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ABSTRACT
THE DEVELOPING COACH: A SEASON-LONG INVESTIGATION OF
COACHING EFFICACY AND COACHING COMPETENCY, FEEDBACK, AND
PRACTICE BEHAVIORS
By

Ryan A. Hedstrom

Today, most coaches are not provided a thorough or comprehensive education in the
science of coaching. As research into coaching effectiveness is continually showing the
complexity of roles and behaviors (Potrac, Brewer, Jones, Armour, & Hoff, 2000),
addressing this lack of preparedness is even timelier. To accomplish a better
understanding of coaching development, a season-long investigation of several
inexperienced coaches could provide knowledge about how to better prepare coaches for
their role. The importance of coaches’ efficacy (Feltz, Chase, Moritz, & Sullivan, 1999)
and the ability of coaches to use feedback effectively (Horn, 1985; Smoll, Smith, Barnett,
& Everett, 1993) have been shown to be important characteristics of successful coaches.
The question of how new or inexperienced coaches develop the efficacious beliefs
posited by Feltz et al. (1999), or the understanding of how to use feedback effectively has
not been addressed. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to investigate how coaching
efficacy, feedback, and practice behaviors changed during the course of the season for
inexperienced high school head coaches. Specifically, did time of season and season
events affect the manifestation of these variables? An additional purpose was to examine
how these changes in coaching efficacy and feedback were perceived throughout the
season by the coaches and athletes. Participants (N= 3) were inexperienced high school

varsity lacrosse coaches and their respective teams. Coaches took part in preseason and



- postseason interviews, season-long systematic observation of practices, and measures of
coaching efficacy at beginning, middle, and end of season. Athletes completed measures
of coaching competency for their coach throughout the season. Selected athletes took part
in postseason interviews. These developing coaches fluctuated in their confidence
throughout the season based on season events, and spent a large part of practice providing
non-skill/non-sport related feedback to ath]etes Further, these coaches did not take
advantage of teaching techniques such as modeling and physical assistance. Athletes also
fluctuated in their views of their coach’s competency over the course of the season.
Interviews with coaches and athletes revealed effective and ineffective strategies
employed by these coaches related to the efficacy/competency subscales, views on
coaching confidence and leadership, and the effect of coaching feedback on performance
and satisfaction. Implications for coaching education are the development of season-long

strategies for development as well as mentoring programs for inexperienced coaches.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

The development of athletes has been an important topic in sport psychology
literature. Bloom’s (1985) work has shown that athletes travel through three specific
stages in order to reach the elite level: the early, middle, and later years, each with its
own milestones and characteristics. Gould and his colleagues (Gould, Dieffenbach, &
Moffett, 2002; Gould, Hodge, Peterson, & Giannini, 1989) have investigated the qualities
of coaches who were influential in the development of elite athletes. These coaches were
significant because they instilled confidence in their athletes, provided positive and
effective skill instruction, provided positive encouragement, and interacted with their
athletes in a manner that affected the individual’s life as both an athlete and a person.
Given the very important role of coaches in the development of athletes, it is surprising
that few studies have addressed the process coaches go through to become effective
coaches. A few studies have investigated coach development in the area of elite
basketball (Schinke, Bloom, & Salmela, 1995) and professional soccer (Jones, Armour,
& Potrac, 2003), But have neglected the area of scholastic, specifically high school, coach
development.

The importance of coaches’ efficacy (Feltz, Chase, Moritz, & Sullivan, 1999) and
the ability of coaches to use feedback effectively (Hor, 1985; Smith, Smoll, & Curtis,
1979; Smith, Smoll, & Hunt, 1977; Smoll, Smith, Barnett, & Everett, 1993) have been
shown to be important characteristics of effective coaches. The question of how new or
inexperienced coaches develop the characteristics identified by Gould et al. (1989, 2002),

the efficacious beliefs posited by Feltz et al. (1999), or the understanding of how to use




feedback effectively has not been addressed. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to
investigate how coaching efficacy, feedback, and practice behaviors changed during the
course of the season for inexperienced head high school coaches. Specifically, did time of
season and season events affect the manifestation of these variables? Another purpose
was to examine how these changes in coaching efficacy and feedback were perceived
throughout the season by the coach and athletes.

