	
	Intervention Group 
M & (SD)
	n
	Control Group 
M & (SD)
	n

	Age
	36.71 (9.27)
	52
	38.53 (8.69)
	40

	 Involvement in current club
	
	
	
	

	Years of experience in the  club overall
	8.08 (9.76)
	52
	4.97 (7.36)
	39

	Hours of involvement per week
	11.15 (9.93)
	52
	8.20 (5.48)
	40

	Years as an active coach or in a leadership position in the club
	2.46 (2.75)
	52
	2.28 (2.20)
	40

	
	%
	
	%
	

	Proportion of coaches who have been players in the past
	92%
	52
	78%
	40

	Proportion of coaches who have children playing ice-hockey
	69%
	52
	80%
	40


Supplementary Table S1
Coach Baseline Characteristics for Each Group


















Supplementary Table S2
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Primary Study Variables
	
	N
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18

	1. Effectiveness belief (T1)
	92
	5.80
	.88
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Easy-to-implement belief (T1)
	92
	4.84

	1.10
	.55**
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Normative belief (T1)
	92
	4.37
	1.03
	,33**
	,57**
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. AS (T1)
	92
	5.26
	1.06
	.31**
	.24*
	-0.01
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. CS (T1)
	92
	6.14
	0.74
	.45**
	.39**
	.23*
	.24*
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. RS (T1)
	92
	6.05
	0.80
	.35**
	.23*
	.12
	.28**
	.61**
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Effectiveness belief (T2)
	76
	5.96
	0.93
	.66**
	.32**
	.13
	.25*
	.36**
	.32**
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Easy-to-implement belief (T2)
	76
	5.09
	1.24
	.49**
	.69**
	.45**
	.16
	.25*
	.26*
	.42**
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Normative belief (T2)
	76
	4.50
	1.12
	.31**
	.42**
	.55**
	-0.03
	.01
	.05
	.24*
	.63**
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. AS (T2)
	76
	5.47
	1.00
	.25*
	.13
	.06
	.36**
	.06
	.20
	.43**
	.23*
	.13
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11. CS (T2)
	76
	6.23
	0.75
	.20
	.15
	.06
	.10
	.62**
	.29*
	.28*
	.09
	-0.04
	.11
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12. RS (T2)
	76
	6.04
	0.80
	.44**
	.23*
	-0.04
	.29*
	.53**
	.67**
	.42**
	.34**
	.04
	.25*
	.51**
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13. Effectiveness belief (T3)
	76
	6.01
	0.88
	.61**
	.44**
	.14
	.22
	.47**
	.32**
	.76**
	.37**
	.20
	.25*
	.36**
	.38**
	-
	
	
	
	
	

	14. Easy-to-implement belief (T3)
	78
	5.13
	1.26
	.36**
	.68**
	.38**
	.27*
	.26*
	.16
	.33**
	.59**
	.43**
	.22
	.14
	.18
	.50**
	-
	
	
	
	

	15. Normative belief (T3)
	78
	4.62
	1.21
	.20
	.41**
	.59**
	.04
	.08
	.06
	.12
	.43**
	.66**
	.14
	.10
	.02
	.24*
	.67**
	-
	
	
	

	16. AS (T3)
	78
	5.63
	0.90
	.35**
	.25*
	.14
	.49**
	.24*
	.26*
	.35**
	.29*
	.21
	.61**
	.29*
	.27*
	.40**
	.40**
	.37**
	-
	
	

	17. CS (T3)
	78
	5.31
	0.64
	.48**
	.26*
	0.19
	0.16
	.72**
	.47**
	.31**
	.15
	.11
	-0.01
	.64**
	.49**
	.37**
	.23*
	.13
	.28*
	-
	

	18. RS (T3)
	78
	6.06
	0.75
	.34**
	.24
	.02
	.21
	.54**
	.65**
	.35**
	.18
	.02
	.08
	.54**
	.74**
	.46**
	.22
	.20
	.35**
	.54**
	-


Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; AS = Autonomy support; CS = Competence support; RS = Relatedness support; T1 = Time 1; T2 = Time 2; T3 = Time 3.
Supplementary Table S3
Unadjusted Analyses of the Change and Differences Between the Two Conditions (Intention-to-Treat)
	
	Condition
	 Linear slope Mean (SE)a
	Linear slope Variance (SE)
	Δ Difference (SE)b
	95% CI

	Beliefs about need-supportive behaviors
	
	
	
	
	

	     Effectiveness belief
	Intervention

Control
	0.11 (0.07)

0.09 (0.05)
	0.04 (0.06)

0.02 (0.02)
	0.02 (0.08)
	-0.15 , 0.18

	     Easy-to-implement 
     belief
	Intervention

Control
	0.18 (0.07)*

0.13 (0.8)
	0.00 (0.07)

0.01 (0.07)
	0.05 (0.11)
	-0.16, 0.26

	     Normative belief
	Intervention

Control
	0.12 (0.08)

0.16 (0.09)
	0.02 (0.07)

0.07 (0.10)
	-0.4 (0.12)

	-0.28, 0.20

	Need-supportive styles
	
	
	
	
	

	     Autonomy support
	Intervention

Control
	0.25 (0.09)**

0.11 (0.06)
	0.01 (0.17)

0.06 (0.04)
	0.14 (0.11)
	-0.07, 0.35.

