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The purpose of this commentary is to provide a broad overview of the empirical research-based articles published in the
International Sport Coaching Journal from its inception in 2014 through 2020. Data from 101 publications were collected and
analyzed using Arksey and O’Malley’s six-stage framework for conducting scoping reviews. Data were extracted on the size and
scope of research, populations and perspectives studied, and methodologies and data collection methods used. The results show
that empirical research publications grew more prominent over time (i.e., 24.0% of 2014 publications vs. 58.1% of 2020
publications) compared with other publication types. The most commonly researched topics included coach development and
coach behaviors. The participants most studied were male coaches, performance sport coaches, and adult sport coaches, featuring
primarily European and North American coaches. The majority of studies used a qualitative methodology with the most common
research designs being phenomenological and case studies. A variety of data collection methods were used that involved one-on-
one interviews and questionnaires. Several recommendations are advanced to stakeholders, including strategies to promote racial
and gender diversity and to collect and report demographic data on race and coaching experience.
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The present commentary, based on a scoping review, provides
a summary of the nature of empirical research published in the
International Sport Coaching Journal (ISCJ) from its inception in
2014 to 2020. We used a scoping review approach, which is “a
form of knowledge synthesis that addresses an exploratory research
question aimed at mapping key concepts, types of evidence, and
gaps in research related to a defined area or field by systematically
searching, selecting, and synthesizing existing knowledge”
(Colquhoun et al., 2014, pp. 1293–1294). Moreover, a scoping
review provides greater clarity about a topic, intended to guide
more focused lines of research and provide an overview of the
breadth rather than the depth of evidence (Davis et al., 2009).

Arksey and O’Malley (2005) highlighted four possible reasons
why researchers undertake scoping reviews, which are to examine
the extent and nature of a body of research, identify whether a
systematic review is warranted, summarize and disseminate
research findings, and/or identify research gaps within the extant
literature. The present scoping review was conducted to inform
ISCJ stakeholders on the extent and nature of empirical research-
based articles and to identify areas in which ISCJ stakeholders can
aim to shape the future of the journal. There are a number of
stakeholders who can benefit from a summary of the empirical
research-based publications in ISCJ, including consumers of the
journal (e.g., What can I expect to gain from reading ISCJ?),
researchers (e.g., What are the current publishing trends, and how
does my research fit within ISCJ?), reviewers of ISCJ (e.g., What
are the expectations in terms of high-quality writing?), ISCJ
commentary board (e.g., How are current research trends aligning

with the journal’s mission?), publishers (e.g., Should a special issue
be published to address critical but less researched topics?), and
coach developers (What type of research is available to inform
coach education efforts?).

The present scoping review addresses the following questions:
(a) What was the size and scope of the empirical research in ISCJ
between 2014 and 2020? (b) What populations and perspectives
were examined? and (c) What methodologies and data collection
methods were used? These questions align with previous reviews
of coaching literature (e.g., Campbell et al., 2022; Gilbert & Trudel,
2004) and coaching-focused scoping reviews (e.g., Bentzen et al.,
2021). It is also a way to inform stakeholders (Levac et al., 2010) of
ways to advance coaching science in this journal.

Researcher Positioning

This commentary, based on a scoping review, is written by four
individuals who have unique experiences working with the ISCJ
yet have a common interest in the growth and development of the
journal. The first author (Hirsch) is a doctoral student who studies
leadership. She has primarily investigated the construct of athlete
leadership and has utilized the ISCJ as an outlet to stay informed
about advances concerning sport leadership and coaching. As such,
she is a consumer of the journal so she can develop her under-
standing of the field of coaching science. The second author
(Loughead) is an established academic who specializes in sport
leadership, which includes conducting research on coaching and
athlete leadership. His experiences with the ISCJ include as a
consumer, reviewer, coach, and author. The third author (Bloom) is
an academic who has conducted coaching science research for
30 years. He currently serves as an associate editor of the ISCJ and
also engages with the journal as a consumer, author, reviewer, and
coach. The fourth author (Gilbert) is an academic with 30 years of
experience conducting coaching science research. His involvement
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with the ISCJ includes serving as the founding editor-in-chief as
well as consumer, author, reviewer, and coach.