Self-Efficacy and Coaching Efficacy

The theory of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977, 1986) refers to the extent one believes
he or she can be successful at a given task. Bandura stated that one develops his or her
level of efficacy from several sources of information. These sources include past
performance accomplishments, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and emotional
arousal. Due to this theory’s applicability to the sport achievement domain, sport
psychologists have examined both individual and team efficacy (Feltz & Chase, 1998;
Feltz & Lirgg, 1998).

A fruitful expansion of that research was in coaching efficacy. Evolving from
research in teaching efficacy (e.g., Coladarci, 1992; Woolfolk, Rosoff, & Hoy, 1990),
coaching efficacy refers to the degree that a coach believes in his or her influence on the
learning and performance of athletes (Feltz et al., 1999). Four dimensions of coaching
efficacy have been identified: game strategy, motivation, teaching technique, and

character building. Using the Coaching Efficacy Scale (CES), Feltz et al. (1999) reported
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also been examined in relation to other factors such as coaching education (Malete &
Feltz, 2000), coaches’ expectations for team performance (Chase, Lirgg, & Feltz, 1997),
the interplay of coach, team, and player efficacy (Vargas-Tonsing, Warners, & Feltz,
2003), and leadership style (Sullivan & Kent, 2003). While these studies have furthered
understanding of the construct of coaching efficacy, the fluctuation of coaching efficacy
in relation to feedback behaviors and expectations has not been fully examined with
coaches who have different preparation for the role of head coach or who are just
becoming head coaches.

During the course of a season, coaches are forced to respond to ever-changing
environments. Exploring this possibly unstable atmosphere could aid in a greater
appreciation of the impact of efficacy on an inexperienced head coach’s behavior and
interaction with athletes. For example, it is assumed that coaches would not accept a head
coaching position without a high coaching efficacy in the areas of motivation, teaching
technique, character-building, and game strategy. Many events during the season, such as
time of the season (preseason, season, postseason), outcomes (winning or losing), and
uncontrollable events surrounding athlete participation (e.g., injury, dropout) which may
influence a coach’s efficacy over time and subsequent responses to athletes, have not
been investigated. Previous research has relied primarily on a single time of self/coaching
efficacy score collection during the season. Incorporating a season-long examination of
coaching efficacy in relation to feedback and behaviors could aid in a better
understanding of how different events during an athletic season impacts an inexperienced
coach’s efficacy. This study examined the ebb and flow of an entire athletic season

versus “snapshots” of coaching behavior.




Coaching Feedback

In addition to their coaching efficacy, the ability of coaches to teach skills and
strategies, correct skills, and reinforce performance is critical to their success. Many head
coaches do not have degrees in pedagogy and are not teachers in the schools in which
they coach. The question of how inexperienced head coaches develop effective teaching
and reinforcement strategies has not been fully investigated. Hedstrom, Ewing, and
Gilson (2004) recorded the feedback and coach-athlete interactions of inexperienced
youth soccer coaches across a season. They reported that these coaches struggled with
communicating desired feedback, properly managing their teams, and teaching soccer
skills and strategies. Further, athletes on these teams noted some frustration with the
coaches’ inexperience in pedagogical techniques. Interviews with the coaches revealed
that they believed that more education would provide them with valuable insight into a
more effective and positive coaching and feedback style.

To assess the impact of education on coaching feedback and behavior, Smith et al.
(1979) placed little league coaches in either an experimental or control group. The
experimental group was given Coach Effectiveness Training (CET) in which they were
taught how to provide positive feedback, contingent and information-based responses to
players, as well as techniques to avoid the use of punishment. The control group was not
given this training. Both experimental and control teams were observed over the baseball
season, using the Coaching Behavioral Assessment System (CBAS; Smith et al., 1977,
Smoll, Smith, Curtis, & Hunt, 1978) to code coaching behaviors. Players were also given
measures of attitude and enjoyment, perceived coaching behaviors, and self-esteem.

