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A case study of a sports school scholarship
programme: Student-athlete dual career
competency development and perceptions
of the talent development environment

James Earle1 , Kevin Till1,2, and Ian Cowburn1

Abstract
Purpose: Sports scholarship programmes are a common feature internationally for schools to attract and retain sporting

student-athletes. Thus, it is important to understand how a sports scholarship programme supports holistic athlete devel-

opment. The current study presents student-athlete perspectives of the talent development environment (TDE) and the

development of dual career (DC) competencies in a sports school scholarship programme and examines the relationships

between TDE and DC competencies.Methods: A case-study design was adopted to analyse student-athlete perspectives

of a sports scholarship programme using the talent development environment questionnaire (TDEQ-5) and dual career

competency questionnaire (DCCQ-A). Results: The TDE was perceived positively (1= strongly disagree and 6=
strongly agree), with long-term development (5.0± 0.3) and alignment of expectations (4.6± 0.5) the highest subscales.

Support network (4.3± 0.4) was the lowest perceived subscale. All DC competencies were considered important by stu-

dent-athletes. However, student-athletes had a significantly lower perceived possession than importance in 88% of DC

competencies. Emotional awareness was the subscale that required the most development. Significant relationships

were found between the TDE and DC competencies, including long-term development vs. DC management (r= 0.41)

and emotional awareness (r= 0.32), alignment of expectations vs. DC management (r= 0.39), communication vs. emo-

tional awareness (r= 0.36), holistic quality preparation vs. DC management (r= 0.48) and support network vs. DC man-

agement (r= 0.38). Conclusion: Student-athletes perceived the TDE positively yet felt the sports scholarship

programme could develop their DC competencies further. Perceptions of the TDE relate to DC competencies, especially

DC management. Organisations offering sports scholarships should ensure stakeholders recognise the demands of a DC

by monitoring the value of such programmes.

Keywords
Communication, education, emotional awareness, support network

Introduction
Talent identification and development systems aim to iden-
tify young athletes with potential in a sport and support their
development.1 Over the last two decades, recommendations
have emphasised development over identification practices,
encompassing a holistic approach (e.g., athletic, academic,
psychological, psychosocial.1–4 One example of a talent
identification and development system focussed on a holis-
tic approach to development is a sports school. Sports
schools have been part of the infrastructure of schools inter-
nationally for many years5–7 and recently, Morris and col-
leagues8 classified sports schools as either 1) a sport led
system, 2) an education led system or 3) a combined educa-
tion and sport system. In line with classifications two and
three, a sports school is a unique environment that allo-
cates its resources into developing sporting talent within

the educational curriculum.9 In a recent mixed methods
systematic review, Thompson et al.7 outlined many posi-
tive features of sports schools, including a flexible curric-
ulum, athletic services (e.g., coaching, facilities and
competition) and improved student-athlete health and
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wellbeing. However, sports schools are highly variable
with negative impacts (e.g., missing school, lower educa-
tion attainment, higher injury rates) associated with such
programmes with further research needed to better under-
stand such programmes.

One common feature that sports schools use to raise their
profile and provision to student-athletes is a sport scholar-
ship programme.10 A review, albeit over 15 years ago,5

found sports schools across ten countries varied their incen-
tives from a reduction in (or no) school fees to a flexible
(or no) cost to training for sport scholar student-athletes.
As such, sport scholarship programmes present an attractive
opportunity to stakeholders combining academic and sport
development.

Talent development environments (TDE) encompass all
aspects of the coaching setting and have been described as a
dynamic system of athletic and social interactions with suc-
cessful environments continually producing elite athletes
from their juniors.3 In a review, Martindale et al.11 identi-
fied five key factors of effective TDEs 1) long-term aims
and methods, 2) wide ranging coherent support and mes-
sages, 3) emphasise appropriate development not early
selection, 4) individualised and ongoing development and
5) integrated holistic and systematic development. The
quality of the development environment has been identified
as one of the most important factors for long-term
success.12 To facilitate the understanding of these environ-
ments, Martindale et al.13 developed the talent development
environment questionnaire (TDEQ). This has been further
development and to date the most commonly applied
version is the “TDEQ-5”.14 Athletes perceptions of the
development environment matter and the TDEQ-5 has
been able to distinguish between stronger and weaker
TDEs in academy football.15 In addition, athletes that
have considered their TDEs positively have subsequently
experienced less stress and higher wellbeing than their
counterparts in less supporting and long-term focused
development environments.16 Recent research17 has
found the TDE is related to psychological factors with
long-term focus showing a positive correlation to related-
ness, intrinsic goals and mastery approach goals. In add-
ition, the findings found a lack of quality holistic
preparation was strongly correlated to performance avoid-
ance goals. With TDEs showing to positively benefit
athlete wellbeing they are an important construct within
a sports school and can be facilitative to athletes in a
dual career (DC). As talent development is dynamic and
complex,1 sports school scholarship programmes have a
duty of care to ensure student-athlete development is
central to the design of the system rather than just offer
financial incentives. Whilst features of successful
athletic development environments have been identified
within sport and education scholarship programmes,18–20