The present review was guided by a pragmatist paradigm,
which assumes that reality is ever-changing, and pragmatists are,
therefore, not tied or committed to any single view of reality
(Kowalski et al., 2018). It is also rooted in the idea that multiple
approaches to inquiry can help to answer the research questions
(RQs; Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2005). As such, the present
review incorporates knowledge from two key sources:
(a) articles contained in the review and (b) ISCJ stakeholders.
Furthermore, multiple approaches to examining the data were
used, including frequency analyses (e.g., sample size and demo-
graphics data) and themes (e.g., coaching areas of focus).
Pragmatists do not claim to provide an absolute truth
(Weaver, 2018); therefore, we acknowledge there are other
ways to examine ISCJ articles and that our findings do not
provide an absolute truth. Another key component of pragma-
tism is that knowledge creation can be used as a catalyst for
change and improvement (Goldkuhl, 2012). Describing the
composition of original research articles can serve as a catalyst
for stakeholder reflection that can inform future research.

Scoping Review

The ISCJ published its inaugural issue in 2014 under the leadership
of founding co-editor-in-chief, Dr. Wade Gilbert. He served as the
editor-in-chief for 7 years until Dr. Bettina Callary accepted the
invitation to serve as ISCJ’s second editor-in-chief. Dr. Wade
Gilbert served from 2014 to 2019 when Volumes 1–6 were
published and manuscripts for Volume 7 were submitted for
review. Ultimately, Volume 7 was published in 2020 under the
direction of Dr. Bettina Callary. Beginning in 2021, a new ISCJ
commentary leadership group incorporated modifications that
influenced the makeup of the journal, including updating the
journal’s mission to place greater emphasis on empirical coaching
research, while still retaining space for practical advances and a
continued priority on promoting a global perspective on coaching
and coach development. Such changes resulted in an update to the
classification of manuscript submissions (e.g., reducing the number
of classifications). Given these changes, we have focused our scope
of study to the empirical research published in the ISCJ from 2014
to 2020 in which the mission and makeup of the journal remained
consistent.

This scoping review was conducted using the Arksey and
O’Malley (2005) framework that involved six stages:
(a) identifying RQ(s); (b) identifying relevant studies; (c) selecting
studies for inclusion; (d) charting the data; (e) collating, summarizing,
and reporting the findings; and (f) consulting with stakeholders.
Arksey and O’Malley initially noted that the sixth stage was optional.
However, researchers have since argued that consultation with sta-
keholders be a required component of an effective scoping review
(Levac et al., 2010; Sabiston et al., 2022). As such, all six stages were
conducted in the present study. In the current review, a description
of Stage 1 can be found in the introduction, and descriptions of Stages
2–6 are described next. Consistent with Arksey and O’Malley’s
framework, these stages were completed in an iterative process.

Stages 2 and 3: Identifying Relevant Studies and
Selecting Studies for Inclusion

The current review analyzed Volumes 1–7 that were published
from 2014 to 2020. Amanual search of ISCJ publications identified

287 total studies in Volumes 1–7, which were considered for
potential inclusion into the scoping review.

Until 2021, ISCJ categorized manuscripts into one of seven
types that included original research (i.e., empirical data-based
studies examining coaching and coach education), best practices
(i.e., evidence-based approaches to enhance coaching performance),
coaching in (i.e., descriptions of coaching and coach education in a
specific country), insights (i.e., position papers on issues or ap-
proaches to coaching and coach education), digest (i.e., a summary
of the articles in the issue), resource review (i.e., brief summaries of
sources for coaches and coach educators), and commentarys. Along
with the first and second authors, a research assistant screened the
articles within the ISCJ to identify manuscripts containing empirical-
based data. From this search, original research (n = 101) was the only
manuscript type that required empirical data, thereby excluding best
practices (n = 34), coaching in (n = 24), insights (n = 58), digest
(n = 21), resource review (n = 41), and commentarys (n = 8) articles
from the current review. Figure 1 contains of a flowchart of the
screening process.

Stages 4 and 5: Charting the Data and Collating,
Summarizing, and Reporting the Data

Stages 4 and 5 were conducted as a collaboration between the first
and second authors and then critically reviewed by the third and
fourth authors. The purpose statement, RQs, and method section of
all manuscripts were assessed by extracting data pertaining to each
RQ. Data were extracted and recorded in an iterative process. For
example, participant demographics were initially recorded as

Figure 1 — Flow diagram of screening process. ISCJ = International
Sport Coaching Journal.
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gender and participant type (e.g., coach, athlete). Following the
assessment of several articles, the first and second authors noted
discrepancies between articles in terms of how certain demographic
data were reported and how coaching samples differed across
studies. As a result, a decision was made to also record information
on the race and coaching experience of participants (i.e., coaching
experience inclusion criteria and sample’s coaching experience) so
that a clearer picture of the participants could be described to
individuals who are looking to engage with the ISCJ (e.g., using
these data to determine whether the journal has published research
on their population of interest). All previously assessed articles
were then reassessed to include race and coaching experience data.