Several interesting findings were revealed through this study. First, children who played



for the CET coaches reported more enjoyment with the season as well as liking their
coach and teammates more than the players who were coached by those in the control
group. Further, those children who started the season with lower self-esteem and played
for a CET trained coach showed a greater increase in self-esteem over the season than
those with lower self-esteem who played for the control group coaches. The CBAS
results showed that trained coaches exhibited greater amounts of “positive coaching” by
providing technical instruction, mistake-contingent instruction, positive encouragement,
and lower levels of punitive behaviors. The results of the study became more salient
when it was shown that the two groups (experimental and control) had comparable
win/loss records, ruling out success as an antecedent to enjoyment and satisfaction.

Attrition rates in participation have also been affected by this positive type of
coaching. Following-up on an earlier study, Smoll et al. (1993) interviewed athletes 1-
year after playing for either a CET trained or untrained coach. The researchers found that
those athletes who played for an untrained coach reported an attrition rate of 26%,
whereas those athletes playing for a CET trained coach reported attrition rates of only 5%
(Barnett, Smoll, & Smith, 1992). These findings substantiate the effect of positive
coaching behaviors on keeping youth active in sports.

Following the protocol established by Smith, Smoll, and colleagues, Horn (1985)
further investigated coaching feedback in interscholastic softball utilizing both a modified
version of the CBAS and player self-perceptions (competence, performance control, and
expectations). Horn reported that those players who received a higher amount of praise,
reinforcement, and non-reinforcement after successful performances reported a lower

sense of competence. Those athletes who received criticism after unsuccessful



performances reported higher levels of competence. While these findings may seem
counterintuitive, Horn’s explanation posed an interesting possibility. Those athletes who
received criticism after failure could have attributed their performance to effort;
consequently, increased effort could elicit not only praise from the coach, but also
successful performance. This attribution of effort could cause an increase in both
perceived competence and perceived control. Conversely, those athletes who received
reinforcement without information after successful attempts reported lower levels of
competence, feeling that they had exhibited the extent of their skill mastery; therefore, no
further instruction was needed. Another interesting finding in this study was that athletes
perceived the feedback given by the coach in practice to be more salient than feedback
given during games. Horn attributed this to the climate of skill development during
practice.

Of the observed coaches (Hom, 1985), all were either certified school-employed
teachers or in teacher-training programs. Further, all had coached their team for at least 2
years in a position of head coach and had other interscholastic coaching experience.
These coaches had multiple years, both as coaches and teachers, to develop their
feedback styles and coaching behaviors. The results of this study may have been different
if the coaches were less experienced and came from educational backgrounds other than
teaching. Perhaps the feedback patterns and practice behaviors would not be perceived by
the players in the same manner. This study addressed how experience and education of a
coach affected feedback patterns and behaviors. An examination of how less experienced
coaches begin to understand the benefit of a positive coaching style and feedback could

aid in understanding the development of effective coaches.



These lines of research (Horn, 1985; Smith et al., 1977; 1979; Smoll et al., 1993)
show the compelling impact that coaching style and feedback can have on the
psychosocial development of athletes. The positive approach to coaching has been found
to influence perceptions of ability, self-esteem, satisfaction with the season, competence,
and other important outcomes of sport participation. The results of these studies show
the effectiveness of a coaching style rich ip information-contingent feedback,
encouragement, and low in punitive or punishing behaviors. This study extended the
literature by examining feedback in a season-long contextual manner. Feedback was also
investigated in conjunction with coaching efficacy and behaviors of the coach as well as
how the athletes interpret their coach’s feedback behaviors.

