spoke about in his interview. Like both the
previous study and the interviews from this
study, the head coach mostly spoke about
player information (e.g., ability, where
player lives, training attendance), the
majority of which related to a player’s
performance (in training and games), but
also information about the coaches (e.g.,
coach-player relationship, perceived player
happiness, preconceived ideas), other
sources (e.g., other players, other coaches,
physio), and the situation (e.g., upcoming
game, opposition, adult team). Although
the head coach did rely less on player
information (and more on the other bits of
information) than he thought he did when
discussing selection cues in his interview.
The head coach also only mentioned
two bits of information in every training



session. These were a player’s position and
availability. Coupled with the fact that most
bits of information were only reported in
one training session, this suggests that there
was no long-term selection strategy, so
coaches were only selecting for the
upcoming game. Additionally, coaches
may have completed most of selection
before training and used training as an
opportunity to fill in any gaps (which begs
the question, what is training for?).

The head coach spent almost half of his
time observing training (of which he spent
half this time coaching and the other half
talking to others) and the rest of his time
either listening or talking to others (mainly
the other coaches) or doing nothing.
Worryingly, though, the head coach spent
more time doing nothing than talking to
individual or multiple players!
Additionally, he spent (on average) less
than nine seconds talking to individual
players! When we remember that there was
only two bits of information stated in every
training session (a player’s position and
availability), this nine seconds might’ve
been long enough time to find out what the
head coach wanted to know for his selection
decisions (in defence of the head coach he
was part of a coaching team, so the other
coaches may have been doing the coaching
while he took more of an observing role).

So, what do we now know?

In summary, | tried to find out what
information rugby union coaches used to
make team selection decisions, the
processes they go through, and if the
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relationships among coaches influenced
team selection decisions. | found out that
coaches say they use a massive amount of
information, employ a “best or the rest”
selection strategy, and influence one
another by trying to gain power (to such an
extent that it affects selection decisions).

What should you do then?

1. Stop and really think about
selection! How do you select your players?
What bits of information do you pick up on
during training and matches? Are there any
other bits of information you use? And how
do these bits of information inform your
select decisions and processes?

2. Come up with a selection strategy
and selection criteria with your coaches,
write it all down, show your players, and
then stick to it! You’ll make fairer and more
objective selection decisions as a result
(this can change at any point too, but start
the process again!).

3. Talk about selection to your
coaching team (trying to avoid any power
struggles!), players, and parents. Research
suggests that players are more satisfied
when that have lots of positive interactions
with their coaches, so speak to them about
selection, be open with them, and
encourage them to talk to you about their
ideas for selection!

4. But most important of all, as one
coach said, team selection “is not a black
and white area,” so make sure it’s not
hidden in the grey! Team selection is so
much more than “the best or the rest”!
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Chapter 7: General Discussion and Conclusion

Team selection is one of the most crucial decisions a coach must make (Coteé et al.,
2007; Couturier, 2009). Individuals who participate in sport and get selected for teams may
experience several benefits, including improved psychosocial functioning and emotional
wellbeing, vitality, enjoyment, life satisfaction, reduced stress and distress, a sense of
community (Eime et al., 2013), the maintenance and improvement of physical and skill
performances (Caterisano et al., 1997; Gonzalez et al., 2013; Gonzalez et al., 2012; Scanlan
et al., 2015) and an increased probability of becoming a successful professional senior player
(Glllich, 2014). Players not selected, however, can face detraining (Caterisano et al., 1997),
stress (Woods & Thatcher, 2009), and a loss of identity (Neely et al., 2017). Yet Chapter 2
revealed that current research had yet to fully understand the information coaches use to
make team selection decisions (only one study has investigated coaches’ team selection
decisions; i.e., Johansson & Fahlén, 2017). Although there are some cues that we know
coaches do use to make selection decisions (as they also separate selected and non-selected
players, namely age, experience, and skills; Baker, 2017; Gabbett, 2009; Gabbett & Seibold,
2013; Thissen-Milder & Mayhew, 1991; Young et al., 2005) there are a wide range of
alternative cues that coaches could use (see Chapter 3, p. 37). Nonetheless, by this point,
coaches’ team selection decisions were still not comprehensively documented.

Chapter 4, however, adds to our understanding of team selection by providing an
insight into which cues rugby union coaches use to make team selection decisions and
whether the cues coaches said they would use (in pre-season interviews) were different to the
cues they reported using (in post-season interviews). Specifically, the number of cues coaches
thought they would use for upcoming team selection decisions (N=213) was less than the
actual reported number of cues used (N=258). Also, just under half (48.36%) of the predicted

cues were not reportedly used in team selection decisions, suggesting that coaches were
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unable to predict exactly which cues they would rely on to make team selection decisions.
The coaches claimed to significantly rely on cues from the players (especially in relation to
how they performed in training and games), but also on coach cues, cues from other sources,
situational cues, and environmental cues. It was also reported that over two thirds (66.28%)
of the cues coaches said they used (in post-season interviews) were only stated by one coach.
In post-season interviews, the only cues coaches all reported they used to make selection
decisions were attitude, availability, and injured cues.

Whilst Chapter 4 provided an important insight into coaches’ team selection
decisions, it could have been argued that because they all worked with different players in
different teams, they would draw upon different selection cues. Using a case study approach,
the study outlined in Chapter 5, therefore, focused on five coaches who were coaching the
same team and investigated the cues they used in team selection decisions, the selection
processes they went through, and how the relationships among the coaching team influenced
their team selection decisions. This study also observed the head coach to see if there were
any differences between what he stated in his interview and training regarding selection cues,
and to examine how he spent his time across training sessions.

Like the coaches included in the Chapter 4 study, these five coaches also reported
mostly relying on players cues (and, again, mainly drawing upon training and game
performance cues), but also coach cues, cues from other sources, and situational cues. This
was consistent across interviews and observations, although there were some key differences
(e.g., size was highlighted in the interviews as an important selection cue but rarely spoken
about during observations). Commonality among coaches on the cues used to make selection
decisions was, however, relatively low (32.35%). Furthermore, almost two thirds (58.62%) of
the information used for team selection decisions among one coaching team was only

reported by one coach. Surprisingly, this is at a level not too dissimilar to the coaches from
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Chapter 4 (66.28%) who were all coaching different teams. Also, the coaching team as a
whole all only stated two cues when interviewed about selection decisions - a player’s
general game performance and the “best player cue.”

Regarding the selection processes the coaching team adopted when making selection
decisions, they followed a “the best or the rest” selection strategy (depending on the
importance the coaches placed on the game). When the upcoming game was deemed to be
important, coaches seemed to only rely upon the “best player cue” and the availability cue to
select their “best” teams. For the “rest” in the unimportant games, coaches seemed to use the
number of games cue and the availability cue. One outcome of the observations in Chapter 5
is that if they were any gaps in selection, the head coach seemed to rely on two cues, namely
availability and position, to inform the remaining selection decisions. This is evidenced by
being the only two cues repeated in every training session and the head coach speaking to his
players individually for 8.97 seconds on average (potentially enough time to gather two cues
worth of information). Additionally, attempts by the forwards coach to gain authority over
the other coaches by using dominant behaviours to gain power influenced how team selection
decisions were made and which players were selected (among other broader coaching
decisions and practices).

7.1: Definition of a Cue

Though it was stated that it is beyond the scope of this thesis to argue a precise
definition of a cue (see 1.2: Concepts, Definitions, and Theories, p. 3), considering the cues
reported it is necessary to comment on how they fit within the adopted definition. A cue was
defined as a single piece of information within an environment that holds meaning and is
used to form a judgment (Cooksey, 1996; Dowding & Thompson, 2003; Wiggins, 2006; von
Helversen et al., 2013), suggesting that cues are the proposed link between the decision

maker and the environment. Most of the cues reported in this thesis fit within this definition
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(e.g., player cues, cues from other sources, situational cues, and environmental cues) because
they can be described as bits of information from the environments the coaches were in (e.g.,
training sessions and games). Coach cues (e.g., desires, philosophies, goals), however,
originated internally from the coaches themselves, not their environment (assuming the
environment to mean the surroundings or conditions in which a person lives or operates;
Oxford Dictionaries, 2019). This suggests that the adopted definition of a cue used in this
thesis may be reconsidered so as to incorporate every cue reported so it needs to be expanded
to incorporate this internal information. A new working definition of a cue, therefore, could
be ‘a single piece of information, from the environment or internal sources, which holds
meaning and is used to form a judgment.’ This is put forward to continue the debate of what
is (and is not) a cue (Ernst & Bilthoff, 2004; Martin, 2016; Lim et al., 2005; Rothkopf,
Weisswange, & Triesch, 2010) but it does require further discussion and research to refine.
7.2: Strengths and Limitations

This thesis provides important insight into a crucial, yet relatively poorly understood
decision process that coaches must regularly undertake, and the methods utilised add
robustness to the reported findings. The use of a longitudinal, season-long study design in
Chapter 4 is rare within qualitative sport research (Petrovic et al., 2017). This is vital for the
development of theoretical explanations of phenomenon (Cresswell & Eklund, 2007).
Furthermore, the results reported in Chapter 5 were based on multiple, in-depth data
collection methods that built upon that obtained from self-reported interview data. The use of
multiple data collection methods meant that the results reported went beyond the “what” of
coaches’ team selection decisions and also discovered the “how,” a key element that has not
previously been investigated.

The author’s experience and knowledge could conceivably be a limitation of this

thesis. Whilst there are strengths to having this knowledge and experience (e.g., building
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rapport with coaches, detailed, informed follow-up questions during interviews, and
researchers adhering to constructivism positioning themselves within their research; Berg,
2007; Petrovic et al., 2017; Sparkes & Smith, 2014), there are also potential limitations (e.g.,
assumptions made during the research process). Though it is worth noting that the author
attempted to maintain a subjective self-awareness of his potential biases (Readdy et al., 2016)
in order to preserve the integrity of the research process.

7.3: Future Directions for Research

Researchers have been offered a number of future directions for research throughout
this thesis (see 4.4: Discussion, p. 85; 4.4.4: Future directions for research, p. 102; 5.4:
Discussion, p. 162; 5.4.4: Future directions for research, p. 188) which would increase
existing knowledge of coaches’ team selection decisions. Key recommendations are to
examine the cues reported to verify that these cues are used in team selection decisions and
the meaning behind the cues found. Specifically, the “best player cue” requires further
research attention given that coaches selected some players using it and the meaning behind
the cue remains unclear.

Conducting further research on team selection decisions with more coaches (including
others within the coaching team, such as assistant coaches) working in different environments
(e.g., professional, semi-professional, participation) and sports will broaden our
understanding of how coaches make, and what influences, team selection decisions. A variety
of methods should also be employed to obtain novel and insightful data, which would also
triangulate individual data (Gorard & Taylor, 2004). These data could include, for example,
email and text communications between coaches that occur outside of training sessions.
Given the consequences of team selection on players, which can be both positive (e.g.,
improved psychosocial functioning and emotional wellbeing, vitality, enjoyment, life

satisfaction, reduced stress and distress, a sense of community, an increased probability of
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joining an elite developmental trajectory and becoming a successful professional senior
player, and the maintenance and improvement of physical and skill performances during a
season; Caterisano et al., 1997; Cote et al., 2007; Eime et al., 2013; Gonzalez et al., 2013;
Gonzalez et al., 2012; Gullich, 2014; Scanlan et al., 2015) or negative (e.g., detraining, stress,
and a loss of identity; Caterisano et al., 1997; Neely et al., 2017; Woods & Thatcher, 2009),
researchers should also examine more systematically how team selection decisions affect
players. This is especially important as players can interpret their coach’s behaviours
differently (Smith et al., 2009). Furthermore, given the influence parents have in shaping
children’s experiences within sport (Bhalla & Weiss, 2010), and their potential influence over
selection decisions (see 4.3.1.3.5: Other sources, p. 79), parental views of coaches’ team
selection decisions should also be explored.

Given that coach success is often judged by the team’s performance and achievements
(Mageau & Vallerand, 2003), or whether the team wins (Cumming et al., 2007), this may
offer future researchers an opportunity to use team performance data as an objective indicator
of coach success in team selection. Whilst in specific contexts (e.g., at participation and
developmental levels) success may not always equate to winning (Cumming et al., 2007),
within the performance sport environment there is a focus on winning as an outcome (Lyle,
1999). Consequently, researchers may be able to use the outcome of a game or competition as
a measure of how successful a coach’s team selection decisions were. It is worth noting,
however, that not all wins and losses are appraised and experienced in a similar manner
(Cumming et al., 2007). Researchers should, therefore, consider the game closeness (i.e., how
many points/goals the team wins or loses by) when using game outcome as an indicator of
success as, for example, a narrow loss against a high-quality opponent may be perceived to
be more of a success than a heavy defeat against a low-quality opponent. Furthermore,

researchers could also base their measures of success on specific performance indicators that
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have been found to occur more often in rugby union teams that win games (e.qg., tries scored
or lineouts won on opposition’s throw; Jones, Mellalieu, & James, 2004).

Outlined below are some additional (albeit preliminary) results that emerged from, but
were not the focus of, the current thesis. It was, therefore, deemed appropriate to briefly
highlight them. Coaches seemed to be making selection decisions on a subset of available
cues. Whilst rational models of decision making suggest coaches should consider all
available cues (Payne & Bettman, 2001), the results reported in this thesis suggest that
coaches were relying on heuristics (i.e., “a strategy that ignores part of the information, with
the goal of making decisions more quickly, frugally, and/or accurately than more complex
methods” Gigerenzer & Gaissmaier, 2011, p.454) to make selection decisions (evidenced by
coaches using two cues to make selection decisions). Researchers are, therefore, encouraged
to identify how many cues coaches use to make their selection decisions. Coaches also
seemed to place different weight on various cues. Weighting refers to the degree to which
individuals utilise each cue (Hammond, 1996). One coach, for example, said that if a player’s
ability was great enough, other cues would not factor into his decision. In this example, the
coach chose to put more weight on ability cues compared to other cues (at times coaches
were forced to weight cues differently, such as the injured cue, for practical reasons). Whilst
seeking to discover the number of cues coaches rely on to make selection decisions,
researchers should also attempt to examine the individual weighting placed on each cue.
7.4: Practical Application

This thesis offers both academics an opportunity to further their understanding of
coaches’ team selection decisions (as well as a possibility to build on this knowledge) and
coaches an insight into why and how their peers make these decisions. This latter point is
crucial as empirical sports coaching research needs to have practical applicability (North,

2013; Taylor & Garratt, 2010; Williams et al., 2015). Also, coaches are given an opportunity
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to read about a topic that is often treated as a secret (Johansson & Fahlén, 2017; Wright et al.,
2007). After reading this thesis (or Chapter 6), coaches are encouraged to specifically and
regularly reflect upon and evaluate their own selection decisions and practices, especially as
they have been presented with the consequences (both good and bad) of using certain cues in
their selection decisions. One consequence of particular significance is the coach-athlete
relationship. Athlete satisfaction, for example, increases with more frequent (and positive)
interactions with their coach (Myer et al., 2011), while poor communication is linked with a
poor shared understanding between coaches and their athletes (Mageau & Vallerand, 2003).
Not only are coaches, therefore, encouraged to communicate with their athletes regarding
team selection, but athletes should also aim to start a dialogue with their coaches (something
that coaches should encourage). With this latter point in mind, other stakeholders within sport
aside from coaches, such as, players, parents, coach employers, club management, and
national governing bodies, are given an insight into why and how key decisions in their sport
are made, and the underpinning processes for these decisions. This can inform, among other
aspects, discussions with coaches regarding selection decisions and coach education and
development.
7.5: Conclusion

Team selection decisions are one of the most vital made by coaches. These decisions,
though, have consequences for players far beyond who will and will not play in an upcoming
game, meaning an understanding of why and how they are made is crucial. As one coach
highlighted, however, team selection decisions are “not a black and white area.”
Nevertheless, the novel and significant research in this thesis has begun to shed light onto a
relatively unknown, but extremely important, aspect of the coaching process, which is
relevant to all coaches, at all levels, in all sports, who are encouraged to go beyond simply

selecting “the best or the rest” players.