The data were then organized into a table detailing study
characteristics (see the Supplementary Material [available online]).
As Arksey and O’Malley (2005) stated, decisions for how to
analyze and report the data should align with the RQs and priorities
of the researchers. Specifically, the size and scope of the empirical
data (i.e., RQ1) was investigated by calculating the number of
original research articles in each ISCJ issue and identifying the
coaching areas of focus addressed in each manuscript. The popula-
tions and perspectives (i.e., RQ2) were assessed by examining the
participant demographics, sample size, coaching experience, and
sporting context. Participant demographics were coded by partici-
pant type (e.g., coach, athlete, and administrator), gender, race, and
the country of the sporting context. Coaching experience was
coded by the reported inclusion criteria for coaching experience
(e.g., participants must be coaches who have five or more years of
coaching experience) and the coaching experience of the study
sample (e.g., the average years of coaching experience of the
sample). Inclusion criteria data included the context and length
of the coaching experience required to participate, if reported. Data
pertaining to the study sample’s coaching experience included the
coaching context as well as range and average length of coaching, if
reported. Studies that included non-coach samples (e.g., athletes)
or provided reviews of the literature were not coded for inclusion
criteria for coaching experience or sample coaching experience.
The sporting context was coded by competition context and sport.
We coded the competition context as athletes being <18 years old
(youth) or 18+ years old (adult) as well as the level of competition
(participation vs. performance; Lyle, 2002). The research design
used (i.e., RQ3) was first categorized by the methodology (quali-
tative, quantitative, or mixed methods). If the study was catego-
rized as qualitative, the design was then coded as either
ethnography, grounded theory, narrative, phenomenology, or doc-
ument analysis (cf. Creswell & Creswell, 2018). If the study was
categorized as quantitative, the design was then coded as experi-
mental with randomized groups, experimental with nonrandomized
groups, preexperimental, or nonexperimental (Kowalski et al.,
2018). If the study was categorized as mixed methods, the design
then was coded as convergent, exploratory, explanatory, or case
study mixed methods research (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Each
study was further categorized according to data collection methods
(e.g., interviews and questionnaire), timing of data collection
(cross-sectional vs. longitudinal), and whether a research paradigm
was reported (yes vs. no). The data are reported in a series of tables
in accordance with the applicable RQ. Specifically, findings per-
taining to the size and scope of the research are reported in Table 1
(summary of study characteristics) and Table 2 (summary of
coaching areas of focus). Findings related to the populations
and perspectives examined are reported in Table 1 (summary of
study characteristics). The findings pertaining to the methodologies
and data collection methods used are reported in Table 3 (summary

of study methods) and Table 4 (summary of paradigm reporting by
methodology).

Stage 6: Consultation With Stakeholders

Key stakeholders approached for consultation included the current
ISCJ editor-in-chief and one associate editor who served during
Dr. Gilbert’s tenure. Both stakeholders were provided with a draft
report of the findings to solicit their feedback (Keown et al., 2008;
Sabiston et al., 2022). They were asked to share their reflections
concerning how the findings aligned with the mission of ISCJ and
areas for future research and to identify which findings from the
scoping review were informative for their roles as researchers,
editors, and consumers of the journal. The stakeholders shared
feedback pertaining to findings such as the diversity of research
samples and country of the sporting context (e.g., does the inter-
national representation in the present review reflect an international
journal such as ISCJ?) as well as commentary on how these
findings aligned with the current ISCJ mission statement. The
stakeholders’ feedback was integral in shaping the discussion and
informed the display of findings in the “Results” section.

Results

A summary of the 101 original research articles can be found in the
SupplementaryMaterial (available online). Articles were published
between 2014 and 2020 with 59.4% of the articles published
between 2018 and 2020, demonstrating a substantial increase of
empirical-based research published in the ISCJ in recent years.
Specifically, the proportion of original research articles (compared
with the other types of manuscripts published in ISCJ) within each
volume increased, starting with 15.2% of articles in Volume 1,
24.0% in Volume 2, 25.5% in Volume 3, 27.3% in Volume 4,
53.1% in Volume 5, 47.3% in Volume 6, and 58.1% in Volume 7.

Characteristics of Empirical Studies

Descriptive statistics for study characteristics are reported in Table 1.
This information includes participant demographics (i.e., participant
type, gender, race, and country of the sporting context), sample size,
coaching experience (i.e., reported inclusion criteria for coaching
experience and coaching experience of the study sample), and the
sporting context (i.e., level of competition and sport type).