Coaching Behaviors and Development

Today, most coaches are not provided a thorough or comprehensive education in
the science of coaching. As research into coaching effectiveness is continually showing
the complexity of roles and behaviors, addressing this lack of preparedness is even more
timely (Douge & Hastie, 1993). Traditionally, most high school coaches were teachers in
the school who had the benefit of teacher preparation courses where effective feedback
was discussed and practiced before assuming full responsibility for a classroom. With
fewer coaches having a traditioﬁal background in education and the rise of contract-hire
coaches (those individuals being hired from outside of the school system), coaching
education advocates are beginning to wamn against the lack of professional preparation
among coaches (Stewart & Sweet, 1992). For example, the Michigan High School
Athletic Association reports that over half of their coaches throughout the state are non-

faculty (J.R. Johnson, personal communication, October 7, 2005). Researchers have
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started to investigate the interplay of education, coaching development, and the changing
role demands of scholastic coaches (Dils & Ziatz, 2000; Sage, 1987, 1989; Stewart &
Sweet, 1992). Of specific interest to coaching education is how differing educational
backgrounds affect coach effectiveness, specifically, behaviors and coach-athlete
interactions. For example, a contract-hire coach may be unfamiliar with approprate
pedagogical techniques for teaching skills. In contrast, the teacher-coach may understand
that in the scholastic setting athletics are viewed as an educational domain. These
coaches’ differing educational backgrounds may influence their views on success in
sports, the role of teaching skills, or team management techniques. A purpose of this
study is to examine the interplay between educational experience with the variables of
coaching behaviors, efficacy of these coaches over the course of a season, and the impact
of this interplay on athletes’ perceptions of coaching effectiveness.

The effectiveness of feedback in changing behavior in athletes is complex and
often subtle. Therefore, using field observation and multiple assessment strategies are
warranted to capture both verbal and nonverbal feedback of the coach. Tharp and
Gallimore (1976) observed coaching legend John Wooden during practices for a majority
of the 1974-1975 collegiate basketball season. The authors used observation techniques
from teacher education to assess the coach’s behavior during practice. In this seminal
investigation of coaching behaviors, Tharp and Gallimore (1976) reported a constant
interplay between praise and scolding, an emphasis on “hustle”, and the use of physical
modeling. In addition, the researchers (1976) found a strong emphasis on instruction.
Coach Wooden spent over 50% of all exhibited behaviors on giving instruction. In a later

analysis of this study, Gallimore and Tharp (2004) reviewed the previous findings and



interviewed Coach Wooden to expand on observed behaviors. An interesting extension of
the earlier work was the explanation of a “Wooden”; this was a behavior involving a
sequence of scold, modeling-positive skill performance followed by modeling-negative
performance, and modeling-positive performance again. Coach Wooden referred to this
as a sandwich approach.

For some time, Docheff (1990) has advocated the use of a very similar sequencing
of feedback, which he called a “sandwich” approach when providing feedback as an
effective pedagogical technique. The findings of these studies (Gallimore & Tharp, 2004;
Tharp & Gallimore, 1976) extended knowledge of teacher-coach pedagogy as well as
identifying behaviors of a very successful coach. Coaches who are learning their
profession may use this approach early in the season while the emphasis is on skill
instruction. However, as they move into the performance or game phase of the season, it
is not clear if these developing coaches would continue to apply this technique as they
experience the ebb and flow of wins and losses or injuries to players on their team that
impact team cohesion. The frustration of these negative events or the expectations
associated with a winning streak of three or four games might cause novice coaches to
become more demanding and critical, while failing to use a positive approach.

An addition to the line of research using systematic observation was the
development of the Arizona State University Observation Instrument (ASUOI; Lacy &
Darst, 1984; Lacy & Darst, 1989). This instrument was developed in order to categorize
and examine coach’s teaching behaviors. This instrument originally consisted of 14
behaviors: use of first name, preinstruction, concurrent instruction, postinstruction,

questioning, physical assistance, positive modeling, negative modeling, hustle, praise,



scold, management, uncodable behaviors, and silence. The behavior of “use of first
name” is considered a dependent behavior-- meaning that it can only be recorded in
conjunction with another behavior. For example, if a coach says, “John, next throw when
you go through your rotation lead with your hips,” the observer would record the
behaviors of both “preinstruction” and “use of first name”. These behaviors were deemed
appropriate by the researchers for several reasons. First, these behaviors take into account
and use past research using systematic observation of coaches (Dodds & Rife, 1981;
Tharp & Gallimore. 1976). It also takes into account differing aspects of feedback such as
when instruction is given (pre-, concurrent, and postinstruction) and motivating behaviors
such as hustle, scold, and praise. One advantage that the ASUOI has over other
observation instrument (e.g., Coaching Behavioral Assessment System) is that it takes
into account both verbal and nonverbal behaviors. One disadvantage is that behaviors are
not categorized as responsive or spontaneous; both behaviors are treated the same with
this instrument.