203

References
Abraham, A., Collins, D., & Martindale, R. (2006). The coaching schematic: Validation
through expert coach consensus. Journal of Sport Sciences, 24, 549-564. doi:

10.1080/02640410500189173

Abro, A. H., Klein, M. C. A., Manzoor, A. R., Tabatabaei, A. S., & Treur, J. (2015).
Modeling the effect of regulation of negative emotions on mood. Biologically

Inspired Cognitive Architectures, 13, 35-47. doi: 10.1016/j.bica.2015.06.003

Ahmed, F., Deb, K., & Jindal, A. (2013). Multi-objective optimization and decision making
approaches to cricket team selection. Applied Soft Computing, 13, 402-414. doi:

10.1016/j.as0c.2012.07.031

Akagi, R., Takai, Y., Ohta, M., Kanehisa, H., Fukunaga, T., & Kawakami, Y. (2011). Size-
strength relationships of elbow flexors and extensors are not affected by age or
gender. European Journal of Sport Science, 11, 277-282. doi:

10.1080/17461391.2010.509890

Allen, T. D., & Rush, M. C. (1998). The effect of organizational citizenship behavior on
performance judgements: A field study and a laboratory experiment. Journal of

Applied Psychology, 83(2), 247-260.

Ambadar, Z., Schooler, J. W., & Cohn, J. F. (2005). Deciphering the enigmatic face: The
importance of facial dynamics in interpreting subtle facial expressions. Psychological

Science, 16, 403-410. doi: 10.1111/j.0956-7976.2005.01548.x

Ames, C. (1992). Classrooms: Goals, structures, and student motivation. Journal of

Educational Psychology, 9, 261-271. doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.84.3.261



204

Andrew, M., Grobbelaar, H., W., & Potgieter, J. C. (2007). Sport psychological skill levels
and related psychosocial factors that distinguish between rugby union players of
different participation levels. South African Journal for Research in Sport, Physical

Education and Recreation, 29(1), 1-14.

Andronikos, G., Elumaro, A., Westbury, T., & Martindale, R. J. J. (2016). Relative age
effect: Implications for effective practice. Journal of Sports Sciences, 34, 1124-1131.

doi: 10.1080/02640414.2015.1093647

Angus, J., & Reeve, P. (2006). Ageism: A threat to “aging well” in the 21% century. Journal

of Applied Gerontology, 25, 137-152. doi: 10.1177/0733464805285745

Antonini Philippe, R. A., & Seiler, R. (2006). Closeness, co-ordination and complementarity
in coach-athlete relationships: What male swimmers say about their male coaches.

Psychology of Sport & Exercise, 7, 159-171. doi: 10.1016/j.psychsport.2005.08.004

Aramovich, N. P., & Larson, J. R. (2013). Strategic demonstration of problem solutions by
groups: The effects of member preferences, confidence, and learning goals.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 122, 36-52. doi:

10.1016/j.0bhdp.2013.04.001

Archer, D. T., Drysdale, K., & Bradley, E. J. (2016). Differentiating technical skill and motor
abilities in selected and non-selected 3-5 year old team-sports players. Human

Movement Science, 47, 81-87. doi: 10.1016/j.humov.2016.02.001

Archer, J. (1988). The behavioural biology of aggression. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge

University Press.

Argyle, M. (1988). Bodily communication. York, UK: Methuen & Co. Ltd.



205

Aspinall, P. J. (2009). ‘Mixed race’, ‘mixed origins’ or what? Generic terminology for the
multiple racial/ethnic group population. Anthropology Today, 25, 3-8. doi:

10.1111/j.1467-8322.2009.00653.x

Baekgaard, M., & Serritzlew, S. (2016). Interpreting performance information: Motivated
reasoning or unbiased comprehension. Public Administration Review, 76, 73-82. doi:

10.1111/puar.12406

Bailenson, J. N., Garland, P., lyengar, S., & Yee, N. (2006). Transformed facial similarity as
a political cue: A preliminary investigation. Political Psychology, 27, 373-385. doi:

10.1111/j.1467-9221.2006.00505.x

Baker, D. G. (2017). Comparison of strength levels between players from within the same
club who were selected vs. not selected to play in the grand final of the National
Rugby League competition. Journal of Strength and Conditioning Research, 31(6),

1461-1467.

Barfield, J-P., & Malone, L. A. (2012). Performance test differences and Paralympic team
selection: Pilot study of the United States national wheelchair rugby team.
International Journal of Sports Science & Coaching, 7, 715-720. doi: 10.1260/1747-

9541.7.4.715

Barker, M., Wyatt, T. J., Johnson, R. L., Stone, M. H., O’Bryant, H. S., Poe, C., & Kent, M.
(1993). Performance factors, psychological assessment, physical characteristics, and
football playing ability. Journal of Strength and Conditioning Research, 7, 224-233.

doi: 10.1519/00124278-199311000-00007

Barsalou, L. W. (1999). Perceptual symbol systems. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 22, 577-

609. doi: 10.1017/S0140525X99002149



206

Barsalou, L. W. (2008). Grounded cognition. Annual Review of Psychology, 59, 617-645. doi:

10.1146/annurev.psych.59.103006.093639

Bass, A., Wu, C., Schaefer, J. P., Wright, B., & McLaughlin, K. (2013). In-group bias in
residency selection. Medical Teacher, 35, 747-751. doi:

10.3109/0142159X.2013.801937

Baxter-Jones, A. (1995). Growth and development of young athletes. Should competition

levels be age related? Sports Medicine, 20(2), 59-64.

Beach, L. R., & Mitchell, T. R. (1978). A contingency model for the selection of decision
strategies. The Academy of Management Review, 3, 439-449. doi:

10.5465/AMR.1978.4305717

Becker, A. J., & Solomon, G. B. (2005). Expectancy information and coach effectiveness in

intercollegiate basketball. The Sport Psychologist, 19(3), 251-266.

Berg, B. L. (2007). Qualitative research methods for the social sciences (6th ed.). New York,

NY: Pearson.

Berggren, N., Jordahl, H., & Poutvaara, P. (2010). The looks of a winner: Beauty and
electoral success. Journal of Public Economics, 94, 8-15. doi:

10.1016/j.jpubeco.2009.11.002

Bernard, H. R., Killworth, P. D., Kronenfeld, D., & Sailer, L. (1984). The problem of
informant accuracy: The validity of retrospective data. Annual Review of

Anthropology, 13, 495-517. doi: 10.1146/annurev.an.13.100184.002431



207

Berri, D. J., & Schmidt, M. B. (2002). Instrumental versus bounded rationality: A comparison
of major league baseball and the national basketball association. Journal of Socio-

Economics, 31, 191-214. doi: 10.1016/S1053-5357(02)00117-8

Betsch, T., & Gldckner, A. (2010). Intuition in judgement and decision making: Extensive
thinking without effort. Psychological Inquiry, 21, 279-294. doi:

10.1080/1047840X.2010.517737

Bhalla, J. A., & Weiss, M. R. (2010). A cross-cultural perspective of parental influence on
female adolescents’ achievement beliefs and behaviors in sport and school domains.
Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 81, 494-505. doi:

10.1080/02701367.2010.10599711

Black, D. E., & Holt, N. L. (2009). Athlete development in ski racing: Perceptions of coaches
and parents. International Journal of Sports Science & Coaching, 4(2), 245-259. doi:

10.1260/174795409788549562

Blair, 1. V. (2002). The malleability of automatic stereotypes and prejudice. Personality and

Social Psychology Review, 6, 242-261. doi: 10.1207/S15327957PSPR0603_8

Blanchette, 1., & Richards, A. (2010). The influence of affect on higher level cognition: A
review of research on interpretation, judgement, decision making and reasoning.

Cognition and Emotion, 24, 561-595. doi: 10.1080/02699930903132496

Boddy, C. R. (2016). Sample size for qualitative research. Qualitative Market Research: An

International Journal, 19, 426-432. doi: 10.1108/QMR-06-2016-0053

Bonner, B. L., Baumann, M. R., Dalal, R. S. (2002). The effects of member expertise on
group decision-making and performance. Organizational Behavior and Human

Decision Processes, 88, 719-736. doi: 10.1016/S0749-5978(02)00010-9



208

Bopp, T., & Sagas, M. (2014). Racial tasking and the college quarterback: Redefining the
stacking phenomenon. Journal of Sport Management, 28, 136-142. doi:

10.1123/jsm.2012-0296

Boulier, B. L., Stekler, H. O., Coburn, J., & Rankins, T. (2010). Evaluating National Football
League draft choices: The passing game. International Journal of Forecasting, 26,

589-605. doi: 10.1016/j.ijforecast.2009.10.009

Boyatzis, R. E. (1998). Transforming qualitative information: Thematic analysis and code

development. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Boyce, C. J., Wood, A. M., Daly, M., & Sedikides, C. (2015). Personality change following
unemployment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100, 991-1011. doi:

10.1037/a0038647

Bradbury, T., & Forsyth, D. (2012). You’re in; You’re out: Selection practices of coaches.
Sport, Business and Management: An International Journal, 2, 7-20. doi:

10.1108/20426781211207638

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research

in Psychology, 3, 77-101. doi: 10.1191/1478088706gp0630a

Brocklehurst, P. R., Baker, S. R., & Speight, P.M. (2010). Primary care clinicians and the
detection and referral of potentially malignant disorders in the mouth: a summary of
the current evidence. Primary Dental Care, 17, 65-71. doi:

10.1308/135576110791013749

Brooks, J. H. M., Fuller, C. W., Kemp, S. P. T., & Reddin, D. B. (2005). Epidemiology of
injuries in English professional rugby union: Part 1 match injures. British Journal of

Sports Medicine, 39, 757-766. doi: 10.1136/bjsm.2005.018135



209

Brunswik, E. (1952). The conceptual framework of psychology. Chicago, IL: University of

Chicago Press.

Bryant, D. J. (2014). Strategy selection in cue-based decision making. Canadian Journal of

Experimental Psychology, 68, 97-110. doi: 10.1037/cep0000020

Bryman, A. (2001). Social research methods. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Bull, P. E. (1987). Posture and gesture. Oxford, UK: Pergamon.

Burden, P. R. (1990). Teacher development. In W. R. Houston (Ed.), Handbook of research

on teacher education (pp. 311-327). New York, NY: Macmillan.

Buscombe, R., Greenlees, 1., Holder, T., Thelwell, R., & Rimmer, M. (2006). Expectancy
effects in tennis: The impact of opponents’ pre-match non-verbal behaviour on male
tennis players. Journal of Sports Sciences, 24, 1265-1272. doi:

10.1080/02640410600598281

Butler, D., & Geis, F. L. (1990). Nonverbal affect responses to male and female leaders:
Implications for leadership evaluations. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 58, 48-59. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.58.1.48

Calder, J. M., & Durbach, I. N. (2015). Decision support for evaluating player performance in
rugby union. International Journal of Sports Science & Coaching, 10, 21-37. doi:

10.1260/1747-9541.10.1.21

Campo, M., Mellalieu, S., Ferrand, C., Martinent, G., & Rosnet, E. (2012). Emotions in team
contact sports: A systematic review. The Sport Psychologist, 26, 62-97. doi:

10.1123/tsp.26.1.62



210

Cantillon, M. (2018, February 8). Danny Care and Jonathan Joseph come in for England

against Wales. Sky Sports. Retrieved from http://www.skysports.com

Carling, C. (2011). Influence of opposition team formation on physical and skill-related
performance in a professional soccer team. European Journal of Sport Science, 11,

155-164. doi: 10.1080/17461391.2010.499972

Carling, C., Williams, M. A., & Reilly, T. (2005). Handbook of soccer match analysis: A

systematic approach to improving performance. Abingdon, UK: Routledge.

Carron, A. V., & Eys, M. A. (2012). Group dynamics in sport (4th ed.). Morgantown, WV:

Fitness Information Technology.

Carson, D., Gilmore, A., Perry, C., & Gronhaug, K. (2005). Qualitative marketing research.

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Cashmore, E. (1998). Making sense of sports. New York, NY: Routledge.

Caterisano, A., Patrick, B. T., Edenfield, W. L., & Batson, M. J. (1997). The effects of a
basketball season on aerobic and strength parameters among college men: Starters vs
reserves. Journal of Strength and Conditioning Research, 11, 21-24. doi:

10.1519/1533-4287(1997)011<0021: TEOABS>2.3.CO;2

Ceschi, A., Dorofeeva, K., & Sartori, R. (2014). Studying teamwork and team climate by
using a business simulation: How communication and innovation can improve group
learning and decision-making performance. European Journal of Training and

Development, 38, 211-230. doi: 10.1108/EJTD-01-2013-0004

Cheval, B., Chalabaev, A., Quested, E., Courvoisier, D. S., & Sarrazin, P. (2017). How

perceived autonomy support and controlling coach behaviors are related to well- and



211

ill-being in elite soccer players: A within-person changes and between-person
differences analysis. Psychology of Sport and Exercise, 28, 68-77. doi:

10.1016/j.psychsport.2016.10.006

Chiclana, F., Tapia Garcia, J. M., del Moral, M. J., & Herrea-Viedma, E. (2013). A statistical
comparative study of different similarity measures of consensus in group decision

making. Information Sciences, 221, 110-123. doi: 10.1016/j.ins.2012.09.014

Christensen, M. K. (2009). “An eye for talent”: Talent identification and the “practical sense”
of top-level soccer coaches. Sociology of Sport Journal, 26, 365-382. doi:

10.1123/55j.26.3.365

Cialdini, R. B., & Goldstein, N. J. (2004). Social influence: Compliance and conformity.
Annual Review of Psychology, 55, 591-621. doi:

10.1146/annurev.psych.55.090902.142015

Cobley, S., Baker, J., Wattie, N., & McKenna, J. (2009). How pervasive are relative age
effects in secondary school education? Journal of Educational Psychology, 101, 520-

528. doi: 10.1037/a0013845

Cobley, S. P., & Till, K. (2017). Participation trends according to relative age across youth
UK rugby league. International Journal of Sports Science & Coaching, 12, 339-343.

doi: 10.1177/1747954117710506

Coletti, G., Scozzafava, R., & Vantaggi, B. (2014). Do inferential processes affect
uncertainty frameworks? Fuzzy Sets and Systems, 239, 3-20. doi:

10.1016/j.ss.2013.06.014

Connelly, C. D. (2013). British handball: How can performance analysis aid the coaching

process? (Unpublished master’s thesis). University of Chester, UK.



212

Cooksey, R. W. (1996). Judgment analysis: Theory, methods, and application. New York,

NY: Academic Press.

Costa, P. T., & McCrag, R. R. (1992). Revised NEO personality inventory and NEO five-
factor inventory: Professional manual. Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment

Resources, Inc.

Coté, J., Young, B., North, J., & Duffy, P. (2007). Towards a definition of excellence in sport

coaching. International Journal of Coaching Science, 1(1), 3-17.

Coulson, M. (2004). Attributing emotion to static body postures: Recognition accuracy,
confusions, and viewpoint dependence. Journal of Nonverbal Behavior, 26, 117-139.

doi: 10.1023/B:JONB.0000023655.25550.be

Coutts, A. J., Kempton, T., & Vaeyens, R. (2014). Relative age effects in Australian Football
League national draftees. Journal of Sports Sciences, 32, 623-628. doi:

10.1080/02640414.2013.847277

Couturier, L. E. (2009). “Why did you cut me?” Preparing coaching education students for
the team selection process. Journal of Physical Education, Recreation & Dance, 80,

39-42. doi: 10.1080/07303084.2009.10598393

Creswell, J. W. (2013). Qualitative inquiry & research design: Choosing among five

approaches (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Cresswell, S. L., & Eklund, R. C. (2007). Athlete burnout: A longitudinal qualitative study.