Participant Demographics

From the 101 original research manuscripts, a total of 24,991
participants were sampled. Most participants were coaches
(78.3%; e.g., Rathwell et al., 2014), followed by athletes (17.8%;
e.g., Rottensteiner et al., 2015), other sport professionals (5.7%;
e.g., administrators, Vinson et al., 2016), and non-sport-related
adults (3.3%; e.g., general population; Al-Emadi et al., 2018).
Male participants were most commonly assessed across studies
(63.2%). More specifically, males accounted for 64.3% of coaches,
57.2% of athletes, 43.2% of other sport professionals, and 49.6% of
non-sport-related adults. Four studies examined female-only sam-
ples (e.g., Knust & Fisher, 2015) in comparison with 20 studies
examining male-only samples (e.g., Urquhart et al., 2020). The
studies containing female-only samples investigated the experiences
of female coaches and athletes, whereas male-only samples were
used to investigate coaches in general. There were no studies that
examined nonbinary, gender-fluid, two-spirit, or transgender indi-
viduals. Race was rarely reported within participant demographics
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Table 1 Summary of Study Characteristics

Characteristic n Percentage of total sample

Number of participants

≤10 29 28.71

Qualitative 26 25.74

Quantitative 0 0

Mixed methods 3 2.97

11–20 25 24.75

Qualitative 21 20.79

Quantitative 2 1.98

Mixed methods 2 1.98

≥21 42 41.58

Qualitative 14 13.86

Quantitative 16 15.84

Mixed methods 12 11.88

Team-based data, individual participants not reported 2 1.98

Qualitative 2 1.98

Quantitative 0 0.00

Mixed methods 0 0.00

Review 3 2.97

Gender

Coach 9,279 63.16

Male 5,970 40.64

Female 3,066 20.87

Participant did not report 154 1.05

Not reported in article 89 0.60

Athlete 4,455 30.32

Male 2,548 17.34

Female 1,850 12.59

Participant did not report 13 0.08

Not reported in article 44 0.30

Other sport professional (e.g., administrator) gender 134 0.91

Male 58 0.39

Female 39 0.27

Not reported in article 37 0.25

Nonsport adults 823 5.60

Male 408 2.78

Female 413 2.81

Participant did not report 2 0.01

Sport

Alpine skiing 1 0.99

Basketball 4 3.96

Canoe slalom 1 0.99

Curling 1 0.99

Field hockey 1 0.99

Football 3 2.97

Gaelic football 1 0.99

Golf 3 2.97

Ice hockey 1 0.99

Lacrosse 1 0.99

Rugby 3 2.97

Soccer 13 12.87

Surfing 1 0.99

Swimming 4 3.96

(continued)
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Table 1 (continued)

Characteristic n Percentage of total sample

Tennis 2 1.98

Track and field 3 2.97

Triathlon 1 0.99

Wheelchair curling 1 0.99

Wrestling 1 0.99

Multiple sports 42 41.58

Nonsport sample 1 0.99

Not reported 8 7.92

Not applicable (e.g., review and academic setting) 4 2.96

Level

Participation 16 15.84

Youth 10 9.90

Adult 5 4.95

Youth and adult 1 0.99

Unspecified 0 0.00

Performance 50 49.50

Youth 10 9.90

Adult 32 31.68

Youth and adult 6 5.94

Unspecified 2 1.98

Participation and performance 17 16.83

Youth 5 4.95

Adult 3 2.97

Youth and adult 8 7.92

Unspecified 1 0.99

Participation and performance youth, performance adult 1 0.99

Participation youth, performance adult 1 0.99

Not reported level, youth 2 1.98

Not reported level or age group 8 7.98

Not applicable (e.g., review, nonsport sample) 6 5.94

Race and/or ethnicity

White 3 2.97

Multi 10 9.90

Not reported 88 87.13

Coaching experience criteria in years (or current professional role)

Yes 24 23.76

General or unspecified coaching/profession requirement 6 5.94

Sport-specific coaching requirement 1 0.99

Current level, not sport-specific requirement 9 8.91

Current level and sport-specific requirement 5 4.95

Current team/athlete coaching requirement 3 2.97

No 12 11.88

Not specified 61 60.40

Not applicable (e.g., review) 7 6.93

Coaching experience in years (or current professional role)