One study using the ASUOI examined behaviors of male and female coaches
during two phases of the athletic season. In this investigation Lacy and Goldston (1990)
observed male and female high school basketball practices three times during two phases
of the season, preseason phase and inseason phase. Lacy and Goldston used 13 behaviors
from the earlier instrument (14 behaviors; Lacy & Darst, 1989); use of first name was
considered a dependent behavior so was not categorized by itself. Also, event recording
was used so the category of silence was not used. Several interesting results were
reported from these observations. First, verbal instruction (pre-, concurrent, and

postinstruction) accounted for the majority of all coaching behaviors across genders and
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both phases of the season. Gender differences were found in that female coaches
displayed more praise and hustle behaviors than the male coaches. Female coaches used
first names more, especially in preseason, than male coaches. Finally, male coaches
displayed more modeling and questioning behavior than female coaches.

While systematic observation has been used in sport psychology and coaching
literature in various forms (Bloom, Crumpton, & Anderson, 1999; Lacy & Goldston,
1990; Seaborn, Trudel, & Gilbert, 1998; Trudel, Cote, & Bernard, 1996), several
additions to the literature are warranted. First, systematic observation is a valuable tool in
order to understand not only what behaviors are being exhibited, but also at what time of
the practice session and season and in what context the specific feedback behavior is
occurring. An extension of this study was to observe coaches over the course of the entire
season in order to investigate fluctuations and changes in behavior. While several studies
have incorporated this approach (Bloom et al., 1999; Tharp & Gallimore, 1976), most
have observed coaches only a few times during the season. A second extension to this
work is to investigate the changes in behaviors based on the time of season. Lacy and
Goldston (1990) observed high school basketball coaches during preseason and inseason.
However, observation of behaviors during the postseason is a valuable addition to the
coaching literature due to higher expectations and pressure to win. Finally, there is a
sample of the coaching population that has not been adequately observed. Most studies
have focused on elite coaches (Bloom et al., 1999; Tharp & Gallimore, 1976) or
successful high school coaches (Claxton & Lacy, 1986; Lacy & Darst, 1985), but what
about the developing coach? This question is particularly relevant in light of the recent

findings that revealed no relationship between conceptions of ability to coach and
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coaching efficacy. In other words, collegiate head and assistant coaches believed they
were “born” to coach and need little training (Chase et al., 2004). Examination of
developing high school coaches could prove a valuable addition to coaching education
literature and understanding of the coaching development process.

This study examined several additions to this framework of research that could
aid in a more comprehensive understanding of how coaches develop effective feedback
strategies. First, insight into subtle shifts in feedback type due to contextual effects could
prove to be beneficial. As previously discussed with coaching efficacy, these contextual
effects such as time of season, outcome, and uncontrollable events could greatly impact
the feedback patterns of coaches. To accomplish this understanding, a season-long
investigation of several developing coaches as case studies provided depth and breadth of
knowledge. While a small sample may seem problematic, the use of both extensive
observation and a case study design in the analysis support this framework (Gallimore &
Tharp, 2004; Tharp & Gallimore, 1976; Yin, 2003a). Within the field of sport
psychology, there has also been a recent call for and use of this research framework
(Gilbert & Trudel, 2004; Krane, Greenleaf, & Snow, 1997, Smith, 1988). Secondly, the
work of Smith, Smoll, and colleagues as well as Homn (see Horn, 1985; Smith et al.,
1977; Smoll et al., 1993) have convincingly examined the effects of coaching feedback
on young athletes, but what about the impact of these behaviors on the coaches
themselves? How is the type and delivery of feedback influenced by a coach’s cognitive
processes (such as efficacy)? Further, investigating shifts in these coaches’ feedback
patterns due to both contextual (e.g., season events) or cognitive (coaching efficacy)

factors is an important addition to research in youth sports.
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Purpose