challenges may also exist due to their potential for a lack
of compatibility21 resulting in some environments

potentially being unsuccessful.22,23 Therefore, further
research is needed to understand the development processes
of sports scholarship programmes.

A DC is the combined commitment of education or work
with sport.24 The purpose of a DC development environ-
ment is to facilitate an athletes investment in combining
both their education or work with their sporting careers25

and as such should look to provide appropriate resources
for athletes to overcome key transitions and challenges.26

These challenges have been described as internal (e.g.,
lack of knowledge in preparation to transition, interpersonal
conflicts) or external (e.g., absence of good training condi-
tions, financial support, difficulty managing multiple com-
mitments).26 Understanding the challenges is especially
important as the concomitant demands place highly
demanding encounters on student-athletes, notably during
the junior to senior sporting transition where key academic
transitions often run in parallel to the adolescent years.27,28

For example, throughout attendance at a sports school,
student-athletes have to overcome two key proposed transi-
tions, one around 11–13 years, the second at 16 years,
aligning with a transition to post-secondary education in
the United Kingdom. As such sports scholarship pro-
grammes should raise an individual’s internal resources
(e.g., physical fitness, personality traits, motivation) and
support external factors (financial support, training oppor-
tunities)28–30 so student-athletes can succeed in both educa-
tion and sport. With sporting success not guaranteed, sports
schools must be judged on their ability to provide an appro-
priate environment (both talent development and DC) for
their pupils.5 Whilst these aims of a sports scholarship pro-
gramme are known, limited research is available that eval-
uates sport school scholarship programmes, especially from
a talent development and DC perspective.

In summary, the aim of a sport school scholarship pro-
gramme should be to provide student-athletes the oppor-
tunity to effectively combine sport and education10 and
holistically support the development of student-athletes
to successfully transition through a DC.4,26 Whilst
studies have evaluated sports schools,5,7,9,21,22 to date no
study has evaluated the perspectives of student-athletes in
a sports school scholarship programme from a TDE view-
point or their DC development nor explored the relation-
ship between these two concepts. Therefore, the purpose
of this study was to explore 1) student-athlete perceptions
of their TDE, 2) the DC competency development of
student-athletes and 3) the relationship between the TDE
and DC competency development.

Method

Study design
To investigate the perspectives of student-athletes on a
sports scholarship programme, a single case study design
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was used with a sports school representing the case of inter-
est.31 To explore both the TDE and the DC competency
development of a sports school sports scholarship pro-
gramme, the study implemented two previously validated
questionnaires. Student-athletes completed the TDEQ-514

and the DCCQ-A questionnaire.32

The case
The case was a fee-paying co-educational sport school in
the United Kingdom where there is a long-standing trad-
ition (over 12 years) of academic and sport scholarships
to pupils aged 11–18 years. Sport scholarship applicants
are given the opportunity to develop their sporting skills
through an individualised sports programme including spe-
cialised coaching, strength & conditioning and medical
support embedded within academic timetables allowing
student-athletes to combine sport and academic development
simultaneously all-year round. In addition, student-athletes
receive online distance learning education when travelling
for sporting commitments. Within the school, over 25
coaches (full time and part-time) deliver these sport schol-
arship programmes, thereby having regular contact with the
student-athletes, alongside undertaking other roles and
responsibilities (e.g., form tutors, boarding house staff).
As such the school can be identified as a TDE, DC develop-
ment environment and classified as a centralised sports
school.8

Participants
Participants were all student-athletes on an established
sports scholarship programme at a UK sports school. A
total of 75, British male (m) and female (f) student-athletes
aged 16± 1.6 years who had been on a sports scholarship
programme for 2.6± 1.3 years, across eight different
sports were invited to participate in the study and complete
both questionnaires.