Yes 74 73.27

General or unspecified coaching/profession 36 35.64

Sport-specific coaching 12 11.88

Current level, not sport specific 8 7.92

Current level and sport specific 7 6.93

Current team/athlete coaching 11 10.89

ISCJ Vol. 10, No. 1, 2023 7
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with 87.1% of articles reporting no information on the race of
participants. However, the country where the sample was drawn
from was commonly reported with nearly 90% of participants
coming from either European (45.8%; e.g., Chroni et al., 2019)
or North American countries (40.7%; e.g., Urquhart et al., 2020).
The most represented countries by number of publications in Europe
were the United Kingdom (23.7%; e.g., Adams et al., 2016), France
(e.g., Garner & Hill, 2017), Norway (e.g., Bentzen et al., 2017), and
Portugal (e.g., Santos et al., 2017), each of which were represented

in 3.4% of all articles. In North America, Canada was represented
24.6% (e.g., Falcão et al., 2017) and the United States 15.3% of the
time (e.g., Knust & Fisher, 2015).

Sample Size

In regard to the number of participants per manuscript, 28.7% had
10 or fewer participants (qualitative = 25.7%, e.g., Kerr et al., 2020;
mixed methods = 3.0%, e.g., Prophet et al., 2017), 24.8% had

Demographic n Percentage of total sample

Not specified 20 19.80

Not applicable (e.g., review) 7 6.93

Sport countrya

Africa 2 1.69

South Africa 1 0.85

Swaziland 1 0.85

Asia 8 6.78

Asia—unspecified 1 0.85

China/Hong Kong 2 1.69

Israel 1 0.85

Philippines 1 0.85

Qatar 1 0.85

Singapore 2 1.69

Europe 54 45.76

Belgium 1 0.85

Europe—unspecified 1 0.85

Finland 2 1.69

France 4 3.39

Germany 2 1.69

Italy 1 0.85

The Netherlands 1 0.85

Norway 4 3.39

Portugal 4 3.39

Scandinavia—unspecified 1 0.85

Serbia 1 0.85

Spain 1 0.85

Sweden 2 1.69

Switzerland 1 0.85

United Kingdom 28 23.73

Oceania 7 5.93

Australia 4 3.39

Fiji 1 0.85

New Zealand 2 1.69

North America 48 40.68

Canada 29 24.58

North America—unspecified 1 0.85

United States 18 15.25

South America 2 1.69

Brazil 1 0.85

South America—unspecified 1 0.85

Not reported 4 3.39
aThe frequencies are counted based on the number of studies in which a country was examined.

Table 1 (continued)
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11–20 participants (qualitative = 20.8%, e.g., Blackett et al., 2018;
quantitative = 2.0%, e.g., Kramers et al., 2020; and mixed meth-
ods = 2.0%, e.g., Willmott & Collins, 2017), 41.6% had 21 or more
participants (qualitative = 13.9%, e.g., Camiré, 2015; quantita-
tive = 15.8%, e.g., Newland et al., 2019; and mixed methods =
11.9%, e.g., North et al., 2020), and approximately 5.0% did not
report the number of individual participants (e.g., provided team-
level data, review).

Coaching Experience

Inclusion criteria regarding participants’ coaching experience var-
ied with 3.0% of studies requiring experience with a current team or
athlete (e.g., head coaches of current team for 5+ years; Westfall,
2020), 5.0% requiring sport- and level-specific experience (e.g.,
coaches at a soccer academy for 3+ years; Price et al., 2020), 8.9%
requiring only level-specific experience (e.g., national/interna-
tional-level coaches; Szedlak et al., 2020), 1.0% requiring only
sport-specific experience (e.g., surfing coaches; Correia & Bertram,
2018), and 5.9% requiring general or unspecified amount of
coaching experience (Camiré, 2015). The remaining publications
included studies that did not require coaching experience (11.9%;
e.g., Ryom et al., 2020), that did not mention inclusion criteria
(60.4%; e.g., Sleeman & Ronkainen, 2020), or in which coaching
experience was not applicable (6.9%; e.g., athlete-only sample,
Spink & Fesser, 2018).

It was common for studies to report the sample’s coaching
experience (73.3% of all studies). Specifically, 10.9% of studies
reported experience with a current team or athlete (e.g., coach–
athlete dyad experience, Mueller et al., 2018), 6.9% reported sport-
and level-specific experience (e.g., Olympic swimming, Sarkar &
Hilton, 2020), 7.9% reported only level-specific experience
(e.g., high school coaching, Camiré et al., 2018), 11.9% reported
only sport-specific experience (e.g., golf, Paquette et al., 2019),
35.6% reported general or unspecified coaching experience
(e.g., McNeill et al., 2018), 19.8% did not report coaching experi-
ence (Vealey et al., 2020), and coaching experience was not
applicable to 6.9% of studies (e.g., review, athlete-only sample;
e.g., Olusoga et al., 2019).

Sporting Context

The context examined was primarily performance-only sport
(49.5%; Forlenza et al., 2018), followed by a combination of
participation and performance sport contexts (16.8%; Huysmans
et al., 2018), participation only (15.8%; e.g., Falcão et al., 2017),
studies that did not report the level of competition (8.0%; Driska,

2018), and study designs that were not applicable (5.9%; Al-Emadi
et al., 2018). The most targeted age groups were performance
adults (31.7%; Prophet et al., 2017), performance youth (9.9%;
Newland et al., 2019), and participation youth (9.9%; Søvik et al.,
2017). Regarding sport type, 41.6% of studies examined multiple
sports (e.g., Willmott & Collins, 2017). Of the single-sport studies,
the most examined sports were soccer (12.9%; e.g., Santos et al.,
2017), basketball (4.0%; e.g., Koh et al., 2015), and swimming
(4.0%; e.g., Callary et al., 2017). In addition, two studies examined
parasport (2.0%; e.g., Duarte et al., 2020). Eight studies (7.9%) did
not specify the sport context under examination (e.g., Mallett &
Coulter, 2016).

Research Design

The results for the research design used are reported in Table 3. The
studies are further displayed in Table 4 to highlight the frequencies
in which studies reported and did not report the paradigm for each
research methodology over the years.

Regarding methodology, most studies were qualitative
(62.4%; e.g., Collins & Durand-Bush, 2016), followed by quanti-
tative (17.8%; e.g., Rylander, 2016) and mixed methods (16.8%;
e.g., Lara-Bercial & Mallett, 2016). The most common qualitative
research designs were phenomenological (34.7%; e.g., Huysmans
et al., 2018) and case studies (16.8%; e.g., Price et al., 2020). For
quantitative research, the most common design was nonexperi-
mental (14.9%; e.g., Vealey et al., 2020). For mixed methods
designs, the most common were convergent (8.9%; e.g., Gurgis
et al., 2020) and case study (5.9%; e.g., Mueller et al., 2018).

In regard to data collection, the most common study designs
were cross-sectional qualitative studies (40.6%; e.g., Santos et al.,
2017), longitudinal qualitative studies (16.8%; e.g., Harvey et al.,
2015), cross-sectional mixed methods (11.9%; e.g., Stoszkowski &
Collins, 2018), and cross-sectional quantitative studies (10.9%;
e.g., Rodgers et al., 2015). It was common for studies to use
multiple methods (i.e., mixed methods, multiple quantitative meth-
ods, multiple qualitative methods) with 41 studies (40.6%) using
multiple methods (e.g., Paquette & Trudel, 2018). Studies that used
one data collection method primarily used one-on-one interviews
(31.7%; e.g., Rathwell & Young, 2018) or questionnaires (20.8%;
e.g., Hall et al., 2019).

A majority of studies did not report the research paradigm
(56.4%; e.g., Norman, 2015). However, as the journal evolved, it
was more common for studies to report the research paradigm with
the numbers as follows: 0 studies in Volume 1 reporting a para-
digm, 8.3% in Volume 2, 41.7% in Volume 3, 33.3% in Volume 4,

Table 2 Summary of Study Topics

Topic Number of studies Percentage of total sample

Coach development 41 34.75

Coach behaviors 35 29.66

Coach knowledge 9 7.63

Outcomes of coaching 9 7.63

Coach relationships 8 6.78

Coaching philosophy 5 4.24

Coach burnout/well-being 4 3.39

Coach role 4 3.39

Coach characteristics 3 2.54

Note. The frequencies of the topics are counted per time mentioned.
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Table 3 Summary of Study Methods