The purpose of this study was to investigate how coaching efficacy, feedback, and
practice behaviors change during different intervals (preseason, season, postseason) of
the season, how inexperienced head coaches are affected by season events, such as win or
loss streaks, and how coaching behaviors may be affected by a coach’s educational and
experiential background. Specifically, how are these variables manifested in a developing
head coach? Another question is how these changes in coaching efficacy and feedback
are perceived throughout the season by the coach and athletes. In order to investigate the
interplay of these variables, two research questions were addressed in this study:

1. How do the variables of coaching efficacy, feedback, and practice
behaviors change during different intervals (preseason, season,
postseason) of the season,;

2. How are these changes in coaching efficacy and feedback perceived
throughout the season by the coach and athletes?

For this study a developing coach was operationally defined in the following manner:

Developing Coach. A developing coach is defined as an individual who has between
one and three years of head coaching experience in a high school varsity setting in the
sport. The individual may have more years as an assistant coach but this will be

minimized through selection of participants.
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CHAPTER TWO
Review of Literature

In organized athletics, a coach plays a variety of roles such as teacher, role model,
and leader (Clark, 2001). Throughout a young athlete’s development, the impact of
significant adults, such as coaches, can have a dramatic influence on young athletes.
Because of this potential influence on devgloping athletes, the behaviors and beliefs of
the coach are important areas of investigation. How a coach views his or her ability to
impact the sport experience of young athletes could influence that coach’s behavior,
feedback style, and overall effectiveness. The purpose of this chapter is to discuss and
highlight pertinent literature in the role and development of coaches, coaching behaviors,
systematic observation of coaches, and coaching efficacy. Specifically, the literature is
examined in light of the developing or inexperienced coach. A second purpose of the
chapter is to use existing coaching science and sport psychology literature in illuminating
the purpose of the present study: to investigate how the variables of coaching efficacy,
feedback, and practice behaviors change over the season in a developing coach and how
certain season events are perceived by both coach and athletes.
The Role of Coaching

Understanding the role of the coach has become a major area of research within
the study of sport pedagogy. Because of this focus, a body of literature examining both
the process a coach goes through while developing as well as how this process impacts
outcomes such as effectiveness and behaviors has started to emerge (Abraham & Collins,
1998; Cushion, Armour, & Jones, 2003; Douge & Hastie, 1993; Woodman, 1993). How a

coach views his or her ability to impact the sport experience of young athletes could
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influence that coach’s behavior patterns, communication style, and pedagogical
techniques. In turn, the range or valence of skill within these traits can affect perceptions
of coaching effectiveness by both the coach and athletes (Smith & Smoll, 2002). The
ability to simultaneously teach, motivate, plan, execute, and lead a group of learners
requires not only an understanding of the role and influence of the coach, but also a belief
in one’s capability to accomplish these tasks. The confidence that coaches exhibit both
internally and externally, through thoughts and behaviors, can greatly impact their overall
behaviors throughout a season. Examination of the impact of this belief on feedback type,
pedagogical technique, and coaching behaviors could greatly add to the body of
knowledge in coaching science. To truly capture the subtle changes in coaching
confidence, feedback type, coaching behaviors, and athlete perceptions of the coach, a
season-long, systematic observation is advantageous.
The Coaching Profession

The coaching profession has been investigated throughout the sport pedagogy
literature. For example, Schinke and colleagues have examined the career stages of elite
basketball coaches (Schinke, Bloom, & Salmela, 1995). A follow-up to this study
examined the development of communication skills in elite basketball coaches (Bloom,
Schinke, & Salmela, 1997). However, to fully understand different types of coaches, it is
important to look at the role and occupation of coaching. For example, most students
pursuing a career in coaching have benefited from earlier sport participation (Dodds et
al., 1991). While this prior experience is invaluable, participation in sports does not
necessarily prepare young professionals for the role demands of coaching. Sage (1987,

1989) has described how even though both personal experience with sport and observing
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other coaches are beneficial to learning how to coach, most new coaches find their new
occupation a shock and are not prepared for the demands placed on them by this new
position. For example, numerous studies have identified barriers to novice coaching
effectiveness such as inadequate sport knowledge and skills (Weiss, Barber, Sisley, &
Ebbeck, 1991), working hours and time demands (Everhart & Chelladurai, 1998), and
type of school (Wang & Ramsey, 1998).

