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Focussing on team sports research and the 
complex question of leadership in teams, 
we usually realise the following situation: 
there are either individual experiences by 
successful coaches of how a team works 
(e.g., Jackson & Delehanty, 1995), or the-
ories and models on behavioural factors 
of coaching performance (e.g., Carron & 
Hausenblas, 1998). The first group usually 
lacks a scientific fundament, whereas the 
second one cannot influence training and 
competition directly, because it usually 
covers only a limited aspect of leadership. 
Thus, the first approach tends to be cop-
ied unreflecting and uncritically, whereas 
the latter is regarded as sceptical among 
coaches due to its distance to practice.

Consequently, the reprocessing of 
an issue like team leading needs an ap-
proach that has sound theoretical and re-
search foundations (Vickers et al., 2004), 
tackles the problem as a whole (Po-
trac et al., 2000), and has practical im-
plications (Feltz et al., 1999); additional-
ly, the approach should be transferable 
across different situations and contexts 
(Abrahams, Collins & Martindale, 2006, 
p. 549), i.e., across different team sports. 
As a consequence this paper suggests ap-
proaching the question of coaching per-
formance with reference to team build-
ing by exploring experts’ subjective the-
ories in a first step, and confirming them 
in a second one, a research design, which 
on one hand corresponds with the idea of 
the chain of reasoning (Krathwohl, 2004) 
or the research wheel (Johnson & Chris-
tensen, 2004), and has successfully been 
applied in several sports scientific studies 
focussing coaching strategies on the oth-
er side (e.g. Roth, 1996). To do so, (1) the 
first section presents a model of coach-

ing performance which is differentiated 
by integrating the concept of hierarchical 
planning. (2) Secondly, a mixed methods 
study is presented which introduces the 
idea of a sequential and concurrent inter-
linking of concepts, data analysis, and in-
ference. (3) Finally, the paper tries to give 
some advice on coach education, thus fol-
lowing recent research activities of leader-
ship capacity (Burke et al., 2006).

Theoretical framing of 
coaching performance

Looking at the occupational field of a 
coach, a multitude of tasks can be detect-
ed which more or less contribute to the 
success of a team. In the foreground, high 
performance coaching can be described as 
involving the highest levels of athlete and 
coach commitment, public performance, 
the developing and implementing of pro-
grammes, highly structured competitions 
with enormous pressure on decision, as 
well as demanding and restrictive athlete 
selection criteria (cf. Bowes & Jones, 2006; 
Lyle, 2002; Trudel & Gilbert, 2006). In 
fact, there is a range of models conceptu-
alising coaching in general (e.g. Cotê et al., 
1995; Cushion, Armour & Jones, 2006; 
Feltz et al., 1999; MacLean & Chelladurai, 
1995; Smoll & Smith, 1989) from which 
MacLean’s and Chelladurai’s (1995) litera-
ture-based model (cf. . Fig. 1) is probably 
the most comprehensible and convertible 
with reference to finding a sound theoret-
ical framework for further specification 
based on empirical analyses (Lyle, 2002).

The model by MacLean and Chelladu-
rai has been discussed and acknowledged 
as providing useful ideas to describe prod-
uct and process factors as well as specific 

direct and indirect behaviours (Cushion 
et al., 2006; Lyle, 2002). Potential limita-
tions have been identified (cf. Lyle, 2002), 
but despite these it adopts an occupation-
al and organisational approach towards 
coaching (Cushion et al., 2006). As a re-
sult, the decision to work with MacLean 
and Chelladurai’s dimensions of coach-
ing as theoretical framework can be jus-
tified as follows:

 4 As to the textual perspective the mod-
el shows three strong points:
1.  It provides a job task analysis of 

coaching, which is regarded as a 
fairly new idea (Trudel & Gilbert, 
2006, p. 518), thus being holistic 
with reference to what coaches have 
to do and distancing from models 
concentrating on one dimension 
of coaching, e.g. self-efficacy (Feltz 
et al., 1999), or from models being 
used in general leadership behav-
iour (Burke et al., 2006).

2.  Differentiating between products 
and processes the model allows to 
analyse coaches’ work in terms of 
their actual behaviour thus avoid-
ing to evaluate their performance 
on the basis of a team’s win or loss 
record, an approach seen critically 
in the science of training (cf. Lames, 
1998).

3.  Finally, it allows drawing practical 
implications—a fact that may in-
fluence coach education on differ-
ent levels.

 4 The model has been developed on the 
basis of an extensive review of specific 
literature being evaluated by a panel of 
experts (MacLean & Chelladurai, 1995, 
p. 199), thus satisfying the enormous 
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amount of information being published 
about coaching and coach education.

 4 Methodologically the items and di-
mensions have been confirmed on a 
sound statistical basis using LISREL 
factor analysis showing significance 
values of p < 0,001 for all loadings (Ma-
cLean & Chelladurai, 1995, p. 203).

 4 Finally, it must be established that the 
model also shows limitations (cf. Lyle, 
2002), from which its abstractness 
and its estimated universality must be 
mentioned in particular. But it has to 
be emphasised at the same time that 
these limitations simultaneously in-
dicate the necessity for further the-
oretical analyses of specific perspec-
tives and issues, e.g. coach-athlete re-
lationship or coaches’ leading capaci-
ties, which are still a desideratum for 
research (cf. Feltz et al., 1999; Jowett & 
Cockerill, 2002).