Method
Number of
studies

Percentage of total
sample

Design

Qualitative 63 62.38

Case study 17 16.83

Document analysis 1 0.99

Ethnography 3 2.97

Grounded theory 3 2.97

Narrative 4 3.96

Phenomenology 35 34.65

Quantitative 18 17.82

Experiment—randomized conditions 1 0.99

Experiment—nonrandomized conditions 1 0.99

Preexperiment 1 0.99

Nonexperiment 15 14.85

Mixed methods 17 16.83

Convergent 9 8.91

Explanatory 2 1.98

Case study 6 5.94

Review 3 2.97

Research paradigm

Reported 44 43.56

Not reported 57 56.44

Methodology

Qualitative 63 62.38

Cross-sectional 41 40.59

Longitudinal 17 16.83

Cross-sectional and longitudinal 5 4.95

Quantitative 18 17.82

Cross-sectional 11 10.89

Longitudinal 6 5.94

Cross-sectional and longitudinal 1 0.99

Mixed methods 17 16.83

Cross-sectional 12 11.88

Longitudinal 3 2.97

Qualitative longitudinal, quantitative cross-
sectional

1 1.98

Qualitative cross-sectional, quantitative
longitudinal

1 1.98

Review 3 2.97

Data

One-on-one interviews 31 30.69

Focus group interviews 2 1.98

Document analysis 1 0.99

Observation 0 0.00

Questionnaire 21 20.79

Journal/blog 1 0.99

Articles for review 3 2.97

Multiple methods 42 41.58
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41.2% in Volume 5, 55.5% in Volume 6, and 68.0% in Volume 7.
The research paradigm guiding the study methodology was also
more commonly reported in qualitative studies (55.6%), followed
by mixed methods (41.2%) and quantitative studies (5.6%).

Coaching Area of Focus

Descriptive statistics for the coaching area of focus are reported in
Table 2. Given that some studies examined multiple topics, the
frequency of topics addressed was determined based on the total
number of times each topic was examined across studies. The most
commonly investigated topics were coach development (34.8%;
e.g., coach education programs, Santos et al., 2019; mentorship,
Grant et al., 2020) and coach behaviors (29.7%; e.g., athletes’
preferred coach behaviors, Norman, 2015; turning a team into a
winning program, Westfall, 2020), followed by coach knowledge
(7.6%; e.g., sport-related concussion knowledge, Kerr et al., 2020;
knowledge of athletes’ traits, Tedesqui & Young, 2020), outcomes
of coaching (7.6%; e.g., athletes’ self-efficacy, McMullen et al.,
2020; athlete empowerment, Solstad et al., 2018), coach relation-
ships (6.8%; e.g., relationships with assistant coaches, Rathwell
et al., 2014; coach–athlete relationships, Callary et al., 2018),
coaching philosophy (4.2%; Sleeman & Ronkainen, 2020), coach
role (3.4%; e.g., experiences as a teacher coach, Camiré, 2015; role
of high school coaches, Barnson, 2014), coach burnout/well-being
(3.4%; e.g., Bentzen et al., 2017), and coach characteristics (2.5%;
e.g., resilience, Sarkar & Hilton, 2020; successful coaches’ per-
sonalities, Mallett & Coulter, 2016).

Conclusions and Implications for
Stakeholders

Question 1: Size and Scope

Relative to the number of other types of papers published in the
ISCJ, there was an increase over time in the number of original
research studies published across this review period. In fact,
Volumes 5–7 averaged over 50% of the content devoted to original
research (i.e., 53.1% inVolume 5, 47.3% in Volume 6, and 58.1% in
Volume 7). Given the increased focus on empirical-based research in
recent years, researchers conducting empirical-based research on
coaching topics can utilize the ISCJ as an outlet for publication.
Regarding the scope of topics addressed in the ISCJ, coaching
development and coaching behaviors were the most investigated
topics. With the continued worldwide professionalization of sport

coaching, it is anticipated that there will be a steady production of
research focused on coaching behaviors and coaching develop-
ment. This type of research by ISCJ authors is needed to meet the
demand from the sport governing bodies and coach educators who
design and deliver coach education.

Although research on coaching behaviors and coaching devel-
opment will likely continue to account for a large amount of
published coaching research, results of the present scoping review
showed a growing interest in other areas of coaching science, such
as outcomes of coaching, coaching knowledge, and coach relation-
ships. One area that, perhaps surprisingly, has not been well
represented in the research articles published in the ISCJ is coach
well-being (burnout and mental health). Currently, issues of athlete
mental health are receiving large amounts of attention by both
researchers and practitioners. It is well documented that high-
performance coaches must also cope with significant pressures
and demands (e.g., Carson et al., 2018). ISCJ is an ideal outlet for
researchers to share study findings on coach mental health.