Traditionally, novice coaching recruits have come from the ranks of physical
education teaching recruits. However, it is important to note that coaching and teaching
may not necessarily be analogous roles. Several studies have examined the professional
roles of coaching and teaching, finding differences in how teacher/coach recruits viewed
the two professions. One line of research found that teaching and coaching were
fundamentally different in both task and perception (Chelladurai & Kuga, 1996;
Chelladurai, Kuga, & O’Bryant, 1999). For example, undergraduate students found
coaching to provide a greater variety of job offerings while teaching provided one with a
greater sense of control over his or her occupation (Chelladurai et al., 1999). While
coaching and teaching may have some different roles and responsibilities, teacher
preparation has transferable skills that some other professions may not (e.g., developing a
practice/lesson plan, developing learning objectives, analyzing needs of student-athletes).
This interplay of professional preparation and coaching is interesting when scholastic
sports organizations are reporting shifts in those coaches who are faculty members and
contract-hire coaches; schools are starting to hire a majority of contract-hire coaches (J.R.
Johnson, personal communication, October 7, 2005). Attention towards this shift in the

predominance of the teacher-coach is even more imperative when one considers the
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impact of differing education on coaching knowledge. Stewart and Sweet (1992) have
reported that as many as 2.5 million of the 3 million coaches in this country have no
formal training in sport science. While this may be an alarming statistic, it draws
consideration to how the type of educational experiences that coaches have coming into
the profession affect the roles and barriers previously discussed.
Coaching Development

Coaching science literature has devoted much time studying the elite or expert
coaches in order to glean “best practices” for coach effectiveness. For instance, Bloom
and Salmela (2000) examined personal characteristics of elite coaches and found these
experts possessed a strong desire for constant growth, learning, and development in their
respective sport. Research has also investigated expert coaches’ perceptions of the
importance of mentoring (Bloom, Durand-Bush, Schinke, & Salmela, 1998), team-
building strategies (Bloom, Stevens, & Wickwire, 2003), pre- and postcompetition
routines (Bloom, Durand-Bush, & Salmela, 1997), as well as impact of sport knowledge
on effectiveness (Hardin, 2000; Jones, Armour, & Potrac, 2002; Saury & Durand, 1998).
Professional characteristics of experienced coaches have also been compared to that of
inexperienced coaches in several studies (Ahlgren, Housner, & Jones, 1998; Griffey &
Housner, 1991; Jones, Housner, & Kornspan, 1995). In one study (Jones, Housner, &
Komnspan, 1997), coaches were given time to plan a 30-minute practice session. During
the practice session experienced coaches provided more technical instruction while
inexperienced coaches exhibited more silence during the actual practice session.
Inexperienced coaches also exhibited more behaviors not relating to the practice session

(Jones et al., 1997). While these studies provide interesting contrasting behaviors
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between experienced and inexperienced coaches, more research needs to be done in this
area of sport pedagogy and coach development.

Much research has investigated coaching development and the process of
becoming a competent and effective coach (e.g., Jones et al., 2002; Potrac, Brewer,
Jones, Armour, & Hoff, 2000). Several interesting case studies have also examined the
process a coach goes through as he or she is navigating the barriers and unforeseen
obstacles of a season (De Marco, Mancini, & Wuest, 1997) or reflecting on a career in
coaching (Templin, Sparkes, Grant & Schempp, 1994). The present study adds to the
current knowledge base in several distinct ways. First, while most of the coaching science
literature has focused on expert or elite coaches, this study examines the characteristics
and behaviors of inexperienced coaches. Through both quantitative analysis of practice
behaviors and coaching efficacy as well as qualitative analysis of coaches’ reflections of
the seasons, a better understanding of what inexperienced coaches go through in one of
their first years is examined. Secondly, this examination of inexperienced coaches takes
place over the course of an entire season, investigating possible shifts in both coaching
efficacy and practice behaviors. