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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
Although extensive sport research has been dedicated to Received 27 July 2020
understanding coach effectiveness, this work has largely ~ Accepted 2 October 2020
explored how coaches’ behaviours influence individual ath- KEYWORDS

letes rather than considering the total team. Accordingly, we Coaching; leadership; group
sought to examine the breadth of existing research involving dynamics; cohesion; teams
the influence of coaches on team dynamics. Adhering to

PRISMA for Scoping Review guidelines, 9,454 peer-reviewed

studies were identified using four electronic databases, with

82 ultimately meeting inclusion criteria. Studies were

grouped based on interpersonal, intrapersonal, and profes-

sional coach behaviours. Within these groups, team

dynamics frameworks were used to explore the team-level

variables. The results demonstrated that the majority of

research has focused on coaches’ interpersonal behaviours

on teams’ emergent states, while largely overlooking the

influence of coaches’ intrapersonal or professional beha-

viours on teams’ structures or processes. We advocate for

the diversification of methodologies employed and targeted

investigations guided by established frameworks to better

understand coaches’ influence on team dynamics.

Although sport encompasses a variety of activities across age ranges and
skill levels, a consistent feature is the presence of groups. Even sports that
are typically considered individual in nature (e.g., cycling, wrestling) con-
tain salient social processes that shape experiences for those involved
(Evans, Eys, & Bruner, 2012). Accordingly, a large body of literature is
dedicated to exploring the social dynamics within sport teams, with the
general purview of understanding their implications for both athlete and
team-level outcomes (e.g., Eys, Bruner, & Martin, 2019). In addition to the
consistent feature of groups in sport, is the omnipresence of coaches.
Coaches represent critical social agents who aim to satisfy individual
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members’ needs while ensuring effective team functioning (Carron & Eys,
2012; Chelladurai, 2007). Interestingly, despite the advancement of various
definitions that entail what it means to be an effective coach (e.g., Coté &
Gilbert, 2009), the vast majority of this research has emphasised the coach-
athlete relationship, with less attention directed towards the coaches’ influ-
ence on their teams as a whole.

It is important to recognise the unique position held by coaches in
relation to how they can influence team dynamics. Decisions such as assign-
ing dressing room seating or organising mentor opportunities are but
several examples that demonstrate how coach behaviour can influence
athlete interactions (e.g., Carron, Spink, & Prapavessis, 1997; Chelladurai,
2007). Similarly, decisions pertaining to athlete selection, team objectives,
normative expectations, or the overemphasis on performance outcomes will
all influence the general dynamics and functioning of a team (e.g.,
Cumming, Smoll, Smith, & Grossbard, 2007; Hodge, Henry, & Smith,
2014; Martin, Evans, & Spink, 2016). While it is clear that the role of the
coach must be considered when examining team dynamics, every group
represents a distinct collection of individuals who interact in novel ways
(e.g., McGrath, 1964). Thus, it is critical to explore the different ways that
coaches have been found to impact the dynamics within a team to help shed
light on such a multifaceted process.

Due to the complexity of groups, sport researchers have advanced several
conceptual frameworks to aid in the understanding of their dynamic nature.
For example, researchers have considered various inputs of team effective-
ness such as athlete attributes (e.g., age, skill level) and the environment
(e.g., competitive level, team size), constructs pertaining to a team’s struc-
ture (e.g., norms, roles, cliques), its processes (e.g., communication, coop-
eration), as well as emergent states (e.g., cohesion, collective efficacy, social
identity; Carron & Eys, 2012; McEwan & Beauchamp, 2014). Numerous
researchers have investigated the degree to which coaches impact the afore-
mentioned elements. For instance, athlete selection practices by coaches
shape the general team environment (e.g., Gould, Greenleaf, Guinan, &
Chung, 2002; Hodge et al., 2014), and certain coach leadership styles can
influence a team’s structure pertaining to norms (e.g., Chen, Wang, Wang,
& Huang, 2017), roles (e.g., Beauchamp, Bray, Eys, & Carron, 2005), and the
formation of cliques (e.g., Martin et al., 2016). Further, coaches have been
found to affect team processes such as moral behaviour (e.g., Bolter & Kipp,
2018) and emergent states including cohesion (e.g., McLaren, Eys, &
Murray, 2015) and collective efficacy (e.g., Hoigaard, De Cuyper, Fransen,
Boen, & Peters, 2015).

Considering that most coaches have to satisfy the needs of their athletes
while ensuring the successful functioning of the team (Chelladurai, 2007), it
is not surprising that extensive research efforts have been directed towards
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understanding coach characteristics (e.g., race, gender; Keathley, Himelein,
& Srigley, 2013; LaFountaine & Kamphoff, 2016) and leadership styles/
behaviours (e.g., Jowett & Chaundy, 2004; Vella, Oades, & Crowe, 2013).
This bourgeoning body of research has greatly improved our understanding
of the coach’s role in influencing team-level constructs. However, given the
complexity of sport teams and the range of coach characteristics and
behaviours that can be observed, a comprehensive account of the literature
is needed to develop a more coherent depiction of how coaches have been
reported to influence team dynamics. Therefore, the purpose of this scoping
review was to assess existing research that has explicitly examined the
association between coach and team variables in sport. In addition, this
scoping review explores the quality and quantity of existing literature by
examining methodological and reporting-based practices.

Methods

This review followed the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews
and Meta-Analyses guidelines extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-
ScR; Tricco et al., 2018). The review process involved the search of relevant
studies, the screening and deletion of duplicates and irrelevant research at
the title and abstract level, determining final study eligibility, and the
analysis and synthesis of the final sample of studies (see Figure 1).

Search process

Inclusion and exclusion criteria

The initial search was conducted through four electronic databases (i.e.,
SportDiscus, ERIC, Physical Education Index, PsychINFO) expected to
provide a comprehensive account of studies pertaining to the topic of
interest and that aligned with established processes within the field (e.g.,
DiSanti & Erickson, 2019). To ensure that all relevant studies were identi-
fied, the following key words were used: “Coach*” AND “Sport” AND
“Group OR Team”. The key words were identified based on a preliminary
review of existing research relevant to team dynamics in sport. The research
team met to discuss potential search terms and through group discussion
and consultation with a librarian, came to a consensus on key words for the
search process. The inclusion criteria for this review required that studies (a)
be written in English, (b) be published in a peer-reviewed journal, and (c)
quantitatively measure variables involving both the coach and team. In
relation to the latter, only quantitative studies were included as this meth-
odology could draw explicit conclusions on the relationship between
a manifestation of the coach and a team-level variable.
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Figure 1. Flow chart representing article selection and review process.

Study screening and selection
All identified studies were imported into Zotero v5 software and duplicates
were removed. The resulting list of studies was divided between the first
(CH) and third (JC) authors, who screened the citations and abstracts and
removed studies unrelated to sport coaches and/or team related variables.
After this initial process, CH and JC conducted a 10% (n = 363) reliability
check of studies from the other’s list based on the inclusion/exclusion
criteria. The researchers met to cross reference the resulting lists and to
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determine reliability — discrepancies were discussed and agreement was
required for article inclusion (Kitchenham, 2004). Although this type of
review process is subject to bias (Staples & Niazi, 2007), it is a recommended
practice and considered more reliable than unilateral evaluation (Fusaro, El
Emam, & Smith, 1997). Once all potential studies were retained, both CH
and JC reviewed the full-text versions independently to ensure that they
adhered to the inclusion/exclusion criteria.

Data extraction and quality review

Although it is not an expected practice to include quality assessment within
the scoping review process, the use of established or validated tools to
conduct quality assessment can identify important gaps in the literature
(Daudt, van Mossel, & Scott, 2013; Pham et al., 2014) and aid in the critical
appraisal of methodologies employed that contributed to existing knowl-
edge (Tricco et al., 2018). Thus, as we aimed to identify both the quality and
quantity of existing studies, a coding tool was used to guide data extraction
for each included study (see online supplemental file). CH and JC extracted
data from the studies independently, meeting at intermittent points to
ensure coherence throughout the data extraction process. The extracted
data included: citation details, coach variable(s), team variable(s), sample
characteristics, geographic location of research, sport and sport type, study
methodology, and measurement description. The quality assessment feature
was adapted from the Downs and Black (1998) guidelines and recent
versions used in the sport context (Eime et al., 2013; Evans et al., 2017).
This instrument involved 16 items that guided assessment for four general
themes (i.e., research design, sampling information, measurement practices,
and statistical analyses). More specifically, six items were retained from
Downs and Black (1998), four were modified for the particular context,
and six were added based on the purpose of the research. Each item was
answered with a yes (1) or no (0), resulting in a quality score out of 16.

Analysis

Considering the range of possibilities pertaining to coach and team vari-
ables, the first step was to organise studies to facilitate a meaningful synth-
esis of the research. Given that coaches represented the main social agent of
interest in this research, studies were first grouped based on the coaching
effectiveness definition advanced by Coté and Gilbert (2009). Specifically,
studies were categorised based on professional (sport specific and proce-
dural), interpersonal (relational and interactional), and intrapersonal
(introspection and reflection) behaviours. From there, team dynamics fra-
meworks (Carron & Eys, 2012; McEwan & Beauchamp, 2014) informed the
categorisation of group variables into those involving (a) structures (e.g.,
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roles, norms), (b) processes (e.g., communication, conflict), and (c) emer-
gent states (e.g., cohesion, collective efficacy). This process enabled us to
broadly describe the literature involving coach and team variables, while
incorporating methodological and reporting-based comments pertaining to
the strength of the research.

Results

Although the initial search yielded 9,454 studies, 7,058 remained once
duplicates were removed (see Figure 1). Based on a preliminary title review,
922 were reviewed at abstract level, and 433 were retained for full-text
review. Following the application of the inclusion/exclusion criteria, 82
studies were ultimately included. As several examples, studies were excluded
if they were qualitative reviews (n = 58), meta-analyses (n = 2), case studies
(n = 61), recommendations for coaches (n = 73), an intervention with no
coach measurement (n = 8), or focused on performance outcomes (n = 57).

In relation to the demographics of the research, athlete sample sizes
ranged widely from 36 to 19,967 participants (Median = 258) and sport
teams were composed of male (n = 14), female (n = 11), a combination of
genders (n = 53), or were not stated (n = 4). Athletes were aged 10 to
36 years and varied greatly in level of competition (e.g., recreational to elite).
In terms of geographic regions for the research, the studies took place in
North America (i.e., Canada, United States; n = 32), Europe (i.e., United
Kingdom, Norway, Spain; n = 25), Asia (i.e., China, Taiwan, Malaysia;
n = 8), and the Middle East (i.e., Iran; n = 2). Studies either focused on
one specific sport (e.g., soccer, n = 16; basketball, n = 11) or a combination
of sports (n = 36).

Coaches’ influence on team dynamics

Table 1 provides specific information pertaining to each study and is
organised in relation to the coach variable of interest. Accordingly, within
the following sections, we first discuss the coach variable, followed by the
integration of team-level variables.

The majority of studies (93%; n = 76) involved some form of interperso-
nal coach behaviour. These studies focused on how coaches relate to,
interact with, and behave towards their athletes, specifically through their
general leadership style (n = 21), achievement goal orientation (n = 17),
autonomy supportive behaviours (n = 11), relationship-oriented behaviours
(n = 12), feedback style (n = 5), modelling (n = 7), and norm-related
behaviours (n = 3). General leadership style refers to studies that surveyed
a variety of interpersonal leadership qualities such as those measured in
transformational leadership (n = 5; Bass & Riggio, 2006) or as defined by the
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Multidimensional Model of Sport Leadership (n = 4; Chelladurai, 2007). In
this subsection, 67% of studies (n = 14) focused on how different aspects of
coaches’ leadership styles affected team cohesion. When researchers speci-
fically evaluated coach goal orientation (i.e., task or ego orientation), the
majority of these studies also focused on team cohesion. Interestingly, only
18% of these studies (n = 3) examined whether a coach’s goal orientation
affected their team’s goal orientation.

Studies that examined coaches’ autonomy supportive behaviours, rela-
tionship-oriented behaviours, and feedback did not predominantly focus on
one type of team-level variable. More generally, researchers examined
a variety of team constructs ranging from a team’s prosocial and antisocial
behaviour (e.g., Delrue et al., 2017) to the level of trust a team had in their
coach (e.g., Mach & Lvina, 2017). However, these studies did investigate
how different interpersonal aspects of a coach affected the cognitive, moti-
vational, and affective states of the team. Interestingly, only one study
examined how coaches’ interpersonal behaviours - specifically feedback -
affected teamwork (i.e., a team process; Gould & Carson, 2010). The last two
types of interpersonal behaviours examined were modelling and setting
norms/expectations. With the exception of one study (Nikbin, Hyun,
Albooyeh, & Foroughi, 2014), all examined how coach variables affected
the subsequent moral behaviour of athletes. In summary, these studies
sought to determine whether a team learned their moral behaviour from
their coach’s behaviour.

Only four articles (5%) explored coaches’ intrapersonal behaviours. These
studies focused on coaches’ self-efficacy regarding their ability to influence
their teams (n = 3) and their programme’s quality (n = 1). The remaining
two studies (2%) involved professional behaviours. Generally, both studies
(i.e., Giske, Rodahl, & Heigaard, 2015; Lefebvre & Cunningham, 1997)
explored how coaches’ knowledge of their sport(s) and the implementation
of this knowledge influenced the functioning of their team.

Methodological trends and reporting practices

The average quality score was 12.3 out of a possible 16 points (SD = 2.80;
range = 5-16). As a whole, studies scored high on athlete sample size and
description of findings. However, many studies (n = 66; 80%) omitted
important coach demographic information such as coaches’” age and years
of experience. Those that did include coach demographic data reported on
the following: gender (n = 13), race (n = 6), age (n = 11), and years of
coaching experience (n = 11). Based on the methodologies employed, there
was a general preference for cross-sectional approaches (n = 71; 86%). Eight
studies (10%) were longitudinal in nature and three (4%) used an interven-
tion that objectively measured both coach and team-level outcomes. Despite
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the emphasis on coaches’ interpersonal behaviours, only twelve of these
papers (16%) measured the coaches’ behaviours directly; instead, research-
ers relied on athletes’ perceptions of their coaches’ behaviours.

Discussion

The purpose of this scoping review was to (a) synthesise existing research
that explored the influence of coaches on team dynamics and (b) assess the
quality and quantity of this research by examining current methodological
and reporting-based practices. Herein, we situate our findings within the
sport literature and propose avenues for future direction.

The results demonstrate that a predominant number of studies have
focused on how coaches’ interpersonal behaviours and the quality of these
behaviours, influence team dynamics. More specifically, these studies largely
explored how interpersonal behaviours affected emergent states and in
particular, team cohesion. Accordingly, this trend emphasises the important
role that coaches’ interpersonal behaviours appear to play in the overall
functioning of a team (e.g., cohesion, team efficacy, commitment) and the
environment of the team more generally (e.g., goal orientation, inclusive-
ness). In addition to emergent states, a second trend involved how inter-
personal coach behaviours influenced team structure (e.g., moral norms,
roles). In line with social learning theory (Bandura, 1977), researchers have
sought to examine the level of influence that the modelling of the coach has
on a team’s behaviour. As coaches can greatly influence the norms and roles
that athletes embody (e.g., Eys et al, 2019), it is critical to take into
consideration what behaviours are being modelled, how these behaviours
influence their athletes, and furthermore, how coaches communicate expec-
tations to their teams. Notably, less research has been dedicated to under-
standing how coaches’ interpersonal behaviours influence team processes
such as communication and teamwork. Thus, future research could benefit
from not only exploring a coach’s influence on team structure but also, the
processes that occur within the team that ultimately, influence the observed
emergent states.

A finding worth noting is that despite the prominent focus on interpersonal
coach behaviours, the practical application of this knowledge within sport
training and coaching programmes is negligible. A systematic review by
Lefebvre, Evans, Turnnidge, Gainforth, and Co6té (2016) showed that coaching
development programs (CDPs) were primarily aimed at improving professional
skills and technical knowledge — with very few trying to improve interpersonal
and intrapersonal coach behaviours. Moreover, a recent systematic review (Silva
et al., 2020) identified only 10 CDPs that targeted intrapersonal coach beha-
viours despite self-reflection and awareness being key characteristics of effective
coaching. The misalignment that exists between researchers and key sport
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stakeholders highlights one of the many barriers between knowledge synthesis
and knowledge translation (Pope et al, 2015). Further, the minimal focus
directed towards interpersonal and intrapersonal coach behaviours potentially
highlights the lack of evaluations that are occurring to subsequently render
a program as being more or less effective (Silva et al., 2020). In the future, it is
critical to involve key stakeholders throughout the research process (e.g.,
coaches, sport organisations) and ensure accessibility and maximise the impact
research has on CDPs and within sport environments more generally (Pope
et al,, 2015).

The relationship between coaches’ intrapersonal behaviours and team
dynamics also emerged as a prominent gap in the literature. The four studies
that did explore intrapersonal behaviours demonstrated a relationship
between the cognitions and beliefs of the coach and emergent states. For
example, researchers most commonly focused on how coach perceptions of
their own competency impacted a team’s collective efficacy (Vargas-
Tonsing et al., 2003; Myers, Vargas-Tonsing, & Feltz, 2005), as well as
moral norms and behaviours (Chow, Murray, & Feltz, 2009). With regard
to program quality, Bean, Forneris, and Brunet (2016) explored the relation-
ship between coaches’ and researchers’ perceived program quality scores
and a supportive environment that fulfilled athletes’ basic needs.
Interestingly, no studies examined reflexivity — a coach’s ability to reflect
on their actions and modify future behaviours — which is considered an
integral component of effective coaching (Coté & Gilbert, 2009). More
specifically, while these studies involved the examination of how coaches’
perceptions of their own ability influenced their team, none looked at the
style of self-reflection used, the frequency of reflection, nor whether specific
forms of reflection were more effective than others. Moreover, while existing
research has primarily focused on how a change in coaching behaviour
influences team dynamics, research could benefit from extending this line of
research by longitudinally examining the self-reflection that induces the
behaviour change itself (Cushion, 2018). A targeted focus on coaches’ self-
reflection strategies could provide a more holistic understanding of how
self-reflection influences intrapersonal behaviour change in coaches and in
turn, positively influences team dynamics.

Given that only two studies focused on professional behaviours, this is an
area of research that warrants greater attention. Giske et al. (2015) empha-
sised the existence of shared mental models and the positive relationship
between role clarity, general training, and opponent-specific mental models.
Lefebvre and Cunningham (1977) examined coaches’ influences on athletes’
perceptions of their performance and their team’s level of cohesiveness.
Results suggested that coach communication directly impacts athlete per-
formance as well as team cohesion. While there exists anecdotal support for
the importance of large amounts of technical instruction such as that done
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on John Wooden of the UCLA Bruin’s basketball team (Tharp & Gallimore,
1976), limited investigation has occurred using quantitative analysis.
Preliminary efforts using observational techniques suggest a potential rela-
tionship between professional knowledge/behaviours and observed athlete
interactions/outcomes (e.g., Erickson, Coté, Hollenstein, & Deakin, 2011)
and thus, could serve as a future research avenue. As no studies in the review
focused on coaches’ sport specific knowledge or level of technical instruc-
tion and its subsequent effects on the moral behaviours of the team, team
rules, motivational climate, or team trust — all of which could potentially
influence team functioning, this area of research is also worth further
exploring.

From a team dynamics perspective, emergent states — especially team
cohesion - were most analysed. Whereas emergent states are important for
team functioning, they are also by-products of team structures and pro-
cesses (Eys et al., 2019). For example, enhancing team processes such as
cooperation and teamwork can lead to an increase in team cohesion that
subsequently, could further improve various team processes over the course
of a season (McEwan & Beauchamp, 2014). Thus, by only focusing on the
by-product of specific team experiences, there is a gap in our knowledge
about potential variables such as team structures or processes that influence
the observed emergent states. For example, studies suggest that the narrow
focus on cohesion is problematic (e.g., Bruner, Eys, Beauchamp, & Coté,
2013), and that to enhance our breadth of knowledge within the field of
team dynamics more generally, it is critical to consider the underlying
mechanisms of cohesion such as the potential moderating and mediating
variables (Eys & Brawley, 2018). Therefore, when examining team dynamics
it is integral to explore the antecedents of emergent states to develop a more
complete interpretation of what characteristics and behaviours lead to
optimal team functioning.

Regarding the methodologies employed, a preference for a cross-sectional
approach was apparent. While these types of studies are often easier and
inexpensive to conduct (Prentice-Dunn & Prentice-Dunn, 2012), the pre-
dominant focus on emergent states poses a problem. Emergent states are
dynamic entities that can evolve over the course of a season (McEwan &
Beauchamp, 2014). By only measuring them at one time point, a biased
perspective of how a coach is influencing their team’s overall functioning
could occur (Eys & Brawley, 2018). It would be beneficial when focusing on
emergent states to employ longitudinal methods to develop a more accurate
depiction of how changes in coach behaviour over the course of the season -
as well as in various contexts (e.g., during practice versus a competition
setting) — influence team dynamics. In addition, the majority of included
studies were questionnaire-based and evaluated coach behaviours from the
perspective of their athletes. While it is integral to evaluate athlete
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perceptions when determining the success of coaching behaviours on ath-
lete outcomes (Smoll & Smith, 1989), research could also benefit from
directly evaluating the coach and their interpersonal behaviours. As retro-
spective designs potentially elicit recall bias, observational coding could
provide a more accurate understanding and interpretation of employed
coaching behaviours and their influence on the team (Partington &
Cushion, 2013). For example, observational coding has been used to assess
coaching behaviour tones (Erickson & Coté, 2015) as well as coach-athlete
interactions in relation to athlete success (Erickson et al., 2011). Given that
the direct observation of coach behaviours sheds light on how coaches
influence individual athletes, observational coding may be a salient avenue
to develop a better indication of the different coach behaviours that influ-
ence the dynamics of a team.

Finally, 80% of studies (n = 66) failed to include coach demographic
information (i.e., gender, race, age, years of experience). Journal article
reporting standards put forth by Appelbaum et al. (2018) highlight the
importance of collecting and reporting major demographic participant infor-
mation to maximise the understanding, replicability, and credibility of
results. Details such as a coach’s gender, race, age, and years of experience
are just a few examples of demographic information that could dramatically
change the interpretation of findings if not reported. For example, Myers
et al. (2005) explored the effects of coach efficacy on coach behaviours and
variables. Results highlighted that for female coaches, social support was
a stronger predictor of efficacy in comparison to male coaches.
Furthermore, coach efficacy predicted the behaviours of a coach, a team’s
level of satisfaction as well as win percentages for male teams but only
predicted coaching behaviours for female teams. Thus, to ensure
a comprehensive understanding of coaches’” influence on team dynamics is
obtained, it is critical to enhance the consistency of current demographic
reporting practices. Robertson, Hague, Evans, and Martin (2019) highlight
various reporting criteria for researchers to consider such as demographic
information pertaining to sex, age, race, and ethnicity, type of involvement
(e.g., competition level), program type or setting (e.g., sport type), and
individual-level characteristics (e.g., tenure). Whereas we acknowledge that
such characteristics may not be applicable to every study, these suggestions
can serve as a baseline to enhancing reporting practices in future research.

To conclude, how coaches influence team dynamics has been explored
through the lens of interpersonal behaviours and more specifically, the
influence of these behaviours on teams’ emergent states. While inter-
personal relationships do play a critical role in the optimal functioning
of a team, it is evident that intrapersonal and professional behaviours
have been significantly overlooked. Moreover, team dynamic elements
aside from emergent states such as team structures and processes have
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also been neglected. As such, to further advance the field of team
dynamics it is critical to develop a more well-rounded approach when
examining how coaches influence teams. It is also pertinent that
researchers diversify the methodologies employed as well as adopt con-
sistent reporting practices of key coach demographic information to
develop a complete understanding of a coach’s influence on their team.
Such an approach would aid in developing a more accurate and holistic
understanding of the coach-team dynamics relationship to in turn, foster
a sport environment conducive to optimal team functioning.
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