Question 2: Coaching Populations and
Perspectives

Results showed a need for authors submitting to ISCJ to target new
populations for coaching research in an attempt to diversify the
scope of what is known about coaching research. In regard to sport
type, the findings indicated a scarcity of research examining
parasport coaching contexts. In recent years, there has been a
call from parasport coaching science researchers to provide more
information on how to acquire and effectively implement disabil-
ity-specific coaching information (e.g., Fairhurst et al., 2017;
Lepage et al., 2020). In regard to gender, findings from the present
study highlight the need for research on coaches who identify as
female or gender minorities (i.e., nonbinary, transgender, gender
fluid, and two spirit). Typically, male-only samples were used to
generalize to all coaches, whereas female-only samples were
designed specifically to examine female coaches’ unique experi-
ences. As a result, it appears that the male coach experience
dominates coaching science despite research supporting that
female coaches and gender minorities have unique coaching
experiences (Kavoura & Kokkonen, 2021; LaVoi & Dutove,
2012). Therefore, we challenge researchers to ensure that their
sample is representative of the coaching population of interest,
investigate coaches who identify as female and gender minorities,
and explore how one’s gender may intersect with other personal
characteristics (e.g., race) in coaching contexts (Kavoura &

Table 4 Paradigm by Methodology and Volume

Qualitative Mixed methods Review Total

Volume
PR
(%)

NPR
(%)

PR
(%)

NPR
(%)

PR
(%)

NPR
(%)

PR
(%)

NPR
(%)

PR
(%)

NPR
(%)

1 0 (0.0%) 4 (100.0%) — — 0 (0.0%) 1 (100.0%) — — 0 (0.0%) 5 (100.0%)

2 1 (14.3%) 6 (85.7%) 0 (0.0%) 4 (100.0%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (100.0%) — — 1 (8.3%) 11 (91.7%)

3 3 (42.9%) 4 (57.1%) 0 (0.0%) 3 (100.0%) 2 (100.0%) 0 (0.0%) — — 5 (41.7%) 7 (58.3%)

4 4 (57.1%) 3 (42.9%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (100.0%) 0 (0.0%) 4 (100.0%) — — 4 (33.3%) 8 (66.7%)

5 6 (54.5%) 5 (45.5%) 0 (0.0%) 4 (100.0%) 1 (50.0%) 1 (50.0%) — — 7 (41.2%) 10 (58.8%)

6 7 (77.8%) 2 (22.2%) 0 (0.0%) 3 (100.0%) 2 (50.0%) 2 (50.0%) 1 (50.0%) 1 (50.0%) 10 (55.6%) 8 (44.4%)

7 14 (77.8%) 4 (22.2%) 1 (33.3%) 2 (66.7%) 2 (33.3%) 1 (66.7%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (100.0%) 17 (68.0%) 8 (32.0%)

Total 35 (55.6%) 28 (45.2%) 2 (5.6%) 17 (94.4%) 7 (41.2%) 10 (58.8%) 1 (33.3%) 2 (66.7%) 44 (43.6%) 57 (56.4%)

Note. PR = research paradigm was reported in the article; NPR = research paradigm was not reported in the article.
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Kokkonen, 2021). These types of research findings will facilitate a
better understanding of different types of coaches and also increase
visibility and respect for all coaches. Regarding participant race, it
is recommended that researchers seeking to publish in the ISCJ
ensure that they are collecting and reporting data on participant
race. In articles in which race is not reported, readers of ISCJ cannot
determine whose experiences are being shared.

Researchers who publish in ISCJ should also report data
pertaining to coaching experience. Given that situational factors,
such as sport type and level of competition, impact coach behaviors
and experiences (Smoll & Smith, 1989), it is critical that future
studies published in ISCJ specify the level and sport that the
coaching experience is referencing as well as share the inclusion
criteria for coaching experience so readers can identify the coach-
ing population of interest. This could also inform a coach of
whether a study’s findings can be appropriately applied to their
own coaching context.

Question 3: Methodologies and Methods

Regarding data collection methods, qualitative methods were used
most frequently (62.4%). This proportion of qualitative studies in
ISCJ is larger than the portion of qualitative studies commonly seen
in sport and exercise psychology journals (18.3%; McGannon
et al., 2021). Findings from this scoping review demonstrate
that the ISCJ is a prime outlet for publishing in-depth experiences
of coaches that are provided in qualitative research. However,
quantitative researchers should also be encouraged to publish their
findings in the ISCJ as these types of studies help to answer
different RQs.

To conclude, the present scoping review provides a summary
highlighting the nature of the empirical research published from
2014 to 2020 in the ISCJ. Recommendations are suggested both to
advance the scope of research published in the ISCJ as well as to
increase stakeholder awareness of the profile of research histori-
cally published in the ISCJ. We believe this information will be
helpful both for those who conduct coaching research and those
who consume it while continuing to position the ISCJ as a leading
outlet for high-impact coaching research.
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