Taking these arguments into consider-
ation it is particularly the last idea that has 
to be implemented on a team sports lev-
el to be able to take specific job tasks in-
to account. Referring once more to Ma-
cLean and Chelladurai (1995, p. 197f.), 
coaches’ performances are to be analysed 
against the quality of behavioural products, 
for example a team’s wins or losses, as well 
as the quality of behavioural process fac-
tors, such as the managing of practice ses-
sions or interactions with athletes; espe-

cially the latter idea is often regarded as a 
specific key to success, because it is known 
from leadership research that particularly 
person-focussed leadership is a correlate of 
team performance outcomes (Burke et al., 
2006, p. 303). However, it needs modifica-
tion and substantiation with a view to ev-
eryday tasks and situations in team sports, 
because it is there, where behavioural pro-
cesses lead to the desired products in spe-
cific settings.

Thus, differentiation as well as speci-
fication is needed to find out more about 
the leading behaviours of successful 
coaches in team sports. Research on ex-
pert coaches has shown that coaching ef-
ficacy leads to greater player satisfaction 
and motivation (Feltz et al., 1999, p. 775). 
Consequently, this paper concentrates on 
the question of person- and group-fo-
cused team leadership.

Core dimensions of 
coaching performance

Orientating oneself both by the results of 
team sports research (Brack, 2002; Lames, 
1998) as well as by specific coaching sche-
matics (Feltz et al., 1999; König, 2008) two 
important approaches have to be taken in-
to consideration and interlinked for fur-
ther analyses. First, the complex structure 
of team performance and the possibili-
ties of developing it by means of coaches’ 
actions and interventions is to be seen as 

the springboard (cf. Brack, 2008, p. 51f.). 
Secondly, the coaching schematic devel-
oped by Abrahams, Collins and Martin-
dale (2006, p. 555) shows that coaching 
performance takes place in different en-
vironments, e.g. in competition or train-
ing sessions, and is based on concepts and 
declarative. Connecting these two ideas 
coaching performance in team sports 
must focus four core factors having a di-
rect effect on the team as a unity (Brack, 
2002; König, 2008):

 4 Selecting and engaging adequate play-
ers. who bring along a specific ability 
of game performance as well as oth-
er desirable traits for a successful team 
(e.g. Conzelmann & Gabler, 2005). 
This refers to abilities like collecting 
information about players systemat-
ically as well as selecting, persuading 
and engaging players to play for one’s 
own team.

 4 Forming and leading individual players 
and a team. This factor encompass-
es the competencies of handling mo-
tivation and character building of sin-
gle players (Feltz et al., 1999), perfor-
mance-enhancing and retarding group 
structures, such as cohesion (e.g. Car-
ron, 1984; Wilhelm, 2001), hierarchy, 
and status (e.g. Carron & Hausenblas, 
1998; Lüschen, 1984) as well as the ca-
pability of managing conflicts, crises, 
or success in the coach-athlete rela-
tionship (Jowett & Cockerill, 2002).

 4 Planning and regulation of training. 
This coincides with improving the in-
dividual as well as the complex game 
ability in a fixed period of time (e.g. 
one season) and consequently refers 
to an adequate planning, diagnosing, 
and intervening of the training pro-
cess, thus relating to factors like stam-
ina, skills, and tactics (Abraham, Col-
lins & Martindale, 2006, p. 555; Feltz 
et al., 1999, p. 766). Additionally, spe-
cific profiles have to be implemented 
in order to govern the complex pro-
cess of training in accordance with 
the specific demands of the competi-
tion (Hohmann, 1994). All in all the 
setting process and outcome goals 
as well as goal development through 
performance analysis are in the focus 
(Abrahams, Collins & Martindale, 
2006, p. 557f.).

Fig. 1 8 The dimensions of coaching performance. (MacLean & Chelladurai, 1995)
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 4 Game strategy and match governance. 
The basic idea is that delivering an op-
timum performance requires specif-
ic strategies and measures, e.g. mak-
ing coaching decisions during com-
petition (e.g. changing of players) or 
the utilization of tactics and strate-
gies (MacLean & Chelladurai, 1995, 
p. 202; Feltz et al., 1999, p. 766; Stre-
an et al., 1997, pp 244 ff.). Thus, re-
search is needed that analyses the 
match, starting from the period of 
preparation, across the governing of 
the match, to its evaluation in between 
and afterwards.

Interlinking MacLean and Chelladurai’s 
(1995) model of coaching performance 
with the dimensions of coaching perfor-
mance, one should acknowledge that they 
have to be realised on different time lev-
els. Insofar a distinction between strate-
gic, tactical, and operational duties—a hi-
erarchical pattern having been success-
fully implemented in managerial eco-
nomics (cf. Bea & Haas, 1997; Pfohl & 
Stölzle, 1997)—should be transformed to 
the issue at hand (Abrahams et al., 2006, 
p. 557). Additionally and due to the com-
plexity of team leading, the conception 
of hierarchical planning is necessary be-
cause varying coach tasks differ in aspects 
such as complexity, structure, revisabili-
ty, and freedom of choice; thus it could al-
ready be demonstrated that it may help to 
come to grips with this task (König, 2007, 
p. 27–30).

Seizing on the main idea of the paper, 
person- and group-focussed leadership 
in team sports, this hierarchical structure 
can be explained with a view to concrete 
tasks in team building and team leading 
(cf. . Tab. 1).

In summary, it can be asserted that 
coaches have to master task related do-
mains, referring to the team as a group 
and, simultaneously, individual objec-
tives—a structure which provokes con-
flicts between players having contrary 
interests as well as between players and 
coaches because of different perceptions 
of each other (cf. Jowett & Cockerill, 2002, 
p. 25). Therefore, it seems to be of out-
standing interest to analyse strategies and 
methods which coaches use in the situa-
tions described above. This, however, re-

quires specific methodological and me-
thodical procedures.

Methodological framing

The issue of team leading is an example 
of a research problem with an overhang 
of complexity as could be explained in the 
introduction of this paper. To cope with 
this difficulty an approach is required 
that follows the inductive-deductive logic 
in a distinctive research cycle (Krathwohl, 
2004). This rather abstract idea is to be ex-
plained on three levels:
1.  On the stage of conceptualisation 

(Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009, p. 144) 
the issue at focus requires a compro-
mise consisting of firstly analysing ex-
perts’ knowledge to develop theoreti-

cal modules of team leading (inductive 
proceeding); this corresponds with the 
strategy of beginning with the partic-
ular in the field and working through 
inductive inference to the general. Sec-
ondly, deductive logic should be em-
ployed by validating the systematically 
gathered and inductively analysed da-
ta, thus arguing from the general to the 
particular (Haag, 2010, p. 111; Teddlie 
& Tashakkori, 2009, p. 26).

2.  On the experiential or empirical stage 
what was said leads to the idea that in 
a first step a qualitative analysis of ex-
perts’ subjective theories of team lead-
ing has to be accomplished to get a 
deeper understanding of the issue out-
lined earlier in this text. In this con-
text, experts’ subjective theories are 
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defined as “knowledge being built up 
by personal experiences and practi-
cal instruction” (Beck & Krapp, 2006, 
p. 55 ff.). They have to be analysed, 
confirmed by means of communica-
tive validation (cf. Roth, 1996, p. 27) 
and then condensed for further stud-
ies. In a second step, these exploratory 
and qualitatively generated principles 
and assumptions have to be confirmed 
quantitatively, using standardised in-
terrogation and statistical analyses, 
thus realising the second link in the 
chain (cf. Krathwohl, 2004).

3.  Proceeding on the inferential stage, it 
is possible to interlink the advantages 
of qualitative and quantitative research 
(Creswell, 2009), thus creating the ba-
sic methodological structures of a ho-
listic understanding of the coaching 
process (Potrac et al., 2000). This final-
ly leads to the opportunity of emerging 
a theoretical framework providing re-
sults which have been analysed in an 
iterative manner (Ridenour & New-
mann, 2008) and being of relevance for 
both scientists as well as practitioners.

The complete design with further details 
is explained in the next section.

Method

A mixed method study was developed fo-
cussing on the analysis of strategic plan-
ning processes of high performance 
coaches. As already explained and justi-
fied, it focussed on person- and group-re-
lated issues like cohesion, hierarchy, com-
munication, integration, etc., thus refer-
ring to team formation, team leadership, 
and coach-athlete relationship. This cor-
responds with the levels of strategic and 

tactical threads (cf. . Tab. 1). Accord-
ing to Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009, 
p. 145 f.), the study is to be characterised 
by a multi-strand design, combining the 
ideas of sequential and parallel structures; 
it is displayed in . Fig. 2.

The fundamental ideas of the research 
design are explained below:

 4 As to timing, a sequential QUAL → 
QUAN design (Teddlie & Tashakor-
ri, 2009, p. 94) is based on a mixture 
of the exploration of experts’ knowl-
edge using text-based data and its con-
firmation through numeric data being 
collected from a larger number of peo-
ple (Creswell, 2009, p. 206).

 4 Additionally, two different perspec-
tives of team leading representing the 
coach-athlete paradigm are to be con-
sidered; this approach can be illustrat-
ed with the idea that leading teams re-
quires the integration of coaches’ and 
players’ attitudes (Jowett & Cockerill, 
2002). Textually, this can be justified 
with reference to Chelladurai’s multi-
dimensional model of coaching perfor-
mance (1980) which explicitly explains 
that team members’ contentedness is 
increased when their favoured lead-
ing behaviours comply with the actual 
behaviours of the coach. Consequent-
ly, a parallel QUAN + QUAN strand 
(cf. Creswell et al., 2003, p. 215 f.) was 
integrated on the second level to get a 
deeper understanding of the issue as 
well as an integration of leading behav-
iours and players’ expectations and at-
titudes (cf. Burke et al., 2006). The two 
threads of the second study were char-
acterised by equal weighting, a decision 
depending on the genuine research in-
terests (Creswell, 2009, p. 207).

 4 Associating players’ and coaches’ per-
spectives may lead to contradictions 
because of conflicting interests. To find 
out if this is in the nature of regarding 
leadership behaviours in teams (cf. 
Day, Gronn & Salas, 2004) or a con-
sequence of the specific research de-
sign, a third phase has been integrat-
ed, although not having been planned 
beforehand; its aim was to find out 
more about expected differences as 
well as about surprising contradictions 
(Morse, 1991).

When summarising and integrating the 
different strands, a connection of a se-
quential exploratory and a sequential ex-
planatory strategy is on hand (Creswell, 
2009, p. 211); it can be displayed as a 
QUAL → QUAN + QUAN → QUAL-
Design (cf. Creswell et al., 2003) and was 
carried out in accordance with the Helsin-
ki Declaration of 1975.

Study I

(1) To generate a theoretical conception 
about team leading within the dimensions 
of coaching, a qualitative study was con-
ducted first, using guideline-based inter-
views with ten high performance coach-
es from basketball (3), football (2), hand-
ball (3), and volleyball (2); in doing so, a 
good tradition of research in coaching de-
velopment was followed (Côté et al., 1995; 
Gilbert & Trudel, 2004; Jones, Armour 
& Potrac, 2003; Roth, 1996). According 
to Abrahams, Collins, and Martindale 
(2006), it was ensured that the quality of 
coaches involved in this study remained 
high. Therefore, the requirements includ-
ed that the coaches had been coaching 
first or second division for at least 5 years 
and were in possession of the highest na-
tional coach certification or an interna-
tional equivalent. Consequently, we fol-
lowed the procedure of purposeful sam-
pling (Creswell, 2009, p. 217; Teddlie & 
Yu, 2007, p. 79 f.), trying to ensure max-
imum variation by having coaches from 
the most famous team sports (Creswell & 
Plano Clark, 2007, p. 112).