	     Competence support
	Intervention

Control
	0.16 (0.04)***

0.01 (0.04)
	0.01 (0.07)

0.01 (0.03)
	0.14 (0.06)*
	0.02, 0.26.

	     Relatedness support
	Intervention

Control
	-0.03 (0.05)

0.05 (0.05)
	0.01 (0.04)

0.01 (0.03)
	-0.08 (0.07)
	-0.21, 0.06


Note. *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001
a. indicates slope mean change over time in each condition.
b. indicates the slope mean differences over time between the two conditions.
Supplementary Table S4
Adjusteda Analyses of the Change and Differences Between the Two Conditions (Per-Protocol)
	
	Condition
	 Linear slope Mean (SE)b
	Linear slope Variance (SE)
	Δ Difference (SE)c
	95% CI

	Beliefs about need-supportive behaviors
	
	
	
	
	

	     Effectiveness belief
	Intervention

Control
	0.07 (0.05)

0.07 (0.06)
	0.05 (0.03)

0.01 (0.02)
	0.00 (0.08)
	-0.15, 0.15

	     Easy-to-implement 
     belief
	Intervention

Control
	0.18 (0.08)*

0.13 (0.11)
	0.01 (0.05)

0.01 (0.10)
	0.05 (0.14)
	-0.22, 0.32

	     Normative belief
	Intervention

Control
	0.13 (0.11)

0.15 (0.14)
	0.01 (0.07)

0.12 (0.09)
	-0.02 (0.17)

	-0.35, 0.31

	Need supportive styles
	
	
	
	
	

	     Autonomy support
	Intervention

Control
	0.24 (0.09)**

0.07 (0.07)
	0.02 (0.21)

0.05 (0.04)
	0.17 (0.11)
	-0.05, 0.39

	     Competence support
	Intervention

Control
	0.13 (0.04)***

0.02 (0.04)
	0.01 (0.04)

0.01 (0.04)
	0.11 (0.06)*
	0.01, 0.22

	     Relatedness support
	Intervention

Control
	-0.06 (0.04)

0.05 (0.06)
	0.01 (0.05)

0.02 (0.03)
	-0.11 (0.07)
	-0.25, 0.03


Note. *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001
a. indicates the “type complex” adjustment in the analysis.
b. indicates slope mean change over time in each condition.
c. indicates the slope mean differences over time between the two conditions.
Supplementary Table S5

Parameter Estimates of the Latent Basis Growth Modelsa 
	Latent Basis Models
	Estimate (SD)
	95% CIb
	Model fit indicesc

	    Condition à ΔEffectiveness belief
	-0.001 (0.158)
	[-0.151, 0.601]
	CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.00, RMSEA = .000, 90% CI [0.000, 0.138 ]

	    Condition à ΔEasy-to-implement belief
	0.060 (0.213)
	[-0.370, 0.481]
	CFI = .974, TLI = .968, RMSEA = .007, 90% CI [0.000, 0.163 ]

	    Condition à ΔNormative belief
	0.004 (0.201)
	[-0.365, 0.437]
	CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.00, RMSEA = .000, 90% CI [0.000, 0.137]

	    Condition à ΔAutonomy support
	0.077 (0.251)
	[-0.439, 0.555]
	CFI = .899, TLI = .824, RMSEA = .131, 90% CI [0.000, 0.214]

	    Condition à ΔCompetence support
	0.189 (0.125)
	[-0.055, 0.447]
	CFI = .958, TLI = .956, RMSEA = .091, 90% CI [0.000, 0.165]

	    Condition à ΔRelatedness support
	-0.116 (0.140)
	[-0.398, 0.159]
	CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.00, RMSEA = .000, 90% CI [0.000, 0.127]


Note. PPP = posterior predictive p-value; DIC = deviance criterion information; = comparative fit index; TLI= Tucker-Lewis index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.
a. To achieve identified SEM models and stable estimates, we used Bayesian estimations with non-informative priors adhering to the methodological consistency of the paper and previous analyses. Each model shows the estimated change between timepoints 2 and 3 relative to the estimated change between the baseline assessment and timepoint 2 for each variable predicted by condition.
b. Credibility Intervals (CI) that do not include zero are considered to show a credible and statistically significant parameter estimate (Zyphur & Oswald, 2015).
c. CFI and TFI values of .90 or higher, and RMSEA values .08 or lower indicate an acceptable model fit (Marsh, 2007).














Supplementary Table S6
Descriptive Data from Fidelity Assessment
	
	Yes (frequency)
	No (frequency)

	Was module 1 delivered as intended?
	2 (66%)
	1 (33%)

	Was module 2 delivered as intended?
	3 (100%)
	

	Was module 3 delivered as intended?
	3 (100%)
	

	Was module 4 delivered as intended?
	3 (100%)
	

	Were there any deviations made from the content of the delivery protocol in any of the modules?
	
	3 (100%)
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