Procedure. Participants were invited to complete the ques-
tionnaires via school email and completed them anonym-
ously online using Google Forms.33 Participants were
encouraged to take their time and respond to questions hon-
estly. The TDEQ-514 and the subsequent DCCQ-A32 was
administered 4-weeks apart. Despite inviting the same
cohort of student-athletes and replicating the methods of
invitation, questionnaires had a different response rate,
TDEQ-5 (n= 64; 85%) and DCCQ-A (n= 45; 60%)
respectively. The questionnaires took approximately 8–
20 min for participants to complete. Ethical approval was
granted by Leeds Beckett University research ethics com-
mittee (Ref: 135612). Gatekeeper consent was provided
by the assistant head of co-curricular and sport at the
school.

Data collection
Talent Development Environment: The TDEQ13 has been
extensively used in the literature to evaluate a TDE from
an athlete’s perspective15,34–36 and was therefore chosen
to evaluate the TDE of the sports school scholarship pro-
gramme. Recently, Li et al.14 redesigned the TDEQ to
include only five factors (TDEQ-5), 1) long-term develop-
ment, 2) holistic quality preparation, 3) support network,
4) communication and 5) alignment of expectations. The
TDEQ-5 is the most recent version of the questionnaire
and was selected due to its internal reliability and estab-
lished validity.14 The TDEQ-5 is scored on a 6-point
Likert scale, anchored by, 1= strongly disagree and 6=
strongly agree. As per previous applications negatively
worded items in the TDEQ-5 were reversed, meaning
higher rated scores displayed favourable development
experiences.35 A total of 64 (85%) student-athletes (m=
43; f= 21; 15.8± 1.6 yrs.) completed the TDEQ-5 (Tennis
= 22; Golf= 10; Hockey= 11; Rugby= 8; Cricket= 3;
Swimming= 8;Netball= 1; Football= 1). Participants com-
peted in their respective sports at county (37%), regional
(27%), national (30%) and international standard (6%).

Dual Career Competency: The dual career competency
questionnaire (DCCQ-A),32 was used to examine the need
for DC competency development in student-athletes. It’s
rationale was based on its implementation across multiple
student-athlete European DC environments.37,38 The
DCCQ-A explores four competency factors, 1) dual career
management, 2) career planning, 3) emotional awareness,
and 4) social intelligence & adaptability. It uses a 5-point
Likert scale where student-athletes assess their importance
of DC competencies (1= unimportant; 5= very important)
and to what extent they possess these competencies on a
second Likert scale (1= very poor; 5= very strong). A
total of 45 (60%) student-athletes (m= 31; f= 14; 15.6±
1.8 yrs.) completed the DCCQ-A (Tennis= 16; Golf= 8;
Hockey= 4; Rugby= 7; Cricket= 2; Swimming= 6;
Netball= 1; Football= 1). Participants competed in their
respective sports at county (30%), regional (20%), national
(40%) and international standard (10%).

Data analysis. To examine student-athlete perspectives from
the TDEQ-5 means and standard deviations were calculated
for each item and the five subscales. An item-by-item ana-
lysis was taken of the top five and bottom five questions
to further identify areas of perceived strength or weakness.
To examine student-athlete DC competencies from the
DCCQ-A means and standard deviations were calculated
for each item and the four factors. To compare between per-
ceived importance and possession of each competency, a
paired sample t test (SPSS v28.) was used. Hedges gav
was used to calculate the effect size and is reported as
small >=0.2; moderate >=0.5; large >=0.8.39 In line with
previous research37,40 it was assumed a larger effect size
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reflected the student-athletes need to develop that DC
competency. For participants that completed both question-
naires (n= 38; m= 25; f= 13) a Pearson’s correlation was
performed to see if there was a relationship between
factors of the TDE and possession of DC competencies.
Cronbach alpha (α) was used to test internal consistency
for each factor in both questionnaires, where the lowest
level was set at α= 0.5, moderately reliable and above
0.7, high reliability.41 Descriptive analysis showed the
data was normally distributed and statistical significance
was set at P< 0.05.

Results

Talent development environment
Three factors showed high internal reliability (communica-
tion, α= 0.784; holistic quality preparation, α= 0.784;
support network α= 0.705) and two factors showed moder-
ate internal reliability (long term development, α = 0.540;
alignment of expectations, α= 0.662). Table 1 presents
the individual items for the TDEQ-5 in order of strength
for the student-athletes perceptions of their TDE. Item
scores ranged from 4.0–5.3 with my training specifically

Table 1. TDEQ-5 responses. Mean± SD

Factor Item Score [CL] Factor Score [CL]

LTD 1. My training is specifically designed to help me develop effectively in the long term 5.3± 0.6 [5.2, 5.5] 5.0± 0.3 [4.9, 5.1]

LTD 3. I spend most of my time developing skills and attributes that my coach tells me I will

need if I am to compete successfully at the top/professional level.

5.2± 0.8 [5.0, 5.4]

LTD 4. My coach allows me to learn through making my own mistakes. 5.1± 0.8 [4.9, 5.3]

LTD 2. My coach emphasises that what I do in training and competition is far more

important than winning.

4.9± 1.1 [4.6, 5.1]

LTD 5. I would be given good opportunities even if I experienced a dip in performance. 4.7± 1.0 [4.4, 4.9]

AOE 9. I am involved in most decisions about my sport development. 5.3± 0.6 [5.2, 5.5] 4.6± 0.5 [4.5, 4.7]

AOE 7. The advice my parents give me fits well with the advice I get from my coaches. 4.6± 0.8 [4.4, 4.8]

AOE 10. I regularly set goals with my coach that are specific to my individual development. 4.5± 1.1 [4.3, 4.8]

AOE 8. My progress and personal performance is reviewed regularly on an individual basis. 4.4± 1.2 [4.1, 4.7]

AOE 6. My coaches make time to talk to my parents about me and what I am trying

to achieve.

4.2± 1.3 [3.8, 4.5]

COM 11. My coach and I regularly talk about things I need to do to progress to the top level in

my sport (e.g., training ethos, competition performances, physically, mentally,

technically, tactically).

4.9± 1.1 [4.6, 5.1] 4.4± 0.3 [4.3, 4.6]

COM 14. My coach explains how my training and competition programme work together to

help me develop.

4.5± 1.0 [4.2, 4.8]

COM 12. My coach and I talk about what current and/or past world-class performers did to

be successful.

4.3± 1.2 [4.0, 4.6]

COM 13. My coach and I often try to identify what my next big test will be before it happens. 4.1± 1.1 [3.9, 4.4]

HQP 16. My coach doesn’t appear to be that interested in my life outside of sport. 4.9± 0.9 [4.7, 5.2] 4.4± 0.3 [4.3, 4.6]

HQP 20. The guidelines in my sport regarding what I need to do to progress are not

very clear.

4.8± 1.0 [4.5, 5.0]

HQP 17. My coach rarely takes the time to talk to other coaches who work with me. 4.5± 1.1 [4.2, 4.8]

HQP 21. I am not taught that much about how to balance training, competing, and recovery. 4.3± 1.4 [4.0, 4.7]

HQP 15. My coach rarely talks to me about my well-being. 4.2± 1.2 [3.9, 4.5]

HQP 18. I don’t get much help to develop my mental toughness in sport effectively. 4.2± 1.3 [3.9, 4.5]

HQP 19. I am rarely encouraged to plan for how I would deal with things that might

go wrong.

4.1± 1.3 [3.7, 4.4]

SN 25. Those who help me in my sport seem to be on the same wavelength as each other

when it comes to what is best for me (e.g., coaches, physiotherapists,

sport psychologists, strength trainers, nutritionists, lifestyle advisors).

4.8± 1.0 [4.5, 5.0] 4.3± 0.4 [4.2, 4.5]

SN 23. I can pop in to see my coach or other support staff whenever I need to

(e.g., physiotherapist, psychologist, strength trainer, nutritionist, lifestyle advisor).

4.5± 1.1 [4.3, 4.8]

SN 24. My coaches talk regularly to the other people who support me in my sport about

what I am trying to achieve (e.g., physiotherapist, sport psychologist, nutritionist,

strength and conditioning coach, lifestyle advisor).

4.0± 1.2 [3.7, 4.3]

SN 22. Currently, I have access to a variety of different types of professionals to help my

sports development (e.g., physiotherapist, sport psychologist, strength trainer,

nutritionist, lifestyle advisor).

4.0± 1.4 [3.6, 4.3]

LTD: long-term development; AOE: alignment of expectations; COM: communication; HQP: holistic quality preparation; SN: support

network; CL: 95% confidence limits [lower, upper].
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designed to help me develop effectively in the long term
(long term development: item 1) and I am involved in
most decisions about my sport development (alignment of
expectations: item 9) the highest scored items. The remain-
ing top five scores were item 3 (long term development),
4 (long term development), and 16 (holistic quality prepar-
ation). In contrast, my coaches talk regularly to the other
people who support me in my sport about what I am
trying to achieve (support network: item 24) and currently,
I have access to a variety of different types of professionals
to help my sports development (support network: item 22)
were the weakest scored items. Followed by item 19 (align-
ment of expectations), 13 (communication) and 15 (holistic
quality preparation). When analysed across the five factors,
long term development (5.0± 0.3) was the highest ranked
factor followed by alignment of expectations (4.6± 0.5),
communication (4.4± 0.3), holistic quality preparation
(4.4± 0.3) and support network (4.3± 0.4), respectively.

Student-Athlete need to develop dual career
competencies
DCCQ-A factors had high reliability for importance and
possession, (dual career management importance α=
0.831), possession α= 0.888); career planning possession
α= 0.669); emotional awareness importance (α= 0.713),
possession (α= 0.821); social intelligence and adaptability
importance (α= 0.747), possession (α= 0.792). Only
career planning importance showed lower than moderate
reliability (α= 0.480). Further exploration into removal of
an item did not considerably change reliability (α= 0.513).

Table 2 presents the importance and possession of each
item from the DCCQ-A in order of the magnitude of the
effect (Hedges gav) between importance and possession.
This is seen as an indicator of the student-athletes need
to develop this competency (i.e., the larger the effect
size the greater need to develop). The results show
student-athletes perceived all the DC competencies to be
important (range 4.1–4.6). In total, 26 out of the 29 items
were significantly lower for possession of the DC compe-
tency compared to the importance (P< 0.05). The lowest
scored possessed DC competencies were the ability to
focus on here and now, without being distracted (emotional
awareness: item 11) and the ability to use setbacks in sport
and/or study as a positive stimulus (emotional awareness:
item 36). In contrast, only three items (DC management:
item 14, DC management: item 3 and career planning:
item 10) demonstrated no difference (P> 0.05) between
student-athletes perceived importance and possession of
the DC competency. When analysed across the four compe-
tency factors for possession, DC management (4.0± 0.2)
was the highest ranked factor followed by social intelli-
gence and adaptability (3.9± 0.2), career planning (3.8±
0.2) and emotional awareness (3.6± 0.1). Moreover,
when considering the development needs of competency

factors, emotional awareness (0.85± 0.2) had the largest
mean effect size followed by social intelligence & adapt-
ability (0.64± 0.2), career planning (0.57± 0.2) and DC
management (0.57± 0.2), respectively. Hedges gav analysis
showed large differences for seven items with the ability to
use setbacks in sport and/ or study as a positive stimulus the
competency student-athletes considered needing the most
development.

Talent development environment and dual career
competency relationships
Table 3 shows the relationship between overall factors in
the TDEQ-5 and the possession of DC competency
factors. For the TDE long term development factor, there
was a significant moderate relationship between DC man-
agement (r= 0.41, P< 0.05) as well as emotional awareness
(r= 0.32, P< 0.05). No relationship was found between
long term development and career planning or social intel-
ligence and adaptability. Alignment of expectations had a
significant moderate relationship with DC management (r
= 0.39, P< 0.05). Communication had a significant moder-
ate relationship to emotional awareness (r= 0.36, P< 0.05).
Holistic quality preparation had a significant moderate rela-
tionship to DC management (r= 0.48, P< 0.01). The factor
support network, had a significant moderate relationship to
DC management (r= 0.38, P< 0.05).

Discussion
To our knowledge, this is the first study to evaluate student-
athlete’s perspectives of their TDE, their need for develop-
ing DC competencies and the relationship between the two
constructs within a sports schools scholarship programme.
The findings demonstrated that student-athletes perceived
the sports school’s TDE positively, with long-term develop-
ment the strongest subscale and support network the lowest
perceived subscale. Student-athletes perceived the posses-
sion of their DC competencies to be lower than the import-
ance of most items (26 out of 29) across all four subscales
with emotional awareness showing the largest effect size
between importance and possession. Furthermore, there
was a large effect size for the need to focus development
on seven DC competencies. In addition, relationships were
found between the TDE and student-athletes possession of
DC competencies. These findings of a sports school sports
scholarship programme can help advance the design and
support of similar programmes to advance TDEs and DC
competency development for student-athletes.

The TDE has been highlighted as a key factor for athlete
development19,42,43 and should be considered in the design
of sports school scholarship programmes. Current findings
showed the TDE in the case sports school was positive and
each subscale was highly rated, consistent with other sport
environments (e.g., soccer academy).15,44 Long-term
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Table 2. The DC competency needs of sport scholarship student-athletes based on hedges gav.

Factor Item

Importance

Mean± SD

Possession

Mean± SD gav [CL]
Subscale Effect

Size Mean± SD

MC 7. Ability to prioritize what needs to be done 4.6± 0.5 4.0± 0.8* 0.82 [0.48, 1.15] 0.57± 0.2

MC 18. Ability to use your time efficiently 4.6± 0.5 3.8± 1.0* 0.81 [0.48, 1.14]

MC 4. Self-discipline to manage the demands of your study and

sport combination

4.6± 0.5 4.0± 0.9* 0.79 [0.45, 1.11]

MC 19. Ability to plan conscientiously in advance 4.3± 0.7 3.8± 0.9* 0.66 [0.34, 0.98]

MC 1. Dedication to succeed in both sport and study 4.6± 0.5 4.2± 0.8* 0.57 [0.26, 0.88]

MC 9. Clear understanding of what it takes to succeed in sport

and study

4.5± 0.6 4.1± 0.7* 0.54 [0.23, 0.85]

MC 12. Ability to create individualized routines 4.4± 0.6 4.0± 0.8* 0.50 [0.19, 0.80]

MC 8. Willingness to make sacrifices and choices to succeed in

sport and study

4.5± 0.6 4.2± 0.6* 0.46 [0.15, 0.76]

MC 14. Belief that study and sport can positively complement

each other

4.2± 0.9 4.0± 1.0 0.29 [-0.01, 0.58]

MC 3. Ability to make your own responsible choices with regard

to your study and sport career

4.4± 0.6 4.2± 0.7 0.23 [-0.06, 0.52]

CP 15. Being prepared for the unexpected and having back up plans 4.5± 0.6 3.8± 1.0* 0.78 [ 0.45, 1.11] 0.57± 0.2

CP 16. Ability to be flexible and change plans if necessary 4.4± 0.6 3.7± 0.7* 0.71 [0.38, 1.03]

CP 6. Being curious to explore career plans outside elite sport 4.1± 0.9 3.7± 0.9* 0.68 [0.36, 1.00]

CP 37. Having knowledge about your career options in study

and sport

4.4± 0.8 3.8± 0.9* 0.53 [0.22, 0.83]

CP 10. Vision of where you want to go in life after your dual career 4.3± 0.9 4.1± 0.9 0.17 [-0.12, 0.46]

EA 36. Ability to use setbacks in sport and/or study as a positive

stimulus

4.6± 0.5 3.5± 1.0* 1.21 [0.83, 1.59] 0.85± 0.2

EA 38. Ability to cope with stress in sport and study 4.6± 0.7 3.6± 0.8* 1.02 [0.66, 1.37]

EA 13. Belief in your own ability to overcome the challenges in

sport and study

4.6± 0.6 3.9± 0.8* 0.80 [0.46,1.13]

EA 11. Ability to focus on here and now, without being distracted 4.2± 0.8 3.5± 0.9* 0.80 [0.47, 1.13]

EA 27. Assertiveness (being self-assured and acting with

confidence)

4.4± 0.7 3.6± 1.0* 0.71 [0.39, 1.03]

EA 22. Being patient about the progression of your sport and

study career

4.4± 0.7 3.7± 0.9* 0.70 [0.37, 1.02]

EA 17. Ability to regulate emotions in different situations 4.4± 0.7 3.7± 0.9* 0.68 [0.36, 1.00]

SC 23. Understanding the importance of rest and recuperation 4.5± 0.5 3.6± 0.9* 1.09 [ 0.72, 1.45] 0.64± 0.2

SC 24. Ability to collaborate with support staff in study and sport 4.4± 0.7 3.9± 0.8* 0.72 [ 0.39, 1.04]

SC 26. Asking advice to the right people at the right time 4.3± 0.8 3.7± 0.9* 0.63 [0.31, 0.94]

SC 29. Ability to maintain relations with important others 4.5± 0.7 4.0± 0.8* 0.63 [0.32, 0.95]

SC 25. Eagerness to listen and learn from others and past

experiences

4.6± 0.6 4.2± 0.8* 0.58 [0.27, 0.89]

SC 33. Ability to make social contacts with peers in study and sport 4.2± 0.9 3.8± 0.8* 0.44 [0.14, 0.74]

SC 35. Ability to resolve conflicts 4.3± 0.8 4.0± 0.8* 0.36 [0.07, 0.66]

MC: dual career management; CP: career planning; EA: emotional awareness; SC: social intelligence and adaptability; CL: 95% confidence limits [lower,

upper]. * Significant difference P<0.05.

Table 3. Relationship between the talent development environment and student-athletes DC competency possession.

Dual Career Management Career Planning Emotional Awareness Social Intelligence & Adaptability

Long Term Development 0.411* 0.055 0.324* 0.217

Alignment of Expectations 0.386* 0.086 0.252 0.274

Communication 0.257 0.026 0.364* 0.056

Holistic Quality Preparation 0.481** 0.002 0.285 0.193

Support Network 0.376* −0.033 0.149 0.126

*P < 0.05; **P<0.01
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development was the highest ranked TDE subscale consist-
ent with previous research in a school rugby league pro-
gramme34 and international age-group hockey players.35

On a large scale examination of TDEs across Europe in mul-
tiple contexts long-term development was also a consistent
strength of TDEs.45 Student-athletes positive perception of
this subscale shows the sports schools sports scholarship pro-
gramme favourably and is indicative of a less stressful and
supportive environment16 which is more likely to meet the
satisfaction needs of its student-athletes.46 Support
network was ranked the lowest subscale, with a lack of com-
munication between school and sport47 and a limited access
to a range of practitioners also found across European
TDEs.45 This understandably presents a challenge to sports
schools who deliver a variety of educational opportunities
across a broad range of subjects for differing ages of pupils.
Subsequently, a central point of contact such as a programme
manager could act as a mediator for student-athletes.

The item-by-item analysis, considering the top five and
bottom five questions revealed the most positive scored
items specifically related to long-term development, includ-
ing the student-athlete in their sporting development and
considering the student-athletes life outside of sport. This
is perhaps reflective of the TDE being within a centralised
sports school where coaches are fully embedded and more
aware of student-athletes academic and co-curricular inter-
ests. The five questions which were least positive were from
support network, communication and holistic quality prep-
aration. The least positive response currently, I have access
to a variety of different types of professionals to help my
sports development is very much reflective of the resources
the environment provides. When environments have larger
resources and extended contact time, youth athletes have
perceived their support network more positively.44 This
finding could present a real challenge to sports schools
and may explain that despite providing considerably more
support services7 the dynamic, chaotic and multi-agendas
of sport schools mean that the service quality remains a
complex issue. There was incongruence between some
items as student-athletes felt they were rarely encouraged
to plan (holistic quality preparation: item 19 and communi-
cation: item 13) despite considering to have a strong
involvement in most decisions regarding their sports devel-
opment (alignment of expectations: item 9). Other lower
ranked items related to communication within a team
(support network: item 24 and alignment of expectations:
item 6) highlighting the importance of an integration of
efforts between stakeholders.19 Despite the strength of con-
sidering the student-athletes interests outside of sport, a
weakness was perceived around personal well-being and
mental toughness highlighting the importance of a holistic
development approach and the role of integrating pastoral
support within schools. In summary, the TDE was rated
positive overall with support network an area for the sports
scholarship programme to develop.

One of the challenges faced by student-athletes is to suc-
cessfully combine the demands of education and sport.24,48

Hence, it is important that sport scholarship programmes
and TDEs provide resources to develop coping strategies
in student-athletes to meet these demands.27,32,49 Effective
environments can help individuals cope with adversity,
protect against poor health and maintain perspectives for
student-athletes.8,20,24 Current findings showed significant
differences across 26 items between the importance and
possession of DC competencies of student-athletes, with
the perceived importance scored higher than their current
possession in each of the competencies. Similar reports
have been found in elite student-athletes,40 University stu-
dents37 and female student-athletes.38 In parallel, Linnér
et al.37 found Swedish university student-athletes rated
the need to develop 70% of DC competencies. Hedges gav
was used to identify which DC competencies student-
athletes felt needed attention, with seven items showing a
large effect size and four of these items related to emotional
awareness. This includes being able to cope with adversity
and multiple stressors. In agreement with our findings, De
Brandt et al.40 and Perez-Rivases et al.38 found emotional
awareness as the subscale requiring the most development
in Flemish and Spanish student-athletes respectively.
Emotional awareness may be a DC factor requiring the
most attention due to the increasing demands, the unpredict-
ability of transitions in sport and the increased stress that edu-
cation and sport can place on youth athletes during key
periods of self-discovery and personal development in their
lives.50 One key item that student-athletes reported as requir-
ing development was the “ability to cope with stress in sport
and study”. This finding is clearly a concern for DC athletes
and the challenge of balancing and managing training, edu-
cation and other life demands has been identified in school
based rugby league34 and multiple sports in Finland.47