The interviews were approximate-
ly 40–50 min long on average and took 
place in a time and location convenient to 
the interviewee. Additionally, each coach 

Table 1 Job tasks of coaches
Time axis for job tasks Definition Exemplary tasks

Strategic tasks Tasks referring to the complete time-
frame of one season

Selection of players

Formation of a team

Attribution of special functions 
within the team

Tactical tasks Tasks referring to one macro- or micro-
cycle, thus embracing a period of time 
lasting from one to several weeks

Norming of the team, i.e. 
developing group structures

Developing rivalry

Operational tasks Tasks referring to one training session 
or to one competition thus being the 
focus of everyday work

Motivation

Solving conflicts

Feed-forward and feedback
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received a questionnaire containing ques-
tions about his personal and professional 
career to be filled out beforehand. The in-
terviews consisted of questions referring 
to the attitudes towards compiling a team, 
structuring a team as to hierarchy and co-
hesion as well as personal opinions about 
handling conflicts and integrating players 
into the management of a team. The inter-
views were recorded, transcribed, and an-
alysed by means of MAXQDA, a specific 
QDA software package for analysing and 
interpreting textual data. The basic pro-
cedure of the analysis encompassed three 
steps, namely defining categories, find-
ing anchor examples to explain the sin-
gle categories, and shaping coding rules 
to enable obvious assignments (cf. May-
ring, 2000, 2002).

Intra-coder-reliability was achieved 
by exact documentation of analysis, ar-
gumentative covering of interpretation, 
rule-governed proceeding and communi-
cative validation (Mayring, 2002, p. 144–
146); additionally, a second and subse-
quent coding supported the first analy-
sis to a considerable extent. Inter-coder-
reliability was accomplished by means of 
a second and independent analysis of the 
material; following Krippendorff (2004, 
p. 241 f.) the value of α = 0.873 can be in-
terpreted as high coincidence. . Tab. 2 
illustrates one example taken from the 
guideline for coding providing proof for 
the trustworthiness of the results.

Theoretical saturation was achieved 
when a further differentiation of a given 

category (cf. . Tab. 2) was no longer pos-
sible. At this point repeated evidence has 
been provided for a single conceptual cat-
egory. Additionally, the idea of theoreti-
cal saturation is associated with the proce-
dure of theoretical sampling that is, a se-
lection of cases that are most likely to pro-
duce the most relevant data; insofar a con-
firmation of the sample size was brought 
forth afterwards, although the inductive 
method of theoretical development sug-
gests that each new case has the potential 
to offer a slightly alternative insight (Bloor 
& Wood, 2006).

(2) Study I showed that expert coaches 
have clear insight into what teams need, 
how teams can be built up to achieve the 
greatest success, and how they have to be 
managed; thus the coaching schematic 
mentioned earlier (cf. . Fig. 1) can be 
particularised with specific concepts. 
. Fig. 3 gives an overview of the analysed 
categories and subcategories.

In detail, the following strategies for 
leading a team emerged and are discussed 
alongside . Fig. 3:

 4 Voice opportunity of the team: Eight 
of ten experts claimed that the aims 
of a season are to be laid on the table 
and arranged with the team although a 
rough frame is usually predetermined 
by the management. In this context it 
is very important for coaches to find 
out which players are willing to be-
come involved in these aims: “I have 
discussed my aims with the team, be-
fore we started preparing. They could 

contribute their ideas via their rep-
resentatives” (Team handball coach, 
2nd division). To realise the idea of 
integrating players into the process of 
planning, coaches use specific meth-
ods, e.g. workshops, letters to the 
coach, or one-to-one-conversations.

 4 Team compilation: All high perfor-
mance coaches show clear strategies 
as to compiling their teams: they relate 
to qualitative aspects which comprise 
individual game ability, interperson-
al skills (“For me it is important how 
the new arrivals fit into the team”—
Handball coach, 2nd division) and 
tactical matching with the team’s con-
cept (“… and because of that we have 
specialists for tactical tasks, …”—Bas-
ketball coach, 1st division), as well as 
character traits of the players, which 
are shown in statements like “…it is 
very important that everybody is very 
ambitious” (Volleyball coach, 1st di-
vision). These strategies are endorsed 
by quantitative aspects which relate to 
the number of players for each posi-
tion (“It is an ideal situation if I have 
filled each position twice”—Volleyball 
coach, 1st division) and the size of the 
team in general.

 4 Team structure: Basically, nine of ten 
interviewees try to establish cohesion 
and hierarchy in their team with the 
belief that both elements lead to in-
creased efficiency, an assumption that 
is explained by statements like “…the 
importance of cohesion is very high 
for a team” (Team Handball coach, 
1st division) or “… if this [hierarchy] 
does not work, it is always decreasing 
team performance” (Volleyball coach, 
1st division). These subjective notions 
are implemented into everyday praxis 
by using specific methods to foster co-
hesion and hierarchy. Whereas team 
cohesion is developed by a variety of 
methods reaching from traditional to 
innovative measures (e.g. common 
leisure activities, workshops, special 
training camps, integration of profes-
sional support), hierarchy is explicit-
ly influenced by measures connected 
with game governance, e.g. the initial 
line-up, the extent of playing periods, 
the centering of tactical measures on 
individual players (“It must be visible 

Fig. 2 9 The mixed 
method study
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for every player that there are players 
who are closer to the coach than oth-
ers”—Handball coach, 2nd division), 
and the selection of the team cap-
tain and the team council (“The cap-
tain and players’ council are appoint-
ed by myself ”—Football coach, 1st di-
vision).

 4 Risk planning: Anticipating possible 
risks encompasses three different as-
pects in the strategic planning, name-
ly injuries, conflicts, and a series of 
failures. Whereas the first problem 
is approached by an adequate quali-
tative and quantitative team compi-
lation as well as cooperation with the 
reserve team (“… to calculate every 
risk of injuries, each position should 
be cast at least twice”—Basketball 
coach, 1st division), problems 2 and 
3 are only outguessed by few coaches. 
Nevertheless, these aspects should be 
kept in mind, because they represent 
regular disturbances. Therefore, ex-
perts are used to discuss failures and 
disturbances with the team as a whole 
as well as with single players trying 
to enhance the players’ identification 
with the team. This strategy highly 
corresponds with the idea of hierar-
chy because such discussions are pri-
marily led by players in the upper po-
sitions of team hierarchy.

In conclusion, it can be said that (1) high 
performance coaches have subjective the-
ories and declarative of team leading, that 
(2) these theories could have been analy- 
sed and cumulated on the basis of a qual-
itative approach using content analysis 
(Mayring, 2000), and that (3) this proce-
dure has led to a specific theoretical frame-

work for group-related leadership behav-
iours. Following the basic principles and 
procedures of mixed methods designs, the 
categories and subcategories displayed in 
. Fig. 3 have to be closely linked for con-
firmation with the next thread.

Study II

(1) As the results and hypotheses of study 
I are explorative and inductive (Creswell, 
2009, p. 195), a second and quantitative 
study was conducted on the basis of two 
questionnaires aiming at coaches’ and 
players’ attitudes. This can be justified 
with reference to both Chelladurai’s mul-
tidimensional model of coaching perfor-
mance (1980) and Jowett and Cockerill’s 
(2002) approach towards the incompat-
ibilities in the coach—athlete relation-
ship as well as with leadership behaviours 
from general leadership theories (Burke 
et al., 2006, p. 303 f.). They explain unan-
imously that team members’ content-
edness is increased when their favoured 
leading behaviours comply with the actu-
al behaviours of the coach. Consequent-
ly, a better understanding of the catego-
ries and subcategories from study I was 
to be accomplished from both perspec-
tives, thus allowing to detect differences 
or similarities on a sound statistical basis. 
To guarantee a close interlinking of the 
two strands the questionnaires were con-
structed on the basis of the categories and 
subcategories developed in study I (cf. 
. Fig. 3). As a consequence, all the items 
detected in study I were transformed into 
statements such as, “how far do you agree 
with the statement that …,” and had to 
be rated on a scale from 1 to 4, with 1 
meaning full agreement. The idea was to 

find out the factors of compliance or re-
fusal regarding averages up to 2.0 as ap-
proval and those being 3.0 and higher as 
disapproval. Values between 2.1 and 2.9 
were considered as neutral; additionally, 
only one decimal place was considered.

This instrument was developed both 
for coaches and players to analyse par-
ticular perspectives; nevertheless, the two 
tools for data collection were not identi-
cal. This was accounted for the fact that 
deeper insight was expected by add-
ing specific questions for the particular 
groups. All in all, the questionnaires con-
sisted of questions aiming at the person 
itself (age, gender, education, sport, oc-
cupational biography) and of 18 identi-
cal items which had to be scored. The in-
quiry was conducted with n = 97 coaches 
during several courses of coach education 
and n = 102 players before or after practice 
sessions. It was ensured that coaches and 
players could be labelled as experts due to 
the fact that everybody coached or played 
in the 1st or 2nd league for 5 or more 
years. Furthermore, coaches had to be in 
possession of the highest national coach 
certification or were in the training for 
it. We followed the sampling procedures 
for mixed methods designs which recom-
mend that the individuals of the first stage 
are not the same as those in the second, 
and that the quantitative data collection 
were from a much larger sample (Creswell 
& Plano Clark, 2007, p. 123). This again 
corresponds with the idea of purposive 
sampling, because specific cases were se-
lected for a specific purpose (Tashakkori 
& Teddlie, 2003, p. 713).

. Fig. 4 displays a few examples which 
show the transformation of one category 
and its subcategories, i.e. hierarchy, from 
study I to statements of study II.

(2) Analysis of data was accomplished 
using SPSS 21. Consequently, ANOVA 
for single factors with posthoc-tests and 
generalised linear models were used for 
inferential inferences. Due to regulations 
in the social sciences alpha-level was set 
on 0.05, thus determining the confidence 
interval with 95 %. Cumulation of alpha-
error was not regarded because of the rel-
ative autonomy of the tests.

Descriptive and inferential data anal-
yses have led to the following results (cf. 
. Tab. 3):

Table 2 Excerpt from the analysis of qualitative data
Item-no Manifestation Definition Example Coding

20 Hierarchy A strict distribution 
of roles and “pecking 
order” in the team

“I think that a clear 
pecking order is of decisive 
importance for a team”

Depends on 
refusing or ac-
cepting team 
hierarchy or on 
the position 
of situational 
dependence

Depending on 
the situation

Depending on the 
team and the situa-
tion the team is in

“If it is a team being used to 
that, then it is very difficult 
to dissolve it. If it is a team, 
in which hierarchy does not 
play such an important role, 
it is difficult to introduce 
one”

No hierarchy All players obtain 
the same status

No example found
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Analysing and comparing coaches’ 
and players’ measures of approval, the fol-
lowing results could be revealed:

 4 In general, the majority of the catego-
ries could be confirmed. This means 
that coaches and players share compa-
rable ideas of planning a season, team 
compilation and structuring, as well as 
communication. This could be proven 
in the planning of season aims with the 
team (Item 14), the selection of play-
ers (Items 1–4), the relevance of cohe-
sion (Items 5, 6), and communication-
al processes (Items 15–18).

 4 Secondly and despite confirmation, 
. Tab. 3 also shows differing attitudes 

towards some items making a more 
detailed analysis indispensable:

 −  Voice opportunity of the team: While 
there is a high coincidence as to a 
common planning of the season, 
players do not accept an exclusive 
determination of season goals be-
tween the coach and the manage-
ment (Item 13; F (1, 199) = 23,306, 
p = 0,000*). Players want to take part 
in these considerations, at least by 
their representatives (captain, coun-
cil). Specific results from the play-
ers’ questionnaire show that players 
want a guarantee that every team 
member is informed about the goals 
for the season (Meanitem_17Sp = 1,3) 

and that everyone should un-
derstand, accept, and back them 
(Meanitem_18Sp = 1,3).

 −   Team compilation: Although there 
is a significant difference (F (1, 
195) = 10,231, p = 0,002*) between 
coaches and players as to item 1 
(“Every position should be filled 
twice”), it must be emphasised that 
both values show approval. A com-
parable situation was found for the 
intentional integration of maver-
icks (item 5), players who “are dif-
ferent in certain domains” (foot-
ball coach, 1st division). Although 
the results are inconclusive, coaches 
tend to want them more than play-
ers, an idea that can only be under-
stood when we realise the fact that 
coaches sometimes tend to disturb 
harmony on a team, a process that 
shall upset players and provoke 
higher performance.

 4 Thirdly, there are differing views as de-
scribed in the following, initially tak-
ing descriptive data into account, a re-
sult that needs further analysis:

 −   Cohesion in a team: Although both 
coaches and players believe in co-
hesion as a positive and perfor-
mance-enhancing factor, there is a 
significant difference as to respon-
sibility for it; whereas coaches be-
lieve that cohesion should be devel-
oped by coaches (Meanitem_8 = 1,4), 
it is the contrary with players 
(Meanitem_9 = 1,1). Additional-
ly, every partner denies the oth-
er party the responsibility for co-
hesion (cf. . Tab. 3, item 8 and 
9; F8 (1, 199) = 627,200, p = 0,000*, 
η2 = 0,761; F9 (1,199) = 627,200, 
p = 0,000*, η2 = 0,774); rather high 
effect sizes support the significance 
of this incompatibility (cf. Cohen, 
1988).

 −  Hierarchy in a team seems to be the 
most critical issue. Regarding this 
construct, players are undecided to-
wards an efficiency-enhancing ef-
fect of hierarchy (Meanitem_10 = 2,4), 
whereas coaches barely believe in 
this (Meanitem_10 = 2,0); the dif-
ference is statistically signifi-
cant, but only shows a small effect  

Fig. 3 9 Results of 
qualitative analysis 
of interviews (n = 10) 
displaying hierarchi-
cal themes developed 
through categories
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(F (1, 191) = 10,929, p = 0,001*, 
η2 = 0,055). Secondly, coaches believe 
that they are responsible for devel-
oping hierarchy (Meanitem_11 = 1,9; 
F (1, 196) = 27,178, p = 0,000, 
η2 = 0,123) and attempt this by us-
ing specific methods (cf. study 1). 
Players, however, believe that they 
should develop hierarchy them-
selves and therefore doubt coach-
es’ positions (Meanitem_12 = 1,68; 
F (1,197) = 135,42, p = 0,000*, 

η2 = 0,410). Consequently, the re-
sults must be regarded contradicto-
ry, thus demanding further analyses, 
not least because there are middle ef-
fect sizes.

 4 Going one step further, no differenc-
es could be figured out in the different 
team sports or different age groups, 
neither for coaches nor players. Un-
fortunately, there are no results for 
sex, because very few female coaches 

took part in the study (n = 3); this may 
not be interpreted as a weakness of 
the study, but as a reflection of gender 
distribution among high performance 
coaches. In consequence, our results 
show transferability across different 
contexts and situations (cf. Abrahams, 
Collins & Martindale, 2006), an as-
sumption having already been proven 
in the science of team leadership using 
a team leadership cycle (Day, Gronn & 
Salas, 2004, p. 862).

Table 3 Approval of coaches (in bold) and players to leading strategies (1 = complete approval, 4 = complete disapproval)
No Item “In how far do you agree with the statement that …” N Mean Std Std. error ANOVA

F p η2

 1 Every position should be filled twice 93 1,78 0,819 0,085 10,231 0,002* 0,050

102 1,43 0,72 0,072

 2 Players should be signed according to their ambition 96 1,92 0,697 0,071 0,771 0,381 0,004

102 1,81 0,780 0,077

 3 Players should be signed according to their motivation 96 1,60 0,718 0,073 0,057 0,812 0,000

102 1,63 0,659 0,065

 4 Players should be signed according to their ability to work in 
a team

95 1,65 0,815 0,084 0,075 0,784 0,000

102 1,62 0,704 0,077

 5 A team should also include mavericks 96 2,18 0,754 0,077 3,972 0,048* 0,020

98 2,44 1,016 0,103

 6 Cohesion leads to a higher performance 97 1,29 0,706 0,072 2,495 0,116 0,013

102 1,15 0,552 0,055

 7 Cohesion depends on the attractiveness of the aims 96 1,88 0,861 0,088 0,631 0,428 0,003

98 1,97 0,792 0,080

 8 Cohesion should be developed by the coach 97 1,46 0,778 0,079 627,20 0,000* 0,761

102 3,82 0,534 0,053

 9 Cohesion should be developed by the players 97 3,54 0,778 0,079 627,20 0,000* 0,774

102 1,18 0,534 0,053

10 Hierarchy leads to a higher performance 97 2,08 0,821 0,083 10,929 0,001* 0,055

94 2,49 0,901 0,093

11 Hierarchy should be developed by the coach 97 1,93 0,877 0,089 27,178 0,000* 0,123

99 2,62 0,955 0,096

12 Hierarchy should be developed by the players 97 3,06 0,888 0,090 135,42 0,000* 0,410

100 1,68 0,777 0,078

13 Coaches should determine the aims for a season with the 
management

97 2,06 1,008 0,102 23,306 0,000* 0,106

102 2,77 1,071 0,106

14 Coaches should discuss the aims for a season with the team 97 1,42 0,693 0,070 1,572 0,211 0,008

101 1,55 0,781 0,078

15 Coaches should discuss problems first with the leaders of 
team 

97 2,08 1,007 0,102 0,140 0,708 0,001

101 2,03 0,974 0,097

16 Coaches should discuss failures with the team 97 1,43 0,706 0,072 1,602 0,207 0,008

101 1,32 0,582 0,058

17 Coaches should discuss problems between the team and him 97 1,46 0,662 0,067 1,840 0,177 0,009

102 1,33 0,694 0,069

18 Coaches should discuss problems between individual players 
and himself with these players

97 1,28 0,641 0,065 1,043 0,308 0,005

102 1,38 0,784 0,078
* = significant difference (α = .05)
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Finally, it can be summarised at the end 
of study II that a greater part of the ex-
ploratory strategies of team leading could 
be confirmed by means of a quantita-
tive study integrating coaches and play-
ers. Since a few surprising contradic-
tions came to the surface, further analysis 
of these inconsistencies was regarded as 
necessary (Creswell, 2009; Morse, 1991) 
to find out if they depend on the differ-
ent positions within a team or if they can 
be dissolved.

Study III

(1) Contradictions between coach and 
player validation required a third study, 
in which further expert coaches (n = 4) 
and players (n = 4) were confronted with 
these peculiarities and asked to comment 
on them. Mixing coaches and players in 
an additional study can be justified with 
the idea of interlinking both perspec-
tives and creating a mutual understand-
ing. Consequently, the aim of this study 
was to find out, if these contradictions are 
in the nature of team leading or a con-
sequence of the specific research design. 
Expert status was again ensured by divi-
sion membership (1st or 2nd division) 
and coaching certificate. Sampling was 
again realised by a purposive procedure 
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007, p. 112; 
Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009, p. 174). To 
implement the study, we once more drew 
on guideline-based interviews which fo-
cussed on unsolved and contradictory is-
sues. Data collection and analysis were 
executed exactly as in study I; addition-
ally, conversion procedures (Teddlie & 
Tashakkori, 2009, p. 146f.) were used 
when possible. A content analysis showed 
the following results:

 4 As to voice opportunity of the team, 
the results of study III show a clear 

tendency (7 of 8) towards integrat-
ing players into the planning process-
es of a season. This includes the idea 
of conveying to every player his role 
and function in these preparations 
(“I think it is very important that ev-
ery player knows her position in the 
team”—handball player, 1st division). 
Thus, the integration of the players in-
to planning a season seems to be an 
instrument of leadership (“Common 
aims are more valuable than aims be-
ing imposed by anybody else”—foot-
ball player, 1st division) and may be 
interpreted as support of the idea that 
“just the task specific attractiveness 
of the team is responsible for perfor-
mance” (Wilhelm, 2001).

 4 As to cohesion results were again in-
consistent with regard to the persons 
responsible. Quantitising the quali-
tative results (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 
2009, p. 146) the following figures 
were brought to light: four experts ex-
pected all team members to be respon-
sible for the development of cohesion, 
two aimed at the leaders, and two at 
the coach. Thus, the conclusion can 
be drawn that it is on the team’s hands 
to care for a good social cohesion, be-
cause its influence on the team’s per-
formance was again supported. Pos-
sible procedures for developing cohe-
sion are “common activities, common 
rules, and common aims” (handball 
player, 1st division).

 4 As far as hierarchy is concerned, seven 
of eight interviewees regarded the ex-
istence of hierarchy in a team as very 
important and explained that hierar-
chy is usually headed by players who 
are highly efficient, experienced, mo-
tivated, and take over responsibili-
ty. Additionally, they believe that hi-
erarchy develops from players’ per-

formance, and coaches can only in-
fluence this process to a small extent: 
“I can influence hierarchy, but I can-
not establish it, because hierarchies 
depend on the players’ performance” 
(football coach, 1st division). As a re-
sult, the initial idea of hierarchy being 
developed by coaches has to be con-
fined to a certain extent (“Hierarchy 
is important, if it has developed on its 
own”—football player, 2nd division), 
although coaches may have the power 
to support the status of single players 
(“I have made my leaders strong”—
football coach, 1st division).

 4 Finally, the idea of compiling a team 
with at least two players for every posi-
tion is once more confirmed by differ-
ent arguments, whereby possible inju-
ries (“It is inevitable in our league that 
each position is staffed with two play-
ers at least, because of reasons of in-
juries”—handball player, 1st division) 
and the creation of competition are the 
most powerful (“I think this leads to a 
competition among the players”—vol-
leyball player, 2nd division).

Summarising study III with reference to 
the open and partially inconsistent situa-
tion, it can be said that nearly all domains 
of team leading could have been complet-
ed; we could show that some contradic-
tions, e.g. cohesion, are in the nature of 
team leading and therefore, need a dis-
cussion in the light of other studies. Thus, 
the conclusion can be drawn that a deep-
er understanding needs the integration of 
the perspectives of coaches and players, 
which leads to a further confirmation of 
previously discussed questions.

Discussion and final interpretation

Referring to the rules of integration in 
mixed method studies (Creswell & Plano 
Clark, 2007, p. 142 ff.; Erzberger & Kelle, 
2003, p. 469 ff.) it is indicated that on the 
inferential stage qualitative and quantita-
tive results may converge, they may be 
complementary, or they may be contra-
dictory; each of these possibilities requires 
a specific method of triangulation (Cre-
swell & Plano Clark, 2007, p. 62 f.; Erz-
berger & Kelle, 2003, p. 466; Teddlie & 
Tashakkori, 2009, p. 145). In this paper tri-

Fig. 4 8 Extract from players’ questionnaire
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angulation was supported and realised by 
means of a third study aiming at the con-
tradictory results of thread one and two.

Integrating and triangulating the re-
sults on the basis of these strands, the fol-
lowing general strategies of leading high 
performance teams can be regarded as 
confirmed and validated on the basis of a 
mixed methods study:

 4 Players should be integrated into 
the process of planning a season, al-
though everyday experience shows 
that a frame targeted by the manage-
ment is obligatory, especially in teams 
with maximum success orientation. 
Such integration stands for identi-
fication, higher motivation, and the 
knowledge of the individual’s specific 
role. This can be substantiated by for-
mer analyses on coaching behaviour in 
general (Chelladurai, 1980; Feltz et al., 
1999) as well as by Jowett and Cock-
erill’s (2002) constructs mirroring the 
coach-athlete relationship.

 4 Compiling a team should be based on 
players’ specific game abilities and tac-
tical matching as well as their specif-
ic character traits; before this back-
ground it became explicit that per-
sonal competences and social skills 
are regarded as important elements 
for a team; this idea could be carried 
forward considering these traits as a 
means to avoid or eliminate incom-
patibility in the coach-athlete rela-
tionship (Jowett & Cockerill, (2002, 
p. 25 ff.). Additionally, pure quantita-
tive aspects are also important to re-
duce the risk of being weakened by 
injuries and creating competition 
among players aiming at an increase 
of their performance.

 4 The structure of a team should be char-
acterised by both cohesion and hier-
archy, because both structures are re-
garded as factors increasing efficiency 
and performance. But it has to be em-
phasised that the structure of a team 
cannot be established technocratical-
ly as coaches predominantly tend to 
believe. It is inevitable to integrate the 
players, their engagement, and their 
performance, too (cf. Jowett & Cock-
erill, 2002); nevertheless cohesion al-
so depends on leadership factors (Car-
ron & Hausenblas, 1998, p. 244). And 

it is also indispensable to do this on the 
basis of a differentiation between task 
and social cohesion (Wilhelm, 2001). 
Nevertheless, it is necessary for coach-
es to have a set of methods to influence 
cohesion and hierarchy.

Connecting the textual and the meth-
odological level of the paper finally, the 
application of a mixed methods study has 
been rather gainful, because it offered the 
possibility of integrating individual ex-
perts’ knowledge in the form of quali-
tative data with broadly gathered quan-
titative data to confirm the explorato-
ry strand of the study. Additionally, the 
second qualitative strand helped clari-
fy contradictions of the quantitative data 
of coaches and players respectively, thus 
helping to interpret and deepen quanti-
tative data.

Interlinking the empirical results 
of the study with the initially conduct-
ed theoretical framing of coaching per-
formance, we are now in the know of 
unique strategies referring to the spe-
cific subdomains of task related behav-
ioural process factors which can be sum-
marised under the idea of team leadership 
(MacLean & Chelladurai, 1995, p. 195). 
Taking the complete model into consid-
eration the results of the study contribute 
to improving task related coaching per-
formance in the domain of behavioural 
process factors (MacLean & Chelladurai, 
1995, p. 198); on the contrary they must 
not be interpreted as a contribution to the 
most popular approach towards evalua-
tion of coach performance which is on a 
team’s win/loss record (product factors); 
although being popular this approach has 
to be regarded as critical due to the non-
linearity of a team’s game performance 
(Lames, 1998).

A final evaluation of mixed meth-
ods designs for team sports research and 
sports science in general provides the fol-
lowing ideas: initial attempts of imple-
menting mixed method designs in sev-
eral sub-disciplines of the social-scien-
tific domain of sport science have tak-
en place, showing that the integration of 
qualitative and quantitative data may help 
to avoid the above mentioned problems. 
Additionally and with a focus on evalua-
tion research (Patton, 2012), the applica-

tion of mixed methods designs supports 
integrating different perspectives, an idea 
which has been successfully implement-
ed in game instruction (Memmert & 
König, 2007) and teacher professionalisa-
tion (König, 2004; Miethling, 2007). Fur-
ther progress, however, needs systematic 
teaching (Cresswell et al., 2003) and expe-
rience by practice.

Conclusions

This article aimed at the issue of ana-
lysing coaching performance in team 
sports; therefore, it indicates conclu-
sions on a textual level. With a view to 
our results and the education of coach-
es in team sports the following didactical 
conclusions can be drawn: besides the 
teaching of professional competence, i.e. 
knowledge of conditional, technical, and 
tactical or strategic factors in a specific 
game, it is indicated that the instruction 
of leadership skills is becoming more 
and more important (cf. Abrahams, Col-
lins & Martindale, 2006, p. 555). Thus, is-
sues like team shaping, the handling of 
conflicts or communication are to be in-
tegrated in the education of coaches. 
This simultaneously boils down to a par-
tial departure from traditional structures 
of coach education; the instruction of so-
cial skills requires different and progres-
sive teaching methods (role plays, com-
munication training, exercises for con-
flict resolution, etc.). However, this is un-
der the responsibility of the respective 
associations.
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