The Sport Psychologist, 21, 1-20. doi: 10.1123/tsp.21.1.1



213

Crisp, R. J., Heuston, S., Farr, M. J., & Turner, R. N. (2007). Seeing red or feeling blue:
Differentiated intergroup emotions and ingroup identification in soccer fans. Group

Processes & Intergroup Relations, 10, 9-26. doi: 10.1177/1368430207071337

Csikszentmihalyi, M., Rathunde, K., & Whalen, S. (1993). Talented teenagers: The roots of

success and failure. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Cumming, S. P., Smoll, F. L., Smith, R. E., & Grossbard, J. R. (2007). Is winning
everything? The relative contributions of motivational climate and won-lost
percentage in youth sports. Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 19, 322-336. doi:

10.1080/10413200701342640

Cunniffe, B., Proctor, W., Baker, J. S., & Davies, B. (2009). An evaluation of the
physiological demands of elite rugby union using global positioning system tracking
software. The Journal of Strength & Conditioning Research, 23, 1195-1203. doi:

10.1519/JSC.0b013e3181a3928b

Curtis, B., Smith, R. E., & Smoll, F. L. (1979). Scrutinizing the skipper: A study of
leadership behaviors in the dugout. Journal of Applied Psychology, 64, 391-400. doi:

10.1037/0021-9010.64.4.391

Cushion, C., Harvey, S., Muir, B., & Nelson, L. (2012). Developing the Coach Analysis and
Intervention System (CAIS): Establishing validity and reliability of a computerised
systematic observation instrument. Journal of Sports Sciences, 30, 203-218. doi:

10.1080/02640414.2011.635310

Darrall-Jones, J. D., Jones, B., & Till, K. (2015). Anthropometric and physical profiles of
English academy rugby union players. Journal of Strength and Conditioning

Research, 29, 2086-2096. doi: 10.1519/JSC.0000000000000872



214

Davis, J. H., Laughlin, P. R., & Komorita, S. S. (1976). The social psychology of small
groups. Annual Review of Psychology, 27, 501-541. doi:

10.1146/annurev.ps.27.020176.002441

de Gelder, B. (2006). Towards the neurobiology of emotional body language. Nature Reviews

Neuroscience, 7(3), 242-249.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2000). The “what” and “why” of goal pursuits: Human needs and
the self-determination of behavior. Psychological Inquiry, 11, 227-268. doi:

10.1207/S15327965PL11104_01

DeJong, W. (1980). The stigma of obesity: The consequences of naive assumptions
concerning the causes of physical deviance. Journal of Health and Social Behavior,

21(1), 75-87.

DePaulo, B. M., Stone, J. I., & Lassiter, D. G. (1985). Telling ingratiating lies: Effects of
target sex and target attractiveness on verbal and nonverbal deceptive success. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 48, 1191-1203. doi: 10.1037/0022-

3514.48.5.1191

D’Mello, S., & Graesser, A. (2009). Automatic detection of learner’s affect from gross body
language. Applied Artificial Intelligence, 23, 123-150. doi:

10.1080/08839510802631745

Donoso-Morales, D., Bloom, G. A., & Caron, J. G. (2017). Creating and sustaining a culture
of excellence: Insights from accomplished university team-sport coaches. Research

Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 88, 503-512. doi: 10.1080/02701367.2017.1370531



215

Dowding, D., & Thompson, C. (2003). Measuring the quality of judgement and decision-
making in nursing. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 44, 49-57. doi: 10.1046/j.1365-

2648.2003.02770.x

Dowie, J. (1993). Clinical decision analysis: Background and introduction. In H. Llewelyn &
A. Hopkins (Eds.), Analysing how we reach clinical decisions (pp. 7-26). London,

UK: Royal College of Physicians.

Duch, J., Waitzman, J. S., & Amaral, L. A. N. (2010). Quantifying the performance of
individual players in a team activity. PLoS ONE, 5, e10937. doi:

10.1371/journal.pone.0010937

Dunbar, N. E. (2004). Dyadic power theory: Constructing a communication-based theory of
relational power. The Journal of Family Communication, 41, 235-248. doi:

10.1080/15267431.2004.9670133

Dunbar, N. E., & Burgoon, J. K. (2005). Perceptions of power and interactional dominance in
interpersonal relationships. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 22, 207-

233. doi: 10.1177/0265407505050944

Duncan, C., & Loretto, W. (2004). Never the right age? Gender and age-based discrimination
in employment. Gender, Work and Organisation, 11, 95-115. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-

0432.2004.00222.x

Durandt, J., Toit Du, S., Borresen, J., Hew-Butler, T., Masimla, H., Jakoet, I., & Lambert, M.
(2006). Fitness and body composition profiling of elite junior South African rugby
players. South African Journal of Sports Medicine, 18, 38-45. doi: 10.17159/2413-

3108/2006/v18i2a242



216

Duthie, G. M. (2006). A framework for the physical development of elite rugby union

players. International Journal of Sports Physiology and Performance, 1(1), 2-13.

Duthie, G., Pyne, D., & Hooper, S. (2003). Applied physiology and game analysis of rugby

union. Sports Medicine, 33, 973-991. doi: 10.2165/00007256-200333130-00003

Eagly, A. H., Ashmore, R. D., Makhijani, M, G., & Longo, L. C. (1991). What is beautiful is
good, but...: A meta-analytic review of research on the physical attractiveness

stereotype. Psychological Bulletin, 110, 109-128. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.110.1.109

Eagly, A. H., & Chaiken, S. (1993). The psychology of attitudes. Fort Worth, TX: Harcourt,

Brace, Jovanovich, Inc.

Eime, R. M, Young, J. A., Harvey, J. T., Charity, M. J., & Payne, W. R. (2013). A systematic
review of the psychological and social benefits of participation in sport for adults:
Informing developing of a conceptual model of health through sport. International
Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity, 10, 1-14. doi: 10.1186/1479-

5868-10-135

Ekman, P., & Friesen, W. V. (1974). Detecting deception from the body or face. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 29, 288-298. doi: 10.1037/h0036006

Eliaz, K., Ray, D., & Razin, R. (2007). Group decision-making in the shadow of
disagreement. Journal of Economic Theory, 132, 236-273. doi:

10.1016/j.jet.2005.07.008

Entine, J. (2000). Taboo: Why Black athletes dominate sports and why we re afraid to talk

about it. New York, NY: Public Affairs.



217

Ernst, M. O., & Bulthoff, H. H. (2004). Merging the senses into a robust percept. Trends in

Cognitive Sciences, 8, 162—-169. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2004.02.002

Eschleman, K. J., Bowling, N. A., & Alarcon, G. M. (2010). A meta-analytic examination of
hardiness. International Journal of Stress Management, 17, 277-307. doi:

10.1037/a0020476

Everett, J. A. C., Ingbretsen, Z., Cushman, F., & Cikara, M. (2017). Deliberation erodes
cooperative behaviour — Even towards competitive out-groups, even when using a
control condition, and even when eliminating selection bias. Journal of Experimental

Sacial Psychology, 73, 76-81. doi: 10.1016/j.jesp.2017.06.014

Farah, M. J. (1996). Is face recognition ‘special’? Evidence from neuropsychology.

Behavioral Brain Research, 76, 181-189. doi: 10.1016/0166-4328(95)00198-0

Farah, M. J., Wilson, K. D., Drain, M., & Tanaka, J. N. (1998). What is “special” about face

perception? Psychological Review, 105, 482-498. doi: 10.1037/0033-295X.105.3.482

Faubert, J., & Sidebottom, L. (2012). Perceptual-cognitive training of athletes. Journal of

Clinical Sport Psychology, 6, 85-102. doi: 10.1123/jcsp.6.1.85

Fecica, A. M., & Stolz, J. A. (2008). Facial affect and temporal order judgements: Emotions

turn back the clock. Experimental Psychology, 55, 3-8. doi: 10.1027/1618-3169.55.1.3

Fenton, L. T., & Pitter, R. (2010). Keeping the body in play: Pain, injury, and socialization in
male rugby. Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 81, 212-223. doi:

10.1080/02701367.2010.10599668



218

Fiander, M. F., Jones, M. 1., & Parker, J. K. (2013). Coaches’ perceptions of the use of
chronological and biological age in the identification and development of talented

athletes. Athletic Insight, 5(2), 181-196.

Fiander, M. F., Jones, M. |., & Parker, J. K. (2018). An exploration of game-strategy efficacy
beliefs in UK youth sport coaches. Sport and Exercise Psychology Review, 14(1), 33-

46.

Fiske, A. P. (1992). The four elementary forms of sociality: Framework for a unified theory
of social relations. Psychological Review, 99, 689-723. doi: 10.1037/0033-

295X.99.4.689

Fitzpatrick, M. A., & Winke, J. (1979). You always hurt the ones you love: Strategies and
tactics in interpersonal conflict. Communication Quarterly, 27, 3-11. doi:

0.1080/01463377909369319

Flores-Fillol, R., Iranzo, S., & Mane, F. (2017). Teamwork and delegation of decisions within
the firm. International Journal of Industrial Organization, 52, 1-29. doi:

10.1016/}.1jindorg.2017.01.008

Floyd, K., & Erbert, L. A. (2003). Relational message interpretations of nonverbal behavior:
An application of the Social Meaning Model. The Journal of Social Psychology, 143,

581-597. doi: 10.1080/00224540309598465

Frank, M. G., & Gilovich, T. (1988). The dark side of self- and social perception: Black
uniforms and aggression in professional sports. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 54(1), 74-85. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.54.1.74



219

Franks, 1. M. (1993). The effects of experience on the detection and location of performance
differences in a gymnastic technique. Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 64,

227-231. doi: 10.1080/02701367.1993.10608802

Franks, I. M., & Miller, G. (1986). Eyewitness testimony in sport. Journal of Sport Behavior,

9(1), 39-45.

Franks, I. M., & Miller, G. (1991). Training coaches to observe and remember. Journal of

Sports Sciences, 9(3), 285-297.

Freeman, J. B., Stolier, R. M., Ingbretsen, Z.A., & Hehman, E. (2014). Amygdala
responsivity to high-level social information from unseen faces. Journal of

Neuroscience, 34, 10573-10581. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.5063-13.2014

Fry, A. C., Kraemer, W. J., Weseman, C. A., Conroy, B. P., Gordon, S. E., Hoffman, J. R., &
Maresh, C. M. (1991). The effects of an off-season strength and conditioning program
on starters and non-starters in women’s intercollegiate volleyball. Journal of Applied

Sport Science Research, 5, 174-181. doi: 10.1519/00124278-199111000-00001

Fuller, C. W., Taylor, A. E., Brooks, J. H. M., & Kemp, S. P. T. (2013). Changes in the
stature, body mass and age of English professional rugby players: A 10-year review.

Journal of Sports Sciences, 31, 795-802. doi: 10.1080/02640414.2012.753156

Fuller, C. W., Taylor, A., & Raftery, M. (2015). Epidemiology of concussion in men's elite
rugby-7s (Sevens World Series) and rugby-15s (Rugby World Cup, Junior World
Championship and Rugby Trophy, Pacific Nations Cup and English Premiership).

British Journal of Sports Medicine, 49, 478-483. doi: 10.1136/bjsports-2013-093381

Furley, P., Dicks, M., & Memmert, D. (2012). Nonverbal behavior in soccer: The influence

of dominant and submissive body language on the impression formation and



220

expectancy of success of soccer players. Journal of Sport & Exercise Psychology, 34,

61-82. doi: 10.1080/02640410701744446

Gabbett, T. J. (2002). Influence of physiological characteristics on selection in a semi-
professional first grade rugby league team: A case study. Journal of Sports Sciences,

20, 399-405. doi: 10.1080/026404102317366654

Gabbett, T. J. (2009). Physiological and anthropometric characteristics of starters and non-
starters in junior rugby league players, aged 13-17 years. Journal of Sports Medicine

and Physical Fitness, 49(3), 233-239.

Gabbett, T., Georgieff, B., & Domrow, N. (2007). The use of physiological, anthropometric,
and skill data to predict selection in a talent-identified junior volleyball squad. Journal

of Sport Sciences, 25, 1337-1344. doi: 10.1080/02640410601188777

Gabbett, T. J., Jenkins, D. G., & Abernethy, B. (2011). Relative importance of physiological,
anthropometric, and skill qualities to team selection in professional rugby league.

Journal of Sports Sciences, 29, 1453-1461. doi: 10.1080/02640414.2011.603348

Gabbett, T. J., Kelly, J., Ralph, S., & Driscoll, D. (2009). Physiological and anthropometric
characteristics of junior elite and sub-elite rugby league players, with special reference
to starters and non-starters. Journal of Science and Medicine in Sport, 12, 215-222.

doi: 10.1016/j.jsams.2007.06.008

Gabbett, T. J., & Seibold, A. J. (2013). Relationship between tests of physical qualities, team
selection, and physical match performance in semiprofessional rugby league players.
Journal of Strength and Conditioning Research, 27, 3259-3265. doi:

10.1519/JSC.0b013e31828d6219



221

Garcia-Retamero, R., & Rieskamp, J. (2009). Do people treat missing information adaptively
when making inferences? The Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 62,

1991-2013. doi: 10.1080/17470210802602615

Gee, C. J., Marshall, J. C., & King, J. F. (2010). Should coaches use personality assessments
in the talent identification process? A 15 year predictive study on professional hockey

players. International Journal of Coaching Science, 4(1), 25-34.

Gigerenzer, G., & Gaissmaier, W. (2011). Heuristic decision making. Annual Review of

Psychology, 62, 451-482. doi: 10.1146/annurev-psych-120709-145346

Gigerenzer, G., & Goldstein, D. G. (1996). Reasoning the fast and frugal way: Models of
bounded rationality. Psychological Review, 103, 650-669. doi: 10.1037/0033-

295X.103.4.650

Gigerenzer, G., & Todd, P. M. (1999). Simple heuristics that make us smart. New York, NY:

Oxford University Press.

Gilbert, W. D., & Trudel, P. (2001). Learning to coach through experience: Reflection in
model youth sport coaches. Journal of Teaching in Physical Education, 21, 16-34.

doi: 10.1123/jtpe.21.1.16

Gilbert, W. D., & Trudel, P. (2004a). Analysis of coaching science research published from
1970-2001. Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 75, 388-399. doi:

10.1080/02701367.2004.10609172

Gilbert, W. D., & Trudel, P. (2004b). Role of the coach: How model youth team sport

coaches frame their roles. The Sport Psychologist, 18, 21-43. doi: 10.1123/tsp.18.1.21



222

Gil, S. M., Zabala-Lili, J., Bidaurrazaga-Letona, I., Aduna, B., Lekue, J. A., Santos-
Concejero, J., & Granados, C. (2014). Talent identification and selection process of
outfield players and goalkeepers in a professional soccer club. Journal of Sports

Sciences, 32, 1931-1939. Doi: 10.1080/02640414.2014.964290

Given, L. M. (Ed.). (2008). The Sage encyclopedia of qualitative research methods.

Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, Inc.

Glenberg, A. M. (1997). What is memory for. Brain and Behavioral Sciences, 20, 1-55. doi:

10.1017/S0140525X97000010

Glockner, A., & Betsch, T. (2012). Decisions beyond boundaries: When more information is
processed faster than less. Acta Psychologica, 139, 532-542. doi:

10.1016/j.actpsy.2012.01.009

Golby, A. J., Gabrieli, J. D. E., Chiao, J. Y., & Ebenhardt, J. L. (2001). Differential responses
in the fusiform region to same-race and other-race faces. Nature Neuroscience, 4(8),

845-850.

Goldstein, A., & Chance, J. E. (1970). Visual recognition memory for complex

configurations. Perception and Psychophysics, 9, 237-241. doi: 10.3758/BF03212641

Gonzalez, A. M., Hoffman, J. R., Rogowski, J. P., Burgos, W., Manalo, E., Weise, K., . ..
Stout, J. R. (2013). Performance changes in NBA basketball players vary in starters
Vs. nonstarters over a competitive season. Journal of Strength and Conditioning

Research, 27, 611-615. doi: 10.1519/JSC.0b013e31825dd2d9

Gonzalez, A. M., Hoffman, J. R., Scallin-Perez, J. R., Stout, J. R., & Fragala, M. S. (2012).
Performance changes in national collegiate athletic association division | women

basketball players during a competitive season: Starters vs nonstarters. Journal of



223

Strength and Conditioning Research, 26, 3197-3203. doi:

10.1519/JSC.0b013e318273665d

Gorard, S., & Taylor, C. (2004). Combining methods in educational and social research.

Maidenhead, UK: Open University Press.

Gordon, S., Anthony, D. R., & Gucciardi, D. F. (2017). A case study of strengths-based
coaching of mental toughness in cricket. International Journal of Sport Psychology,

48, 223-245. doi: 10.7352/13SP.2017.48.223

Granleese, J., & Sayer, G. (2005). Gendered ageism and lookism: A triple jeopardy for

female academics. Women in Management Review, 21(6), 500-517.

Gravina, L., Gil, S. M., Ruiz, F., Zubero, J., Gil, J., & Irazusta, J. (2008). Anthropometric and
physiological differences between first team and reserve soccer players aged 10-14
years at the beginning and end of the season. Journal of Strength and Conditioning

Research, 22(4), 1308-1314.

Grbich, C. (2013). Qualitative data analysis: An introduction (2nd ed.). London, UK: Sage.

Green, B. N., Johnson, C. D., & Adams, A. (2006). Writing narrative literature reviews for
peer-reviewed journals: Secrets of the trade. Journal of Chiropractic Medicine, 5,

101-117. doi: 10.1016/S0899-3467(07)60142-6

Green, J., & Thorogood, N. (2009). Qualitative methods for health research: Introducing

qualitative methods series. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Greenlees, 1., Bradley, A., Holder, T., & Thelwell, R. (2005). The impact of opponents’ non-

verbal behaviour on the first impressions and outcome expectations of table-tennis



224

players. Psychology of Sport & Exercise, 6, 103-115. doi:

10.1016/j.psychsport.2003.10.002

Greenlees, 1., Buscombe, R., Thelwell, R., Holder, T., & Rimmer, M. (2005). Impact of
opponents’ clothing and body language on impression formation and outcome
expectations. Journal of Sport & Exercise Psychology, 27, 39-52. doi:

10.1123/jsep.27.1.39

Greenwood, J. (1997). Total rugby. London, UK: A&C Black.

Grove, R. J., Fish, M., & Eklund, R. C. (2004). Changes in athletic identity following team
selection: Self-protection versus self-enhancement. Journal of Applied Sport

Psychology, 16, 75-81. doi: 10.1080/10413200490260062

Guba, E. G., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1994). Competing paradigms in qualitative research. In N. K.
Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research (pp. 118-137).

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Guéguen, N., & Stefen, J. (2013). Hitchhiking and the ‘sunshine driver’: Further effects of
weather conditions on helping behaviour. Psychological Reports: Sociocultural Issues

in Psychology, 113, 994-1000. doi: 10.2466/17.07.PR0.113x30z8

Gdllich, A. (2014). Selection, de-selection and progression in German football talent
promotion. European Journal of Sport Science, 14, 530-537. doi:

10.1080/17461391.2013.858371

Hamilton, D. L., & Sherman, J. W. (1994) Stereotypes. In R. S. Wyers, Jr & T. K. Srull

(Eds.), Handbook of social cognition (2nd ed., pp. 59-82). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.



225

Hammond, K. R. (1996). Human judgment and social policy: Irreducible uncertainty,

inevitable error, unavoidable injustice. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Hansen, J. T. (2004). Thoughts on knowing: Epistemic implications of counseling practice.
Journal of Counseling & Development, 82, 131-138. doi: 10.1002/j.1556-

6678.2004.tb00294 .x

Harris, L. R., & Brown, G. T. L. (2010). Mixing interview and questionnaire methods:
Practical problems in aligning data. Practical Assessment, Research & Evaluation,

15(1), 1-19.

Harris, M. B., James, J., Chavez, J., Fuller, M. L., Kent, S., & Massanari, C. (1983).
Clothing: Communication, compliance and choice. Journal of Applied Social

Psychology, 13(1), 88-97.

Harrison, P. W., & Johnston, R. D. (2017). Relationship between training load, fitness, and
injury over an Australian rules football preseason. Journal of Strength and

Conditioning Research, 31(10), 2686-2693.

Harrison, L., Lee, A. M., & Belcher, D. (1999). Race and gender differences in sport
participation as a function of self-schema. Journal of Sport & Social Issues, 23, 287-

307. doi: 10.1177/0193723599233004

Harvey, S., Cushion, C. J., & Massa-Gonzalez, A. N. (2010). Learning a new method:
Teaching Games for Understanding in the coaches’ eyes. Physical Education and

Sport Pedagogy, 15, 361-382. doi: 10.1080/17408980903535818

Harwood, C. G., Keegan, R. J., Smith, J. M. J., & Raine, A. S. (2015). A systematic review of

the intrapersonal correlates of motivational climate perceptions in sport and physical



226

activity. Psychology of Sport and Exercise, 18, 9-25. doi:

10.1016/j.psychsport.2014.11.005

Hash, R. B., Munna, R. K., Vogel, R. L., & Bason, J. J. (2003). Does physician weight affect
perception of health advice? Journal of Preventive Medicine, 36, 41-44. doi:

10.1006/pmed.2002.1124

Hendricks, S., Sarembock, M., Jones, B., Till, K., & Lambert, M. (2017). The tackle in South
African youth rugby union — Gap between coaches’ knowledge and training
behaviour. International Journal of Sports Science & Coaching, 12, 708-715. doi:

10.1177/1747954117738880

Henry, S. G., & Eggly, S. (2012). How much time do low-income patients and primary care
physicians actually spend discussing pain? A direct observation study. Journal of

General Internal Medicine, 27, 787-793. doi: 10.1007/s11606-011-1960-x

Hernandez, I., & Preston, J. L. (2013). Disfluency disrupts the confirmation bias. Journal of

Experimental Social Psychology, 49, 178-182. doi: 10.1016/j.jesp.2012.08.010

Hewstone, M., Rubin, M., & Willis, H. (2002). Intergroup bias. Annual Review of

Psychology, 53, 575-604. doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.53.100901.135109

Highhouse, S. (2008). Stubborn reliance on intuition and subjectivity in employee selection.
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 1, 333-342. doi: 10.1111/j.1754-

9434.2008.00058.x

Hinzman, L., & Kelly, S. D. (2013). Effects of emotional body language on rapid out-group
judgements. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 49, 152-155. doi:

10.1016/j.jesp.2012.07.010



227

Hoffman, J. R., Ratamess, N. A., Neese, K. L., Ross, R. E., Kang, J., Magrelli, J. F., &
Faigenbaum, A. D. (2009). Physical performance characteristics in national collegiate
athletic association division Il champion female lacrosse athletes. Journal of Strength

and Conditioning Research, 23, 1524-1529. doi: 10.1519/JSC.0b013e3181b3391d

Hogarth, R. M., & Karelaia, N. (2006). “Take-the-best” and other simple strategies: Why and
when they work “well” with binary cues. Theory and Decision, 61, 205-249. doi:

10.1007/s11238-006-9000-8

Holtgraves, T. (2004). Social desirability and self-reports: Testing models of socially
desirable responding. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 30, 161-172. doi:

10.1177/0146167203259930

Horn, T. S. (1984). Expectancy effects in the interscholastic athletic setting: Methodological

considerations. Journal of Sport Psychology, 6, 60-76. doi: 10.1123/jsp.6.1.60

Horn, T. S., Lox, C. L., & Labrador, F. (2010). The self-fulfilling prophecy theory: When
coaches’ expectations become reality. In J. Williams (Ed.), Applied sport psychology:
Personal growth to peak performance (6th ed., pp. 81-105) Boston, MA: McGraw-

Hill.

Howard, S. M. A., Cumming, S. P., Atkinson, M., & Malina, R. M. (2016). Biological
maturity-associated variance in peak power output and momentum in academy rugby
union players. European Journal of Sport Science, 16, 972-980. doi:

10.1080/17461391.2016.1205144

Howlett, N., Pine, K., Orak¢ioglu, 1., & Fletcher, B. (2013). The influence of clothing on first
impressions: Rapid and positive responses to minor changes in male attire. Journal of

Fashion Marketing and Management, 17, 38-48. doi: 10.1108/13612021311305128



228

Hummert, M. L. (1999). A social cognitive perspective on age stereotypes. In T. M. Hess &
F. Blanchard-Fields (Eds.), Social cognition and aging (pp. 175-196). San Diego, CA:

Academic Press, Inc.

Ickes, W., Stinson, L., Bissonnette, V., & Garcia, S. (1990). Naturalistic social cognition:
Empathic accuracy in mixed-sex dyads. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 59, 730-742. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.59.4.730

lyer, S. R., & Sharda, R. (2009). Prediction of athletes performance using neural networks:
An application in cricket team selection. Expert Systems with Applications, 36, 5510-

5522. doi: 10.1016/j.eswa.2008.06.088

Jaakkola, T., Ntoumanis, N., & Liukkonen, J. (2016). Motivational climate, goal orientation,
perceived sport ability, and enjoyment within Finnish junior ice hockey players.
Scandinavian Journal of Medicine & Science in Sports, 26, 109-115. doi:

10.1111/sms.12410

James, N., Mellalieu, S. D., & Jones, N. M. P. (2005). The development of position-specific
performance indicators in professional rugby union. Journal of Sports Sciences, 23,

63-72. doi: 10.1080/02640410410001730106

Jarvie, G. (1991). Sport, racism, and ethnicity. London, UK: Falmer.

Jayagopi, D. B., Hung, H., Yeo, C., & Gatica-Perez, D. (2009). Modeling dominance in
group conversations using nonverbal activity cues. IEEE Transactions on Audio,

Speech, and Language Processing, 17, 501-513. doi: 10.1109/TASL.2008.2008238

Johansson, A., & Fahlén, J. (2017). Simply the best, better than all the rest? Validity issues in
selections in elite sport. International Journal of Sports Science & Coaching, 12, 470-

480. doi: 10.1177/1747954117718020



229

Johnson, J. G., & Raab, M. (2003). Take the first: Option-generation and resulting choices.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 91, 215-229. doi:

10.1016/S0749-5978(03)00027-X

Johnson-Laird, P. (1983). Mental models. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Johnston, L. (1996). Resisting change: Information-seeking and stereotype change. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 26, 799-825. doi: 10.1002/(SICI)1099-

0992(199609)26:5<799::AID-EJSP796>3.0.CO;2-0

Jonas, E., Schulz-Hardt, S., Frey, D., & Thelen, N. (2001). Confirmation bias in sequential
information search after preliminary decisions: An expansion of dissonance
theoretical research on selective exposure to information. Journal of Personality and

Social Psychology, 80, 557-571. doi: 10.103700022-3514.80.4.557

Jones, C. (2018, February 2). Six nations 2018: ‘Sometimes you need size’ - Eddie Jones on

Ben Te’o. BBC. Retrieved from http://www.bbc.co.uk

Jones, N. M. P., James, N., & Mellalieu, S. D. (2008). An objective method for depicting
team performance in elite professional rugby union. Journal of Sports Science, 26,

691-700. doi: 10.1080/02640410701815170

Jones, N. M. P., Mellalieu, S. D., & James, N. (2004). Team performance indicators as a
function of winning and losing in rugby union. International Journal of Performance

Analysis in Sport, 4, 61-71. doi: 10.1080/24748668.2004.11868292

Jones, R. L. (2009). Coaching as caring (the smiling gallery): Accessing hidden knowledge.
Physical Education and Sport Pedagogy, 14, 377-390. doi:

10.1080/17408980801976551



230

Jones, R. L., & Standage, M. (2006). First among equals: Shared leadership in the coaching
context. In R. L. Jones (Ed.), The sports coach as educator: Re-conceptualising sports

coaching (pp. 65-76). London, UK: Routledge.

Jones, R. L., & Wallace, M. (2005). Another bad day at the training ground: Coping with
ambiguity in the coaching context. Sport, Education and Society, 10, 119-134. doi:

10.1080/1357332052000308792

Judge, T. A., & Cable, D. M. (2004). The effect of physical height on workplace success and
income: Preliminary test of a theoretical model. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89,

428-441. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.89.3.428

Jussim, L., & Harber, K. D. (2005). Teacher expectations and self-fulfilling prophecies:
Knowns and unknowns, resolved and unresolved controversies. Personality and

Social Psychology Review, 9, 131-155. doi: 10.1207/s15327957pspr0902_3
Kahneman, D. (2012). Thinking, fast and slow. London, UK: Penguin Group.

Kanwisher, N. (2000). Domain specificity in the face perception. Nature Neuroscience, 3(8),

759-763.

Kanwisher, N., & Yovel, G. (2006). The fusiform face area: A cortical region specialized for
the perception of faces. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London B,

361, 2109-2128. doi: 10.1098/rsth.2006.1934

Karelaia, N. (2006). Thirst for confirmation in multi-attribute choice: Does search for
consistency impair decision performance? Organizational Behavior and Human

Decision Processes, 100, 128-143. doi: 10.1016/j.0bhdp.2005.09.003



231

Kassing, J. W., & Anderson, R. L. (2014). Contradicting coach or grumbling to teammates:
Exploring dissent expression in the coach-athlete relationship. Communication &

Sport, 2, 172-185. doi: 10.1177/2167479512473988

Keating, N. (2018, February 8). Rugby union: Saracens duo Poppy Cleall and Marlie Packer
to start for England women against Wales. Ham & High. Retrieved from

http://www.hamhigh.co.uk

Kerr, H. A., Curtis, C., Micheli, L. J., Kocher, M. S., Zurakowski, D., Kemp, S.P. T., &
Brooks, J. H. M. (2008). Collegiate rugby union injury patterns in New England: A
prospective cohort study. British Journal of Sports Medicine, 42, 595-603. doi:

10.1136/bjsm.2007.035881

Kerr, N. L., & Tindale, R. S. (2004). Group performance and decision making. Annual

Review of Psychology, 55, 623-655. doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.55.090902.142009

Kim, Y. M., Kols, A., Prammawat, S., & Rinehart, W. (2005). Sequence analysis:
Responsiveness of doctors to patient cues during family planning consultations in
Mexico. Patient Education and Counselling, 58, 114-117. doi:

10.1016/j.pec.2005.05.016

Kinzler, K. D., Shutts, K., & Correll, J. (2010). Priorities in social categories. European

Journal of Social Psychology, 40, 581-592. doi: 10.1002/ejsp.739

Kirkebgen, G., & Nordbye, G. H. H. (2017). Intuitive choices lead to intensified positive
emotions: An overlooked reason for “intuitive bias”? Frontiers in Psychology, 8, 1-

11. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01942



232

Kite, M. E., Stockdale, G. D., Whitley, B. E. Jr., & Johnson, B. T. (2005). Attitudes toward
younger and older adults: An updated meta-analysis review. Journal of Social Issues,

61, 241-266. doi: 10.1111/].1540-4560.2005.00404.x

Kite, M. E., & Wagner, L. S. (2002). Attitudes toward older adults. In T. D. Nelson (Eds.),
Ageism: Stereotyping and prejudice against older persons (pp.129-161). Cambridge,

MA: MIT Press.

Kleiman, S., & Rule, N. O. (2012). Detecting suicidality from facial appearance. Social

Psychological and Personality Science, 4, 453-460. doi: 10.1177/1948550612466115

Korte, R. F. (2003). Biases in decision making and implications for human resource
development. Advances in Developing Human Resources, 5, 440-457. doi:

10.1177/1523422303257287

Knapp, M. L. (1978). Nonverbal communication in human interaction. New York, NY: Holt,

Rhinehart & Winston.

Knappmeyer, B., Thornton, I. M., & Bilthoff, H. H. (2003). The use of facial motion and
facial form during the processing of identity. Vision Research, 43, 1921-1936. doi:

10.1016/S0042-6989(03)00236-0

Knipschild, P. (1995). Some examples of systematic reviews. In I. Chalmers & D. G. Altman

(Eds.), Systematic reviews (pp. 9-16). London, UK: BMJ Publishing Group.

Kristiansen, E., Tomten, S. E., Hanstad, D. V., & Roberts, G. C. (2012). Coaching
communication issues with elite female athletes: Two Norwegian case studies.
Scandinavian Journal of Medicine & Science in Sports, 22, e156-e€167. doi:

10.1111/j.1600-0838.2012.01521.x



233

Krueger, R. A., Casey, M. A., Donner, J. Kirsh, S., & Maack, J. N. (2001). Social analysis:
Selected tools and techniques. In Social development papers. Washington, DC: Social
Development Department, The World Bank. Retrieved from

http://commdev.org/userfiles/files/1711 file_SDP_36.pdf

Kuper, A., Lingard, L., & Levinson, W. (2008). Critically appraising qualitative research.

British Medical Journal, 337, 687-689. doi: 10.1136/bmj.a1035

Laborde, S., Breuer-WeiRborn, J., & Dosseville, F. (2013). Personality-trait-like individual
differences in athletes. In C. Mohiyeddini (Ed.), Advances in the psychology of sport

and exercise (pp. 25-60). New York, NY: Nova Science Publishers.

Laird, P., & Waters, L. (2008). Eyewitness recollection of sport coaches. International

Journal of Performance Analysis in Sport, 8(1), 76-84.

Lakoff, G., & Johnson, M. (1980). Metaphors we live by. Chicago, IL: The University of

Chicago Press.

Lamb, P., & Croft, H. (2016). Visualizing rugby game styles using self-organizing maps.

IEEE Computer Graphics and Applications, 36, 11-15. doi: 10.1109/MCG.2016.115

Larkin, P., & O’Connor, D. O. (2017). Talent identification and recruitment in youth soccer:
Recruiter’s perceptions of the key attributes for player recruitment. PLoS ONE, 12,

€0175716. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0175716

Larkin, P., & Reeves, M. J. (2018). Junior-elite football: Time to re-position talent
identification? Soccer & Society, 19, 1183-1192. doi:

10.1080/14660970.2018.1432389



234

Lawton, T. W., Cronin, J. B., & McGuigan. (2013). Factors that affect selection of elite
women’s sculling crews. International Journal of Sports Physiology and

Performance, 8, 38-43. doi: 10.1123/ijspp.8.1.38

Le Rossignol, P., Gabbett, T. J., Comerford, D., & Stanton, W. R. (2014). Repeated-sprint
ability and team selection in Australian Football League players. International
Journal of Sports Physiology and Performance, 9, 161-165. doi: 10.1123/1JSPP.2013-

0005

LeCouteur, A., & Feo, R. (2011). Real-time communication during play: Analysis of team-
mates’ talk and interaction. Psychology of Sport and Exercise, 12, 124-134. doi:

10.1016/j.psychsport.2010.07.003

Lemyre, F., Trudel, P., & Durand-Bush, N. (2007). How youth-sport coaches learn to coach.

The Sport Psychologist, 21, 191-209. doi: 10.1123/tsp.21.2.191

Lewis, J., Morgan, K., & Cooper, S-M. (2015). Relative age effects in Welsh age grade rugby
union. International Journal of Sports Science & Coaching, 10, 797-813. doi:

10.1260/1747-9541.10.5.797

Leonard, W. M. I1. (1987). Stacking in college basketball: A neglected analysis. Sociology of

Sport Journal, 4, 403-409. doi: 10.1123/ssj.4.4.403

Lerner, J. S., Li, Y., Valdesolo, P., & Kassam, K. S. (2015). Emotion and decision making.
Annual Review of Psychology, 66, 799-823. doi: 10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-

115043

Letzring, T. D. (2010). The effects of judge-target gender and ethnicity similarity on the
accuracy of personality judgments. Social Psychology, 41, 42-51. doi: 10.1027/1864-

9335/a000007



235

Liberati, A., Altman, D. G., Tetzlaff, J., Mulrow, C., Ggtzsche, P. C., loannidis, J. P. A., ...
Mobher, D. (2009). The PRISMA statement for reporting systematic reviews and meta-
analyses of studies that evaluate health care interventions: Explanation and

elaboration. PLoS Med, 6, 1-28. doi: 10.1136/bmj.b2700

Liberman, Z., Woodward, A. L., & Kinzler, K. D. (2017). The origins of social
categorization. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 21, 556-568. doi:

10.1016/j.tics.2017.04.004

Lieberman, M. D., Hariri, A., Jarcho, J. M., Eisenberger, N. I., & Bookheimer, S. Y. (2005).
An fMRI investigation of race-related amygdala activity in African-Americans and
Caucasian-American individuals. Nature Neuroscience, 8, 720-722. doi:

10.1038/nn1465

Lighthall, N. R., Mather, M., & Gorlick, M. A. (2009). Acute stress increases sex differences
in risk seeking in the balloon analogue risk task. PLoS ONE, 4, e6002. doi:

10.1371/journal.pone.0006002

Lim, I., van Wegen, E, de Goede, C., Deutekom, M., Nieuwboer, A., Willems, A, . ..
Kwakkel, G. (2005). Effects of external rhythmical cueing on gait in patients with
Parkinson’s disease: A systematic review. Clinical Rehabilitation, 19, 695-713. doi:

10.1 191/0269215505ci-9060a

Little, A. C., Apicella, C. L., & Marlowe, F. W. (2007). Preferences for symmetry in human
faces in two cultures: Data from the UK and the Hadza, an isolated group of hunter-
gatherers. Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 274, 3113-3117.

doi: 10.1098/rsph.2007.0895



236

Little, A. C., Burriss, R. P., Jones, B. C., & Roberts, C. S. (2007). Facial appearance affects
voting decisions. Evolution and Human Behavior, 28, 18-27. doi:

10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2006.09.002

Lloyd Jones, M. (2004). Application of systematic review methods to qualitative research:
Practical issues. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 48, 271-278. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-

2648.2004.03196.x

Loewenstein, G., O’Donoghue, T., & Rabin, M. (2003). Projection bias in predicting future
utility. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 118, 1209-1248. doi:

10.1162/003355303322552784

Lombard, W. P., Durandt, J. J., Masimla, H., Green, M., & Lambert, M. 1. (2015). Changes in
body size and physical characteristics of South African under-20 rugby union players
over a 13-year period. Journal of Strength and Conditioning Research, 29, 980-988.

doi: 10.1519/JSC.0000000000000724

Long, J., Carrington, B., & Spracklen, K. (1997). Asians cannot wear turbans in the scrum’:
Explorations of racist discourse within professional rugby league. Leisure Studies, 16,

249-259. doi: 10.1080/026143697375322

Lorimer, R., & Jowett, S. (2009a). Empathic accuracy in coach-athlete dyads who participate
in team and individual sports. Psychology of Sport and Exercise, 10, 152-158. doi:

10.1016/j.psychsport.2008.06.004

Lorimer, R., & Jowett, S. (2009b). Empathetic accuracy, meta-persepective, and satisfaction
in the coach-athlete relationship. Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 21, 201-212.

doi: 10.1080/10413200902777289



237

Losoya, S. H., & Eisenberg, N. (2001). Affective empathy. In J. A. Hall & F. J. Bernieri
(Eds.), Interpersonal sensitivity: Theory and measurement (pp. 21-43). Mahwah, NJ:

Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Lovell, G. P., Parker, J. P., Brady, A., Cotterill, S.T., & Howatson, G. (2011). Looking the
part: Female sports psychologists’ body mass index and dress influences athlete’s
perceptions of their potential effectiveness. The Sport Psychologist, 25, 82-93. doi:

10.1123/tsp.25.1.82

Loy, J. W., & McElvogue, J. F. (1970). Racial segregation in American sport. International

Review of Sport Sociology, 5, 5-23. doi: 10.1177/101269027000500101

Lubker, J. R., Watson Il, J. C., Visek, A. J., & Geer, J. R. (2005). Physical appearance and
the perceived effectiveness of performance enhancement consultants. The Sport

Psychologist, 19, 446-458. doi: 10.1123/tsp.19.4.446

Lubker, J. R., Watson 11, J. C., Visek, A. J., & Geer, J. R. (2008). Characteristics of an
effective sport psychology consultant: Perspectives from athletes and consultants.

Journal of Sport Behavior, 31(2), 147-165.

Lyle, J. (1999). The coaching process: An overview. In N. Cross, & Lyle, J. (Eds.), The
coaching process: Principles and practice for sports (pp. 25-46). Oxford, UK:

Butterworth-Heinman.

Ma, Y., Liu, Y., Rand, D. G., Heatherton, T. F., & Han, S. (2015). Opposing oxytocin effects
on intergroup cooperative behaviour in intuitive and reflective minds.

Neuropsychopharmacology, 40, 2379-2387. doi: 10.1038/npp.2015.87



238

Macquet, A-C. (2013). Getting them on the same page: A method to study the consistency of

coaches’ and athletes’ situation understanding during training sessions and

competitions. The Sport Psychologist, 27, 292-295. doi: 10.1123/tsp.27.3.292

Macrae, N. C., & Bodenhausen, G. V. (2000). Social cognition: Thinking categorically about

others. Annual Review of Psychology, 51, 93-120. doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.51.1.93

Madsen, L. M. (2003). Power relationships, interactional dominance and manipulation
strategies in group conversations of Turkish-Danish children. Journal of Multilingual

and Multicultural Development, 24, 90-101. doi: 10.1080/01434630308666491

Mageau, G. A., & Vallerand, R. J. (2003). The coach-athlete relationship: A motivational

model. Journal of Sport Sciences, 21, 883-904. doi: 10.1080/0264041031000140374

Malina, R. M., Eisenmann, J. C., Cumming, S. P., Ribeiro, B., & Aroso, J. (2004). Maturity-
associated variation in the growth and functional capacities of youth football (soccer)
players 13-15 years. European Journal of Applied Physiology, 91, 555-562. doi:

10.1007/s00421-003-0995-z

Malinauskas, R. (2008). College athletes’ perceptions of social support provided by their
coach before injury and after it. Journal of Sports Medicine and Physical Fitness,

48(1), 107-112.

Mallo, J., Mena, E., Nevado, F., & Paredes, V. (2015). Physical demands of top-class soccer
friendly matches in relation to a playing position using global position system

technology. Journal of Human Kinetics, 47, 179-188. doi: 10.1515/hukin-2015-0073

Maltby, J., Day, L., & Macaskill, A. (2009). Personality, individual differences and

intelligence (2nd ed.). Harlow, UK: Prentice Hall.



239

Manktelow, K. (2012). Thinking and reasoning: An introduction to the psychology of reason,

judgment and decision making. New York, NY: Psychology Press.

March, J. G. (1999). The pursuit of organizational intelligence. Malden, MA: Blackwell.

March, J. G., & Simon, H. A. (1993). Organizations (2nd ed.). Cambridge, MA: Blackwell.

Martin, A. E. (2016). Language processing as cue integration: Grounding the psychology of
language on perception and neurophysiology. Frontiers in Psychology, 7, 1-17. doi:

10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00120

Martinek, T. J. (1981). Pygmalion in the gym: A model for the communication of teacher
expectations in physical education. Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 52,

58-67. doi: 10.1080/02701367.1981.10609296

Martinek, T. J., Crowe, P.B., & Rejeski, W. J. (1982). Pygmalion in the gym: Causes and

effects of expectations in teaching and coaching. West Point, NY: Leisure Press.

Mascret, N., Falconetti, J. L., & Cury, F. (2016). Implicit measures of beliefs about sport
ability in swimming and basketball. European Journal of Sport Science, 16, 358-364.

doi: 10.1080/17461391.2015.1080304

Maule, A. J. (2001). Studying judgement: Some comments and suggestions for future

research. Thinking and Reasoning 7, 91-102. doi: 10.1080/13546780042000055

Mayhew, J. L., Wolfe, D. R., & McCormick, T. (1987). Determination of starters on a college
football team from speed, strength, and power measurement. Journal of Strength and

Conditioning Research, 11(3), 143-147.



240

McClenney., & Neiss, R. (1989). Post-hypnotic suggestion: A method for the study of
nonverbal communication. Journal of Nonverbal Behavior, 13, 37-45. doi:

10.1007/BF01006472

McDonald, G. W. (1980). Family power: The assessment of a decade of theory and research,

1970-1979. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 42(4), 841-854.

McTavish, D. G. (1971). Perceptions of old people: A review of research of methodologies

and findings. Gerontologist, 11, 90-101. doi: 10.1093/geront/11.4_Part_2.90

Meade, M. O., & Richardson, W. S. (1997). Selecting and appraising studies for a systematic

review. Annals of Internal Medicine, 127(7), 531-537.

Meeren, H., van Heijnsbergen, C., & de Gelder, B. (2005). Rapid perceptual integration of
facial expression and emotional body language. Proceedings of the National Academy

of Sciences USA, 102(45), 16518-16523. doi: 10.1073/pnas.0507650102

Melchiorri, G., Viero, V., Triossi, T., Annino, G., Padua, E., & Tancredi, V. (2017).
Anthropometric and performance measures to study talent detection in youth
volleyball. The Journal of Sports Medicine and Physical Fitness, 57, 1623-1632. doi:

10.23736/S0022-4707.17.07068-2

Merton, R. K. (1948). The self-fulfilling prophecy. The Antioch Review, 8(2), 193-210.

Miles, A., & Sadler-Smith, E. (2014). “With recruitment I always feel I need to listen to my
gut”: The role of intuition in employee selection. Personnel Review, 43, 606-627. doi:

10.1108/PR-04-2013-0065

Mili¢, M., Grgantov, Z., Chamari, K., Ardigo, L. P., Bianco, A., & Padulo, J. (2017).

Anthropometric and physical characteristics allow differentiation of young female



241

volleyball players according to playing position and level of expertise. Biology of

Sport, 34, 19-26. doi: 10.5114/biolsport.2017.63382

Morgan, C. (2018, February 8). Six nations 2018: Danny Care and Jonathon Joseph start for

England against Wales. The Telegraph. Retrieved from http://www.telegraph.co.uk

Morse, J. M. (2000). Determining sample size. Qualitative Health Research, 10, 3-5. doi:

10.1177/104973200129118183

Mulrow, C. D., Cook, D. J., & Davidoff, F. (1997). Systematic reviews: Critical links in the
great chain of evidence. Annals of Internal Medicine, 126, 389-391. doi:

10.7326/0003-4819-126-5-199703010-00008

Murlow, C. D. (1995). Rationale for systematic reviews. In I. Chalmers & D. G. Altman

(Eds.), Systematic reviews (pp. 1-8). London, UK: BMJ Publishing Group.

Munroe, K., Estabrooks, P., Dennis, P., & Carron, A. (1999). A phenomenological analysis
of group norms in sport teams. The Sport Psychologist, 13, 171-182. doi:

10.1123/tsp.13.2.171

Murphy, A. H. (1993). What is a good forecast? An essay on the nature of goodness in
weather forecasting. Weather and Forecasting, 8, 281-293. doi: 10.1175/1520-

0434(1993)008<0281:WIAGFA>2.0.CO;2

Myer, N. D., Beauchamp, M. R., & Chase, M. A. (2011). Coaching competency and
satisfaction with the coach: A multi-level structural equation model. Journal of Sports

Sciences, 29, 411-422. doi: 10.1080/02640414.2010.538710



242

Nakash, O., & Alegria, M. (2013). Examination of the role of implicit clinical judgments
during the mental health intake. Qualitative Health Research, 25, 645-654. doi:

10.1177/1049732312471732

Nash, C. S., Sproule, J., & Horton, P. (2008). Sport coaches’ perceived role frames and
philosophies. International Journal of Sports Science & Coaching, 3, 539-554. doi:

10.1260/174795408787186495

Naumann, L. P., Vazire, S., Rentfrom, P. J., & Gosling, S. D. (2009). Personality judgements
based on physical appearance. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 35, 1661-

1671. doi: 10.1177/0146167209346309

Neely, K. C., McHugh, T-L. F., Dunn, J. G. H., & Holt, N. L. (2017). Athletes and parents
coping with deselection in competitive youth sport: A communal coping perspective.

Psychology of Sport & Exercise, 30, 1-9. doi: 10.1016/j.psychsport.2017.01.004

Nicholls, A. R., & Polman, R. C. J. (2007). Coping in sport: A systematic review. Journals of

Sports Sciences, 25, 11-31. doi: 10.1080/02640410600630654

Nicholls, S. B., & Worsfold, P. R. (2016). The observational analysis of elite coaches within
youth soccer: The importance of performance analysis. International Journal of

Sports Science & Coaching, 11, 825-831. doi: 10.1177/1747954116676109

Newell, B. R., & Shanks, D. R. (2014). Unconcious influences on decision making: A critical

review. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 37, 1-61. doi: 10.1017/S0140525X12003214

Nicholls, J. G. (1989). The competitive ethos and democratic education. Cambridge, MA:

Harvard University Press.



243

Niedenthal, P., Barsalou, L. W., Winkielman, P., Kraut-Gruber, S., & Ric, F. (2005).
Embodiment in attitudes, social perception, and emotion. Personality and Social

Psychology Review, 9, 184-211. doi: 10.1207/s15327957pspr0903_1

Nisbett, R. E., & Wilson, T. D. (1977). The halo effect: Evidence for unconscious alteration
of judgements. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 35, 250-256. doi:

10.1037/0022-3514.35.4.250

Norris, J., & Jones, R. L. (1998). Towards a clearer definition and application of the
centrality hypothesis in English professional association football. Journal of Sport

Behavior, 21(2), 181-195.

North, J. (2013). Philosophical underpinnings of coaching practice research. Quest, 65, 278-

299. doi: 10.1080/00336297.2013.773524

Ntoumanis, N., & Mallet, C. (2014). Motivation in sport: A self-determination theory
perspective. In A. Papaioannou & D. Hackford, D (Eds.), Companion to sport and
exercise psychology: Global perspectives and fundamental concepts (pp.67-82).

Hove, UK: Routledge.

Nutton, R. W., Hamilton, D. F., Hutchison, J. D., Mitchell, M. J., Simpson, A. H.R. W., &
MacLean, J. G. B. (2012). Variation in physical development in schoolboy rugby
players: Can maturity testing reduce mismatch? BMJ Open, 2, 1-6. doi:

10.1136/bmjopen-2012-001149

O’Connor, D., Larkin, P., & Williams, M. A. (2016). Talent identification and selection in
elite youth football: An Australian context. European Journal of Sport Science, 16,

837-844. doi: 10.1080/17461391.2016.1151945



244

Olusoga, P., Butt, J., Maynard, 1., & Hays, K. (2010). Stress and coping: A study of world
class coaches. Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 22, 274-293. doi:

10.1080/10413201003760968

Oorschot, S., Chiwaridzo, M., & Smits-Engelsman, B. C. M. (2017). Psychometric evaluation
of commonly used game-specific skills tests in rugby: A systematic review. BMJ

Open Sport & Exercise Medicine, 3, 1-11. doi: 10.1136/bmjsem-2017-000281

Ostojic, S. M., Mazic, S., & Dikic, N. (2006). Profiling in basketball: Physical and
physiological characteristics of elite players. Journal of Strength and Conditioning

Research, 20, 740-744. doi: 10.1519/00124278-200611000-00003

Overall, N. C., Hammond, M. D., McNulty, J. K., & Finkel, E. J. (2016). When power shapes
interpersonal behavior: Low relationship power predicts men’s aggressive responses
to low situational power. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 111, 195-217.

doi: 10.1037/pspi0000059

Owen, D. (1994). Spatial variations in ethnic minority group populations in Great Britain.

Population Trends, 78, 23-33.

Oxford Dictionaries. (2019). Definition of environment in English. Retrieved from

https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/environment

Park, J. H., Schaller, M., & Van Vugt, M. (2008). Psychology of human kin recognition:
Heuristic cues, erroneous inferences, and their implications. Review of General

Psychology, 12, 215-235. doi: 10.1037/1089-2680.12.3.215

Parker, G. A. (1974). Assessment strategy and the evolution of fighting behaviour. Journal of

Theoretical Biology, 47(1), 223-243.



245

Partington, M., & Cushion, C. J. (2011). An investigation of the practice activities and
coaching behaviours of professional top-level youth soccer coaches. Scandinavian
Journal of Medicine and Science in Sport, 23, 374-382. doi: 10.1111/j.1600-

0838.2011.01383

Patterson, M. M., Carron, A. V., & Loughead, T. M. (2005). The influence of team norms on
the cohesion-self-reported performance relationship: A multi-level analysis.

Psychology of Sport and Exercise, 6, 479-493. doi: 10.1016/j.psychsport.2004.04.004

Patton, M. Q. (2002). Qualitative research & evaluation methods (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks,

CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Paulus, M. P., & Yu, A. J. (2012). Emotion and decision-making: Affect-driven belief
systems in anxiety and depression. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 16, 476-483. doi:

10.1016/j.tics.2012.07.009

Payne, J. W., & Bettman, J. R. (2001). Preferential choice and adaptive strategy use. In G.
Gigerenzer & R. Selten (Eds.), Bounded rationality: The adaptive toolbox (pp. 124-

145). Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Pearson, D. T., Naughton, G. A., & Torode, M. (2006). Predictability of physiological testing
and the role of maturation in talent identification in adolescent team sports. Journal of

Science and Medicine in Sport, 9, 277-287. doi: 10.1016/j.jsams.2006.05.020

Penton-Voak, I. S., Jones, B. C,, Little, A. C., Baker, S., Tiddeman, B., Burt, D. M., &
Perrett, D. I. (2001). Symmetry, sexual dimorphism in facial proportions and male
facial attractiveness. Proceedings of the Royal Society of London B, 268, 1617-1623.

doi: 10.1098/rsph.2001.1703



246

Petrovic, A., Koprivica, V., & Bokan, B. (2017). Quantitative, qualitative and mixed methods
research in sport science: A methodological report. South African Journal for

Research in Sport, Physical Education and Recreation, 39(2), 181-197.

Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1981). Attitudes and persuasion: Classic and contemporary

approaches. Dubuque, IA: Wm. C. Brown.

Phelps, E. A., O’Connor, K. J., Cunningham, W. A., Funayama, S., Gatenby, C., Gore, J. C.,
& Banaji, M. R. (2000). Performance on indirect measures of race evaluation predicts
amygdala activation. Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience, 12, 729-738. doi:

10.1162/089892900562552

Polley, C. S., Cormack, S. J., Gabbett, T. J., & Polglaze, T. (2015). Activity profile of high-
level Australian lacrosse players. Journal of Strength and Conditioning Research, 29,

126-136. doi: 10.1519/JSC.0000000000000599

Ponterotto, J. G. (2005). Qualitative research in counseling psychology: A primer on research
paradigms and philosophy of science. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 52, 126-

136. doi: 10.1037/0022-0167.52.2.126

Porter, N., Geis, F. L., & Jennings, J. (1983). Are women invisible as leaders? Sex Roles, 9,

1035-1049. doi: 10.1007/BF00289420

Potrac, P., Brewer, C., Jones, R., Armour, K., & Hoff, J. (2000). Toward an holistic
understanding of the coaching process. Quest, 52, 186-199. doi:

10.1080/00336297.2000.10491709

Potrac, P., Jones, R. L., & Cushion, C. J. (2007). Understanding power and the coach’s role
in professional English soccer: A preliminary investigation of coach behaviour.

Soccer and Society, 8, 33-49. doi: 10.1080/14660970600989509



247

Quarrie, K. L., & Hopkins, W. G. (2007). Changes in player characteristics and match
activities in Bledisloe Cup rugby union from 1972 to 2004. Journal of Sports

Sciences, 25, 895-903. doi: 10.1080/02640410600944659

Raab, M., & Laborder, S. (2011). When to blink and when to think: Preference for intuitive
decisions results in faster and better tactical choices. Research Quarterly for Exercise

and Science, 82, 89-98. doi: 10.5641/027013611X13098902481941

Radicchi, F. (2011). Who is the best player ever? A complex network analysis of the history

of professional tennis. PLoS ONE, 6, e17249. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0017249

Rafaéle, D., & Testé, B. (2006). The influence of criminal facial stereotypes on juridic
judgements. Swiss Journal of Psychology, 65, 237-244. doi: 10.1024/1421-

0185.65.4.237

Ragunathan, R., & Pham, M. T. (1999). All negative moods are not equal: Motivational
influences of anxiety and sadness on decision making. Organizational Behavior and

Human Decision Processes, 79, 56-77. doi: 10.1006/0bhd.1999.2838

Rasmussen, R., Esgate, A., & Turner, D. (2005). On your marks, get stereotyped, go!: Novice
coaches and Black stereotypes in sprinting. Journal of Sport and Social Issues, 29,

426-436. doi: 10.1177/0193723504273122

Ratcliff, J. L., Lassiter, D. G., Jager, V. M., Lindberg, M. J., Elek, J. K., & Hasinski, A. E.
(2010). The hidden consequences of racial salience in videotaped interrogations and
confessions. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 16, 200-218. doi:

10.1037/a0018482



248

Re, D. E., Hunter, D. W., Coetzee, V., Tiddeman, B. P., Xiao, D., DeBruine, L. M., ...
Perrett, D. 1. (2013). Looking like a leader-facial shape predicts perceived height and

leadership ability. PLoS ONE, 81, e80957. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0080957

Readdy, T., Zakrajsek, R., & Raabe, J. (2016). Real-world experiences of the coaching
pathos: Orchestration of NCAA Division | sport. The Sport Psychologist, 30, 167-178.

doi: 10.1123/tsp.2015-0054

Reade, I., Rodgers, W., & Hall, N. (2008). Knowledge transfer: How do high performance
coaches access the knowledge of sport scientists? International Journal of Sports

Science & Coaching, 3, 319-334. doi: 10.1260/174795408786238470

Rejeski, W., Darracott, C., & Hutslar, S. (1979). Pygmalion in youth sports: A field study.

Journal of Sport Psychology, 1(4), 311-319.

Richardson, S. A., Hastdorf, A. H., Goodman, N., & Dornbusch, S. M. (1961). Cultural
uniformity in reaction to physical disabilities. American Sociological Review, 26(2),

241-247.

Rieskamp, J., & Otto, P. E. (2006). SSL: A theory of how people learn to select strategies.
Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 135, 207-236. doi: 10.1037/0096-

3445.135.2.207

Rind, B. (1996). Effect of beliefs about weather conditions on tipping. Journal of Applied

Social Psychology, 26, 137-147. doi: 10.1111/j.1559-1816.1996.th01842.x

Rind, B., & Strohmetz, D. (2001). Effect of beliefs about future weather conditions on
restaurant tipping. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 31, 2160-2164. doi:

10.1111/j.1559-1816.2001.tb00168.x



249

Ritchie, J., Lewis, J., & Elam, G. (2003). Designing and selecting samples. In J. Ritchie & J.
Lewis (Eds.), Qualitative research practice: A guide for social science students and

researchers (pp. 77-108). London, UK: SAGE Publications.

Robbennolt, J. K., & Studebaker, C. A. (2003). News media reporting on civil litigation and
its influence on civil justice decision making. Law and Human Behavior, 27, 5-27.

doi: 10.1023/A:1021622827154

Rogers-Millar, E. L., & Millar, F. E. (1979). Domineeringness and dominance: A
transactional view. Human Communication Research, 5, 238-246. doi:

10.1111/j.1468-2958.1979.tb00637.x

Rosenthal, R., & Jacobson, L. (1968). Pygmalion in the classroom: Teacher expectations and

pupil’s intellectual development. New York, NY: Holt, Rinehart & Winston.

Rothkopf, C., Weisswange, T., & Triesch, J. (2010). Computational modelling of
multisensory object perception. In J. Kaiser & M. J. Naumer (Eds.), Multisensory

Object Perception in the Primate Brain (pp. 21-53). New York, NY: Springer.

Rothwell, M., Stone, J. A., Davids, K., & Wright, C. (2017). Development of expertise in
elite and sub-elite British rugby league players: A comparison of practice experiences.
European Journal of Sport Science, 17, 1252-1260. doi:

10.1080/17461391.2017.1380708

Roulston, K. (2001). Data analysis and ‘theorizing as ideology.” Qualitative Research, 1,

279-302. doi: 10.1177/146879410100100302

Rowley, J., Jones, R., Vassiliou, M., & Hanna, S. (2012). Using card-based games to enhance
the value of semi-structured interviews. International Journal of Market Research,

54(1), 93-110.



250

Rubin, H. J., & Rubin, I. S. (2011). Qualitative interviewing: The art of hearing data (3rd

ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Ruble, T. L., Cohen, R., & Ruble, D. N. (1984). Sex stereotypes: Occupational barriers for
women. American Behavioral Scientist, 27, 339-356. doi:

10.1177/000276484027003006

Rule, N. O., & Ambady, N. (2008). Brief exposure: Male sexual orientation is accurately
perceived at 50-ms. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 44, 1100-1105. doi:

10.1016/j.jesp.2007.12.001

Rule, N. O., & Ambady, N. (2010). Democrats and Republicans can be differentiated from

their faces. PLoS ONE, 5 e8733. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0008733

Rule, N. O., Garrett, J. V., & Ambady, N. (2010). Places and faces: Geographic environment
influences the ingroup memory advantage. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 98, 343-355. doi: 10.1037/a0018589

Sagar, S. S., & Jowett, S. (2012). Communicative acts in coach-athlete interactions: When
losing competitions and when making mistakes in training. Western Journal of

Communication, 76, 148-174. doi: 10.1080/10570314.2011.651256

Sailer, S. (1996). Thinking the unthinkable: Great Black hopes. Retrieved on July 14 2014,

from http://www.isteve.com/Blackath.htm

Samochowiec, J., Wanke, M., & Fiedler, K. (2010). Political ideology at face value. Social

Psychology and Personality Science, 1, 206-213. doi: 10.1177/1948550610372145



251

Sanderson, J., Weathers, M., Grevious, A., Tehan, M., & Warren, S. (2016). A hero of sissy?
Exploring media framing of NFL quarterbacks injury decisions. Communications &

Sport, 4, 3-22. doi: 10.1177/2167479514536982

Santos, S., Jones, R. L., & Mesquita, I. (2013). Do coaches orchestrate? The working
practices of elite Portuguese coaches. Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 84,

263-272. doi: 10.1080/02701367.2013.784722

Santos, S., Mesquita, 1., Graca, A., & Rosado, A. (2010). Coaches’ perceptions of
competence and acknowledgement of training needs related to professional

competences. Journal of Sports Science and Medicine, 9(1), 62-70.

Scanlan, A. T., Tucker, P. S., & Dalbo, V. J. (2015). The importance of open- and closed-
skill agility for team selection of adult male basketball players. The Journal of Sports

Medicine and Physical Fitness, 55(6), 390-396.

Schmidt, D. W. (1999). Strength and physiological characteristics of NCAA Division |11
American football players. Journal of Strength and Conditioning Research, 13(3),

210-213. doi: 10.1519/1533-4287(1999)013<0210:SAPCON>2.0.CO;2

Schorer, J., Baker, J., Busch, D., Wilhelm, A., & Pabst, J. (2009). Relative age, talent
identification and youth skill development: Do relatively younger athletes have

superior technical skills? Talent Development & Excellence, 1(1), 45-56.

Schwandt, T. A. (1994). Constructivist, interpretivist approaches to human inquiry. In N. K.
Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research (pp. 118-137).

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Schwandt, T. A. (2000). Three epistemological stances for qualitative inquiry: Interpretivism,

hermeneutics, and social constructionism. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.),



252

Handbook of qualitative research (2nd ed., pp. 118-137). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage

Publications, Inc.

Sciarra, D. (1999). The role of the qualitative researcher. In M. Kopala & L. A. Suzuki
(Eds.), Using qualitative methods in psychology (pp. 37-48). Thousand Oaks, CA:

Sage Publications, Inc.

Sedeaud, A., Marc, A., Schipman, J., Schaal, K., Danial, M., Guillaume, M., . . . Toussaint, J-
F. (2014). Secular trend: Morphology and performance. Journal of Sports Science, 32,

1146-1154. doi: 10.1080/02640414.2014.889841

Sedeaud, A., Sauliere, G., Marquet, L-A., Del Vecchio, S., Bar-Hen, A., & Toussaint, J-F.
(2017). Collective effectiveness in the XV de France: Selections and time matter.
European Journal of Sport Science, 17, 656-664. doi:

10.1080/17461391.2017.1291742

Seery, M. D., Gabriel, S., Lupien, S. P., & Shimizu, M. (2016). Alone against the group: A
unanimously disagreeing group leads to conformity, but cardiovascular threat depends

on one’s goals. Psychophysiology, 53, 1263-1271. doi: 10.1111/psyp.12674

Shanteau, J. (1988). Psychological characteristics and strategies of expert decision makers.

Acta Psychologica, 68, 203-215. doi: 10.1016/0001-6918(88)90056-X

Short, S. E., & Short, M. W. (2005). Role of the coach in the coach-athlete relationship.

Lancet, 366(9503), 529-530.

Simonsohn, U. (2007). Clouds make nerds look good: Field evidence of the impact of
incidental factors on decision making. Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 20,

143-152. doi: 10.1002/bdm.545



253

Sinclair, D. A., & Vealy, R. S. (1989). Effects of coaches’ expectations and feedback on the

self-perceptions of athletes. Journal of Sport Behavior, 12(2), 77-91.

Smith, B., & McGannon, K. R. (2017). Developing rigor in qualitative research: Problems
and opportunities within sport and exercise psychology. International Review of Sport

and Exercise Psychology, 11, 101-121. doi: 10.1080/1750984X.2017.1317357

Smith, C. A., Organ, D. W., & Near, J. P. (1983). Organizational citizenship behavior: It’s

nature and antecedents. Journal of Applied Psychology, 68(4), 653-663.

Smith, M., & Cushion, C. J. (2006). An investigation of the in-game behaviours of
professional, top-level youth soccer coaches. Journal of Sports Sciences, 24, 355-366.

doi: 10.1080/02640410500131944

Smith, N., Quested, E., Appleton, P. R., & Duda, J. L. (2017). Observing the coach-created
motivational environment across training and competition in youth sport. Journal of

Sports Sciences, 35, 149-158. doi: 10.1080/02640414.2016.1159714

Smith, R. E., Shoda, Y., Cumming, S. P., & Smoll, F. L. (2009). Behavioral signatures at the
ballpark: Intraindividual consistency of adults’ situation-behvior patterns and their
interpersonal consequences. Journal of Research in Personality, 43, 187-195. doi:

10.1016/j.jrp.2008.12.006
Solomon, G. B. (1993). The expectancy rating scale. Unpublished Paper, University of
Virginia.

Solomon, G. B. (2001). Performance and personality impression cues as predictors of athletic
performance: An extension of expectancy theory. International Journal of Sport

Psychology, 32(1), 88-100.



254

Solomon, G. B. (2002). Confidence as a source of expectancy information: A follow-up

investigation. International Sports Journal, 6, 119-127.

Solomon, G. B. (2003). Solomon Expectancy Sources Scales. Unpublished paper. California

State University, CA.

Solomon, G. B. (2010). The assessment of athletic ability at the junior college level.
International Journal of Sports Science and Coaching, 5, 37-46. doi: 10.1260/1747-

9541.5.1.37

Solomon, G. B., & Buscombe, R. (2013). Expectancy effects in coaching. In P. Potrac, W.
Gilbert, & J Denison (Eds.), The Routledge handbook of sports coaching (pp. 247-

258). Abingdon, UK: Routledge.

Solomon, G. B., DiMarco, A. M., Ohlson, C. J., & Reece, S. D. (1998). Expectations and

coaching experience: Is more better? Journal of Sport Behavior, 21(4), 444-455.

Solomon, G. B., Golden, A. J., Ciapponi, T. M., & Martin, A. D. (1998). Coach expectations
and differential feedback: Perceptual flexibility revised. Journal of Sport Behavior,

21(3), 298-310.

Solomon, G. B., & Kosmitzki, C. (1996). Perceptual flexibility and differential feedback

among intercollegiate basketball coaches. Journal of Sport Behavior, 19(2), 163-176.

Solomon, G. B., & Rhea, D. J. (2008). Sources of expectancy information among college
coaches: A qualitative test of expectancy theory. International Journal of Sports

Science & Coaching, 3, 251-268. doi: 10.1260/174795408785100725



255

Souchon, N., Livingstone, A. G., & Maio, G. R. (2013). The influence of referees’ expertise,
gender, motivation, and time constraints on decisional bias against women. Journal of

Sport & Exercise Psychology, 35, 585-599. doi: 10.1123/jsep.35.6.585

Sparkes, A. C., & Smith, B. (2014). Qualitative research methods in sport, exercise and

health: From process to product. New York, NY: Routledge.

Sports Coach UK. (2007). UKCC impact study: Definitional, conceptual and methodological

review. Leeds, UK: National Coaching Foundation.

Stebbings, J., Taylor, I. M., & Spray, C. (2011). Antecedents of perceived coach autonomy
supportive and controlling behaviors: Coach psychological need satisfaction and well-

being. Journal of Sport & Exercise Psychology, 33(2), 255-272.

Steffel, M., Williams, E. F., & Perrmann-Graham, J. (2016). Passing the buck: Delegating
choices to others to avoid responsibility and blame. Organizational Behavior and

Human Decision Processes, 135, 32-44. doi: 10.1016/j.0bhdp.2016.04.006

Stuckey, H. L., Kraschnewski, J. L., Miller-Day, M., Palm, K., Larosa, C., & Sciamanna, C.
(2014). “Weighing” two qualitative methods: Self-report interviews and direct
observations of participant food choices. Field Methods, 26, 343-361. doi:

10.1177/1525822X14526543

Stulp, G., Bunnk, A. P., Verhulst, S., & Pollet, T. V. (2012). High and mighty: Height
increases authority in professional refereeing. Evolutionary Psychology, 10(3), 588-

601.

Svennberg, L., Meckbach, J., & Redelius, K. (2014). Exploring PE teachers’ ‘gut feelings’:
An attempt to verbalise and discuss teachers’ internalised grading criteria. European

Physical Education Review, 20, 199-214. doi: 10.1177/1356336X13517437



256

Swain, M. S., Lystad, R. P., Pollard, H., & Bonello, R. (2011). Incidence and severity of neck
injury in rugby union: A systematic review. Journal of Science and Medicine in Sport,

14, 383-389. doi: 10.1016/j.jsams.2010.10.460

Tavana, M., Azizi, F., Azizi, F., & Behzadian, M. (2013). A fuzzy inference system with
application to player selection and team formation in multi-player sports. Sport

Management Review, 16(1), 97-110.

Taylor, B., & Garratt, D. (2010). The professionalization of sports coaching: Relations of
power resistance and compliance. Sport, Education and Society, 15, 121-139. doi:

10.1080/13573320903461103

Thelwell, R. C., Wagstaff, C. R. D., Chapman, M. T., & Kenttd, G. (2017). Examining
coaches’ perceptions of how their stress influences the coach-athlete relationship.

Journal of Sport Sciences, 35, 1928-1939. doi: 10.1080/02640414.2016.1241422

Thissen-Milder, M., & Mayhew, J. L. (1991). Selection and classification of high school
volleyball players from performance tests. The Journal of Sports Medicine and

Physical Fitness, 31(3), 380-384.

Thornton, J. S., Vinther, A., Wilson, F., Lebrun, C. M., Wilkinson, M., Di Ciacca, S. R, . ..
Smoljanovic, T. (2017). Rowing injures: An updated review. Sports Medicine, 47,

641-661. doi: 10.1519/JSC.0000000000000599

Till, K., Cobley, S., O’Hara, J., Chapman, C., & Cooke, C. (2013). An individualized
longitudinal approach to monitoring the dynamics of growth and fitness development
in adolescent athletes. The Journal of Strength & Conditional Research, 27, 1313-

1321. doi: 10.1519/JSC.0b013e31828alea?



257

Till, K., Darrall-Jones, J., Weakley, J. J., Roe, G. A., & Jones, B. L. (2017). The influence of
training age on the annual development of physical qualities within academy rugby
league players. Journal of Strength and Conditioning Research, 31, 2110-2118. doi:

10.1519/JSC.0000000000001546

Till, K., Jones, B., McKenna, J., Whitaker, L., & Backhouse, S. H. (2016). The search for
size: A doping risk factor in adolescent rugby? British Journal of Sports Medicine, 50,

203-204. doi: 10.1136/bjsports-2015-094737

Todorov, A., Said, C. P., & Verosky, S. C. (2011). Personality impressions from facial
appearance. In A. Calder, J. V. Haxby, M. Johnson & G. Rhodes (Eds.), Handbook of

Face Perception (pp.631-652). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Toma, C., & Butera, F. (2009). Hidden profiles and concealed information: Strategic
information sharing and use in group decision making. Personality and Social

Psychology Bulletin, 35, 793-806. doi: 10.1177/0146167209333176

Tracy, J. L., & Beall, A. T. (2011). Happy guys finish last: The impact of emotion

expressions on sexual attraction. Emotion, 11, 1379-1387. doi: 10.1037/a0022902

Trewin, C. B., Hopkins, W. G., & Pyne, D. B. (2004). Relationship between world-ranking
and Olympic performance of swimmers. Journal of Sports Sciences, 4, 339-345. doi:

10.1080/02640410310001641610

Vaeyens, R., Lenoir, M., Williams, A., & Philippaerts, R. (2008). Talent identification and
development programs in sport: Current models and future directions. Sports

Medicine, 38(9), 703-714.

Vaeyens, R., Malina, R. M., Janssens, M., Van Renterghem, B., Bourgois, J., Vrijens, J., &

Philippaerts, R. M. (2006). A multi-disciplinary selection model for youth soccer: The



258

Ghent Youth Soccer Project. British Journal of Sports Medicine, 40, 928-934. doi:

10.1136/bjsm.2006.029652

van de Pol, P. K., Kavussanu, M., & Ring, C. M. (2011). Goal orientations, perceived
motivational climate, and motivational outcomes in football: A comparison between
training and competition contexts. Psychology of Sport & Exercise, 13, 491-499. doi:

10.1016/j.psychsport.2011.12.002

Van den Stock, J., Righart, R., & de Gelder, B. (2007). Body expressions influence
recognition of emotions in the face and voice. Emotion, 7, 487-494. doi:

10.1037/1528-3542.7.3.487

van Quaquebeke, N., & Giessner, S. R. (2010). How embodied cognitions affect judgements:
Height-related attribution bias in football foul calls. Journal of Sport & Exercise

Psychology, 32(1), 3-22.

Vaz, L., Van Rooyen, M., & Sampaio, J. (2010). Rugby game-related statistics that
discriminate between winning and losing teams in IRB and Super twelve close games.

Journal of Sports Science and Medicine, 9(1), 51-55.

Vergeer, 1., & Lyle, J. (2009). Coaching experience: Examining its role in coaches’ decision
making. International Journal of Sport and Exericse Psychology, 7, 431-449. doi:

10.1080/1612197X.2009.9671918

Vertegaal, R., Slagter, R., van der Veer, G., & Nijholt, A. (2001). Eye gaze patterns in
conversations: There is more to conversational agents than meets the eye. CHI 2001,

3, 301-308. doi: 10.1145/365024.365119

Vine, A. J. (2016). Using Pythagorean expectation to determine luck in the KFC Big Bash

league. Economic Papers, 35, 269-281. doi: 10.1111/1759-3441.12139



259

Vinson, D., Brady, A., Moreland, B., & Judge, N. (2016). Exploring coach behaviours,
session contexts and key stakeholder perceptions of non-linear coaching approaches
in youth sport. International Journal of Sports Science & Coaching, 11, 54-68. doi:

10.1177/1747954115624824

von Helversen, B., Karlsson, L., Mata, R., & Wilke, A. (2013). Why does cue polarity
information provide benefits in inference problems? The role of strategy selection and
knowledge of cue importance. Acta Psychologica, 144, 73-82. doi:

10.1016/j.actpsy.2013.05.007

Vriens, 1., Moors, G., Gelissen, J., & Vermunt, J. K. (2017). Controlling for response order
effects in ranking items using latent choice factor modeling. Sociological Methods &

Research, 46, 218-241. doi: 10.1177/0049124115588997

Wallace, M. (2001). Sharing leadership of schools through teamwork: A justifiable risk?
Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 29, 153-167. doi:

10.1177/0263211X010292002

Ward, P., Ericsson, A. K., & Williams, M. A. (2013). Complex perceptual-cognitive
expertise in a simulated task environment. Journal of Cognitive Engineering and

Decision Making, 7, 231-254. doi: 10.1177/1555343412461254

Warnecke, M. A., Masters, R. D., & Kempter, G. (1992). The roots of nationalism:
Nonverbal behavior and xenophobia. Ethology and Sociobiology, 13, 267-282. doi:

10.1016/0162-3095(92)90026-Z

Warr, P. B., & Knapper, C. (1968). The perception of people and events. London, UK: John

Wiley & Sons.



260

Watson, E. R., & Foster-Fishman, P. G. (2013). The exchange boundary framework:
Understanding the evolution of power within collaborative decision-making settings.
American Journal of Community Psychology, 51, 151-163. doi: 10.1007/s10464-012-

9540-8

Webster, G. D., & Xu, Y. (2011). Big and bad: The height-aggression link in men. Paper
presented at the Human Behavior and Evolution Society Conference in Montpellier,

France, June 2011.

Weed, D. L. (1997). Methodologic guidelines for review papers. Journal of the National

Cancer Institute, 89, 6-7. doi: 10.1111/jebm.12141

Weingarten, E., Chen, Q., McAdams, M., Yi, J., Hepler, J., & Albarracin, D. (2016). From
primed concepts to action: A meta-analysis of the behavioral effects of incidentally

presented words. Psychological Bulletin, 142, 472-497. doi: 10.1037/bul0000030

Weisman, K., Johnson, M. V., & Shutts, K. (2015). Young children’s automatic encoding of

social categories. Developmental Science, 18, 1036-1043. doi: 10.1111/desc.12269

Weiss, R. S. (1994). Learning from strangers: The art and method of qualitative interview

studies. New York, NY: The Free Press.

Westbrook, L., & Saperstein, A. (2015). New categories are not enough: Rethinking the
measurements of sex and gender in social surverys. Gender & Society, 29, 534-560.

doi: 10.1177/0891243215584758

Westgate, P. (2007). The principles and techniques of defence in Rugby Union. England
Rugby Football Technical Journal, 4, 1-14. Retrieved from
http://www.agard.rugby.hu/letolt/EDZO1/071030AVedekezesAlapelveiesTechnikai.p

df



261

Wiggins, M. (2006). Cue-based processing and human performance. In I. W. Karwowski
(Ed.), Encyclopedia of ergonomics and human factors (pp. 3262-3267). London, UK:

Taylor and Francis.

Williams, A. M., & Reilly, T. (2000). Talent identification and development in soccer.

Journal of Sports Sciences, 18, 657-667. doi: 10.1080/02640410050120041

Williams, H. M., Parker, S. K., & Turner, N. (2010). Proactively performing teams: The role
of work design, transformational leadership, and team composition. Journal of
Occupational & Organizational Psychology, 83, 301-324. doi:

10.1348/096317910X502494

Williams, R. (2018, February 3). Wales display has everyone re-evaluating their title

challenge. BBC. Retrieved from http://www.bbc.co.uk

Williams, S., Alder, D., & Bush, A. (2015). A little less conversation; a little more
(relational) action please. A fictional dialogue of integrating theory into coaching

practice. Sports Coaching Review, 4, 115-138. doi: 10.1080/21640629.2016.1158544

Wiseman, A. C., Bracken, N., Horton, S., & Weir, P. L. (2014). The difficulty of talent
identification: Inconsistency among coaches through skill-based assessment of youth
hockey players. International Journal of Sports Science & Coaching, 9, 447-455. doi:

10.1260/1747-9541.9.3.447

Woods, B., & Thatcher, J. (2009). A qualitative exploration of substitutes’ experiences in

soccer. The Sport Psychologist, 23, 451-469. doi: 10.1123/tsp.23.4.451

Woods, C. T., Joyce, C., & Robertson, S. (2016). What are talent scouts actually identifying?

Investigating the physical and technical skill match activity profiles of drafted and



262

non-drafted U18 Australian footballers. Journal of Science and Medicine in Sport, 19,

419-423. doi: 10.1016/j.jsams.2015.04.013

Wright, T., Trudel, P., & Culver, D. (2007). Learning how to coach: The different learning
situations reported by you ice hockey coaches. Physical Education and Sport

Pedagogy, 12, 127.144. doi: 10.1080/17408980701282019

Wu, A. M. S, Lai, M. H. C., & Chan, I. T. (2014). Coaching behaviours, satisfaction of
needs, and intrinsic motivation among Chinese university athletes. Journal of Applied

Sport Psychology, 26, 334-348. doi: 10.1080/10413200.2014.888107

Yamashita, D., Asakura, M., Ito, Y., Yamada, S., & Yamada, Y. (2017). Physical
characteristics and performance of Japanese top-level American football players.

Journal of Strength and Conditioning Research, 31(9), 2455-2461.

Yamauchi, T., Takeshima, T., Koh, E., Chiba, H., Nakagawa, R., Sudo, A., . . . Kikkawa, T.
(2011). A preliminary study on the attitude of the Japanese public towards creative
artwork by people with mental illness. International Journal of Social Psychiatry, 58,

350-354. doi: 10.1177/0020764010397584

Yeomans, C., Kenny, I. C., Cahalan, R., Warrington, G. D., Harrison, A. J., Hayes, K., . . .
Comyns, T. M. (2018). The incidence of injury in amateur male rugby union: A
systematic review and meta-analysis. Sports Medicine, 48, 837-848. doi:

10.1007/s40279-017-0838-4

Yin, R. K. (2014). Case study research: Designs and methods (5th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA:

Sage Publications, Inc.



263

Young, M. E. (2008). Nonlinear judgement analysis: Comparing policy use by those who
draft and those who coach. Psychology of Sport and Exercise, 9, 760-774. doi:

10.1016/j.psychsport.2007.12.004

Young, W. B., Newton, R. U., Doyle, T. L. A., Chapman, D., Cormack, S., Stewart, G., &
Dawson, B. (2005). Physiological and anthropometric characteristics of starters and
non-starters and playing positions in elite Australian Rules football: A case study.

Journal of Science and Medicine in Sport, 8(3), 333-345.

Zebrowitz, L. A., & Tenenbaum, D. R., & Goldstein, L. H. (1991). The impact of job
applicants’ facial maturity, gender, and academic achievement on hiring
recommendations. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 21, 525-548. doi:

10.1111/j.1559-1816.1991.tb00535.x

Zeithamova, D., Schlichting, M. L., & Preston, A. R. (2012). The hippocampus and
inferential reasoning: Building memories to navigate future decisions. Frontiers in

Human Neuroscience, 6, 1-14. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2012.00070



264

Appendix A
Pre-Season Interview Guide
1. Describe how you select a team
a. So, is this one decision made at one point or do you continually think about it
throughout the week?
i. For example, do you sit down and decide the whole team or do you
pick individual positions throughout the week?
b. What exactly do you concentrate on when choosing individual players? What
do you base your decisions on?
c. Would selection change during the season at all (e.g., beginning/end of the
season)?
d. Would selection change depending on the other team (good/bad/similar;
lost/won a lot against them)?
i. For example, if you were playing a good (bad) team would you try and
limit your loses (maximise your gains) or the other way around?
ii. So would you ask yourself “how can I win?” or “how can I not lose?”
when faced with different (good/bad/similar) teams?
iii. If you were playing a good (bad/similar) team, what kind of player
(e.g., risky/consistent) would you likely pick?
e. Would your selection strategy change if the team won (lost) the week before?
i. Would you ask yourself “if I hadn’t picked him we would’ve won, so I
won’t pick him again™?
f.  Would anything else cause your selection strategy to change?
i. Do you remember a time when your selection strategy changed? Why

did it change? How did it change?
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Describe how you select individual positions

a. s this process the same for players in different positions (with different skill
sets)?

b. Do you take into consideration how a player previously performed against a
team (or the previous week)?

c. Do you use the team from the previous game (or season) and decide to keep or
reject players or do you start from scratch each game?

d. Was there a time when you had to make a difficult decision picking between
two players?

i. Describe your thought process

(Specific questions relating to Solomon and Rhea (2008))

3.

What, if any, physical aspects of a player do you concentrate on when selecting a
team? How much do you concentrate on the physical aspects (e.g., sport specific
skills, athleticism, speed, strength)

a. How important are these to you?
What psychological aspects (personality; e.g., hard worker, communication, mental
maturity, honesty, confidence) do you look for when selecting a team?

a. How important are these to you? Compared with physical aspects?
How do you take an athlete’s personal situation (e.g., maturation, family dynamics)
into account when selecting a team?

a. Has there been a case where you’ve had to consider this?

b. How important would this be?
Do you take into consideration an athletes knowledge (e.g., academic, tactical)?

a. How important is this to you?

b. Is there a balance between a good personality/athleticism and knowledge?
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c.  Which would stand out for you?
7. Do you employ any outside help to choose your team?
a. If so (or not), why?
8. Do you think you make mistakes (e.g., forgetting athletes will improve, relying on
other’s opinions, perception one can change athletes) when selecting a team?
a. Examples of when/how this happened?
9. Of all these aspects, do you accept that you cannot change any of them or do you try

to change them and then maybe change your selections as a result?

(Questions about predicting future success)
10. How well do you think you are at predicting future success?
a. Were you better at some bits compared to others?

b. Describe what you were (un)successful about

(Questions about what coaches want)
11. In an ideal world, what information would you use if everything was available to you?

12. What equipment/resources would you want?
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Appendix B
Post-Season Interview Guide
1. How did your season go (successful/unsuccessful)?
a. Why do you think that is?
b. What were the players like?
2. Describe how you selected a team
a. How was selecting the team as a group?
i. What worked?
ii. Were there any issues you came across?
iii. How would you change it (if you wanted to)?
b. What exactly did you concentrate on when choosing individual players? What
did you base your decisions on?
c. Did selection change during the season at all (e.g., beginning/end of the
season)?
d. Did selection change depending on the other team (good/bad/similar; lost/won
a lot against them) or the game type (league/friendly/cup game)?
i. For example, if you were playing a good (bad) team would you try and
limit your loses (maximise your gains) or the other way around?
ii. So would you ask yourself “how can I win?” or “how can I not lose?”
when faced with different (good/bad/similar) teams?
iii. If you were playing a good (bad/similar) team, what kind of player
(e.q., risky/consistent) would you likely pick?
e. Did you selections ever change because of any rules (either team or RFU)?
i. When? Why?

f. Did your selection strategy change if the team won (lost) the week before?
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i. Would you ask yourself “if I hadn’t picked him we would’ve won, so I
won’t pick him again™?
g. Was there ever a time when you wanted to drop someone but couldn’t because
there was no one to replace them?
i. What did you do? Why?
h. Did anything else cause your selection strategy to change?
i. Do you remember a time when your selection strategy changed? Why
did it change? How did it change?
3. Describe how you selected individual positions
a. Was this process the same for players in different positions (with different
skill sets)?
b. Was there a time when you had to make a difficult decision picking between
two players?
i. Describe your thought process
c. How did previous game performances affect selection (in 1% and 2" team)?
i. Did training performances affect selection? Did it have the same
weight as game performances?
4. Do you pick positions in isolation or in combinations?
a. Describe a time when you did this
i. What kind of things did you have to consider (e.g., weak aspects of one

player’s game)?

(Specific questions relating to Solomon and Rhea (2008))
5. What, if any, physical aspects of a player did you concentrate on when selecting a
team? How much did you concentrate on the physical aspects (e.qg., sport specific

skills, athleticism, speed, strength)
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b. How important are these to you?
. What psychological aspects (personality; e.g., hard worker, communication, mental
maturity, honesty, confidence) did you look for when selecting a team?
b. How important are these to you? Compared with physical aspects?
. How did you take an athlete’s personal situation (e.g., maturation, family dynamics)
into account when selecting a team?
c. Has there been a case where you’ve had to consider this?
d. How important would this be?
Did you take into consideration an athletes knowledge (e.g., academic, tactical)?
d. How important is this to you?
e. Isthere a balance between a good personality/athleticism and knowledge?
f.  Which would stand out for you?
. Did a player’s skills ever come into consideration when you were selecting?
a. What did you do?
b. How important is skill to you?
c. Did you ever have to question a selection because of the style of rugby the

team/player played?

10. How important is experience to you?

a. When would you consider experience when selecting your team?

11. Do you think you make mistakes (e.g., forgetting athletes will improve, relying on

other’s opinions, perception one can change athletes) when selecting a team?

a. Examples of when/how this happened?

(Questions about initial results)

12. Do you think you relationship with your athletes affects your selection?

a. Has this ever happened? What did you do?
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b. Is this the ideal situation?
13. Did you ever use selection as a management tool?
a. When? Why?
14. Do you think you have an ‘instinct’ when it comes to selection (e.g.,
best/amazing/magic)?
a. When would you rely on this?
b. Has this ever let you down?
c. Would you change anything about it?
15. Was there anything is the environment that affected your selection (e.g.,
parents/weather)?

a. Why?

(Questions about what coaches want)
16. In an ideal world, what information would you use if everything was available to you?

What equipment/resources would you want?
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Appendix C
Example Transcript from Post-Season Interviews from Chapter 4

Jeff Mantle (pseudonym)

Researcher: So sort of begin with, describe the process that you went through this season

when you were selecting your team

JM: Yeah, so, we were, we were looking to, to, | guess to try, try and build something so we
wanted to see where we’re at, so our starting point was primarily looking, it was sort of a two
pronged attack, we were looking for, for talent in each position umm but also characters, so
people that would fit into a good team umm and guess as we've gone on through the season,
there's been a few people that have, have probably lacked on the character side, where we've
moved them out or they've moved on for other reasons and others have come through so |
think that was probably our main, main approach umm other factors sort of getting involved
were obviously sort of uhh attendance at training umm of which there are then issues around
that because we've certainly found this season that umm you know there are some players
that are probably very deserving of being involved but maybe don't quite have the talent to
justify it so, you know some of them you would look at and go "yeah they're playing
regularly second team, they're at training all the time, but they're maybe not quite that quality
to, to go up on a choice, probably do a job for you if you have to but” so there's those sorts of
issues coming into it, and then we were also trying to align that with potentially when there's
choice around what sort of style of rugby we wanna play, so with our artificial pitch we've
done quite well at getting to a point where out there we can play quite a fast paced game,
quite a wide game, quite a creative game so as we went on through the season, it maybe
wasn't our starting point when | spoke to you, we probably weren't thinking about it all that

much because we were just looking for the right people and then seeing where that evolved
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umm that come in, we've made several decisions based on well actually this guy fits in with

our style of play more than the other guy, etc., etc.

Researcher: OK, so do you think, so it's changed essentially from when we last spoke?

JM: Yeah | think, I think it's evolved and I think, I just, | wouldn't say, you know it's not a
major change | think there are those few key factors that are still behind everything but then
we've maybe got to a point where we've been able to add and go actually there's some other
questions we can now ask when we're in selection umm you know we're still not, it's quite
nice that we're still, 1 think because of the way we've worked as a selection team we haven't
had to make it too formalised, it hasn't had to be right tick this box, tick this box, OK, that's
where we end up, we've been quite open and honest with our discussions umm and I've, and
largely, obviously there's a few instances but most people are on the same wavelength so
umm although people might have different viewpoints, generally we have all worked towards
the same sort of goal which has been nice, so, so yeah we've progressed, | would say, yeah

we've, yeah evolution not revolution quite so much, so yeah

Researcher: Yeah, so you mentioned then that some of the players maybe moved away from

the squad, was it

JM: Yeah, we've had several, one, one major incident where umm a player was disgruntled at
not being in the first team umm and when, initially showed that frustration by sort of
storming out of training umm throwing his toys out the pram so then once he cooled down we
started to talk to him, it became very clear that his motivation of playing was "I need to be a
first team player" we were like "OK, but why?" It was all about status, that's what he needed
and so when we, we went into it and went "OK well, where do you see, where do you think
you fit in the first team? What position should you be playing? Where have we got it wrong?"

And he goes "I should be starting 7" and straight away there was a disconnect because we



273

saw him as, probably a number 6 only and third or fourth on the pecking order, so there was a
huge disconnect in terms of where he saw his ability to where we, and not just me, as a group
everyone was kind of agreed that he was one of those players that, that won't let you down,
will make his tackles, probably won't lose the ball in contact, but he didn't do anything
exceptionally well, so he didn't like, he'd never carry for ten metres beyond contact, he'd
never hit someone in a tackle so hard that he's knocking them backwards, he was never, never
had an impact and | think my experience, if you've got, you've always got choices in the back
row and largely people will have something they're good at. So | guess that, that comes back
to another little selection thing, is actually what are peoples’ strengths? You know what do
they do well? Rather than looking, looking at the view point of...how great are their
weaknesses? So you pick someone with less weaknesses, we go actually "what difference can
that person make on the team because of their strength?" You know so we've got some guys,
a couple of guys that are like well OK they have to be in the team because of their ability at
the line out, to jump, and alright they might not be as good around the park but that's
probably a priority so, yeah, so we've had a few people move on and I think, I think that will
probably happen again next year but in terms of building a club and a squad, it's probably a
positive if people don't wanna put the work in and be a second team player and push through,
and that was the issue, was that really he didn't, just wanted to be a first team player without
the whole work my way up, which doesn't really work so, yeah so we've had a few instances
of that and umm we've had a few other players move on but mainly because we weren't
offering them umm the right training environment which we've sort of amended cause we
only really did sort of, when | came in first and second team training together umm we had
quite a lot of new faces come in that needed sort of a more social, development style training

so we've added that now so hopefully we can retain both sort of groups of players, but yeah
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Researcher: Were there any cases where, so they were the players that left because maybe
that had issues, were there any cases where players were selected over the people that were
already in there? Not because those guys that are there had any issues, but actually because

these guys were pushing through so much

JM: Yeah, not, not as often as we would want because umm we haven't had stability of
training in our second team umm and potentially with our coaches that are taking the second
team, they maybe weren't quite as much on the sort of reward selection that | wanted, they
very much wanted to put out their best team every week, and there was a bit of compromise
at times but there have been two or three occasions where yeah, someone's uhh been training
well but performing in the second team, where actually we've put them in ahead of other
people umm sometimes that's been based around the game, so there were maybe two or three
games throughout the season where we would expect to do well, so we were like OK we can
maybe make two or three changes here if we want because we feel the rest of the squad could
cope so it was a nice chance to look at someone umm other ones were, yeah were literally
just straight choices between who's gunna offer the most in that game, that might of come
down to conditions, so you know if it was November through to February, it's gunna be a bit
muddier, bit wetter, does that person play a different style of rugby that suits us compared to
that person? Or, or just looking at it as a straight shoot out on form, who's actually
performing better at the time? And one might have had a slight dip and etc., so we've had a
couple of those instances umm and then, you know it's then difficult, it's then about, about
rotating because sometimes those guys drop down onto the bench and it's how, how many
times do we keep that player on the bench spot if they haven't moved up? So if they haven't,
if an opportunity hasn't become available for them to go up, do you put them on the bench for

that third week? Or do you say "go and have 80 minutes for the second team, we'll bring
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someone else in" so it's balanced cause | think the key thing to remember is as much as guys

want to get selected they're also here to play rugby
[Interruption]

Researcher: So you were saying then there's this idea then of actually, if players are on the
bench for a couple of weeks it's actually thinking "right well maybe we should put them
down in the 2s to get them the game time" so even though they were maybe selected and you
thought "right they're good enough to be in that 1s squad™ actually the idea of giving them

game time

JM: Yeah | think so and | think that's just, it's a difficult conversation to have when you put
anyone from, you're effectively dropping them whatever way you wanna try and, to word it
because you're effectively dropping them but umm no it has to be that little bit of
management and it, it hasn't happened all the time throughout the season cause we, we
admittedly haven’t had, I don't look across our 1s and 2s and go "OK anyone can step up and
play" it's not that fluid at the moment, but there are one or two positions where we've got a
little bit of strength where actually we can afford to do that and the person coming on to the
bench is then not necessarily gunna be a weaker player and it's opportunity, so it's umm it's a
difficult one to think of but sometimes just a, giving those guys that 80 minutes means that
they're gunna keep their fitness up, that they're gunna, and sometimes they'll get a better
opportunity to show what they can do if they go down to the 2s, have a good attitude and play
well for 80 minutes than maybe coming off the bench for 20 minutes in a game that we might
be losing or whatever it might be, so it might be, it's almost a bit, it might be harder for them

to take but actually it might be a better opportunity for them so, so

Researcher: So it's almost this idea of looking at, you were mentioning then the replacements

as well so actually the guys that you do move, depending on the game, the opposition or
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whatever, it then comes down to who's behind them to come in and take their place, assuming
that if there was no one that you thought would be good enough to come in, then that,
regardless that you're play bottom of the league, whatever, that change wouldn't happen

because there was no one else to come in there to fill that gap type thing

JM: Yeah it's always that, it's always that strength in depth, if we've got no one behind
pushing then if you've got 18 players and they're fit and available every week and that's all
you've got then a) you're very lucky that they're not getting injured but that's where you're sat
with it really so umm it does very much depend on what you've got available, obviously umm
the, the major reason we've made changes this year has been unavailability’s, you know
generally just players saying "l can't play this week, I'm at a wedding" or "I'm away on
holiday" or whatever it may be umm we've tried to get ahead on the curve so that we know
that quite far in advance, but actually that's probably been, 75% of our changes have probably
been forced umm so either that or injury, although touch wood we've actually been very
lucky with injury this year, we haven't, haven't had many long-term injuries, just the odd
niggle so umm but yeah most of it's been enforced so actually I, we know a couple of months
ahead "right on these dates, so and so's gunna be away, so what's our plan for that? OK
maybe he plays all the way up till then, but we're having a look at this player in here, just” or
we're lining it up and going to so and so, "we know that our fly half’s gunna be away, what's
your availability like up to here because there's gunna be an opportunity coming up?" so you
can use it almost as a umm a motivational tactic at times, so if you're playing well in the 2s or

whatever it may be, just, there is a natural opportunity coming up so, yeah

Researcher: So it's actually quite long-term then? It's this idea of, of figuring out, assuming
then you've got say a squad that you think if these guys are fit and healthy and available,
they're the ones that will get selected, and then it's those few positions on a few weekends

that aren't there and then planning
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JM: Yeah | 