Further challenges have been found by Ryba et al.48 in
elite junior athletes where conflicting events of sport and
schoolmeanmost free time away from sport is spent catching
up with school work. Therefore, sports schools can support
student-athletes during stressful times by offering flexible
deadlines, hybrid learning and additional tutor or pastoral
support.

The subscales that needed the least development related
to DC management and career planning. This may be due to
the nature of a sports school where student-athlete sche-
dules are rigidly timetabled and the age of the participants,
whereby education is still a primary focus rather than plan-
ning for a career outside of sport. In summary, student-
athletes perceived all DC competencies as important and
rated the possession of each quality as could be improved.
Student-athletes suggested 27% of DC competencies needed
priority development.

Through the novel implementation of the TDEQ-5 and
DCCQ-A, this study has identified some congruence
between the two domains. Relationships between the
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TDE and DC subscales found a correlation between long-
term development and the possession of DC management
and emotional awareness subscales. Subsequently, positive
TDEs that focus on opportunities to facilitate long-term
success can facilitate the development of DC management
skills such as self-discipline, planning and time-management.
In relation, long-term focus may support the development of
emotional awareness by helping student-athletes manage
stresses and understanding academic commitments. A mod-
erate relationship between communication and emotional
awareness emphasises the need for organisations and stake-
holders (student-athletes, teachers, coaches and parents) to
openly and frequently discuss and monitor student-athletes
development across both domains. Especially, during diffi-
cult periods in development (i.e., exams and heavy compe-
tition blocks) and transitions. If athletes cannot handle this
DC challenge they may be confronted with an unsuccessful
transition in their sport or education.51 Holistic quality
preparation had a moderate relationship to DC manage-
ment meaning the holistic preparation messages from
TDEs (i.e., considering life outside of training), can signifi-
cantly support a DC. Overall, the following findings show
student-athletes that considered their TDE strongly gener-
ally had better DC competencies especially DC manage-
ment and emotional awareness. It is recommended that
sports schools and sports scholarship programmes recog-
nise monitoring and developing a positive TDE is a key
aspect of support to help navigate a DC. However,
further research is required to understand these factors and
the influence between the two constructs to support
student-athletes as removing barriers to a DC is not an
option.52 Consequently, it is vital sport school sports schol-
arship programmes create and afford student-athletes oppor-
tunities to develop skills that may overlap and benefit both
the sport and study domains.

Limitations
The current study provides novel insights into TDE and DC
development in a sports school with a sports scholarship
programme. However, this study is not without limitations.
Participant’s responses may not be representative across
sports scholarship programmes internationally or at differ-
ent stages of development. Furthermore, whilst the internal
reliability was moderate for the TDEQ-5 long-term devel-
opment factor, it is similar to previous TDEQ-5 studies
(0.54–0.62).53,54 The career planning importance factor of
the DCCQ-A reported below moderate internal reliability.
As such caution should be taken when interpreting the
findings attached to this factor, but it is plausible that
the lower internal consistency of importance is linked to
the DC competency development needs of this population
of student-athletes with a younger cohort investigated
than in previous environments.37,40 As career planning pos-
session had good internal reliability (α= 0.669) and is

discussed in more detail throughout. Finally, participant
response rate between the TDEQ-5 and DCCQ-A question-
naires was different meaning the findings may not be valid
across the whole cohort of student-athletes on the sports
scholarship programme at the school.

Conclusions
Sport school scholarships programmes have provided solu-
tions to some of the problems in elite youth athlete develop-
ment. This study is the first to examine student-athlete
perspectives of a sports school scholarship programme
from a TDE and DC development need. Findings showed
the sports scholarship programme afforded its student-athletes
a positive TDE, although student-athletes did not perceive
their DC competency development as favourably when com-
paring the importance and possession of resources needed to
manage a DC. Student-athletes that considered the TDEmore
positively did generally possess better DC management com-
petencies. Subsequently monitoring a sports scholarship pro-
gramme can ensure a sports school utilises its resources
effectively to target development across both sport and educa-
tion domains and considers how well they are designed,
implemented and managed.7
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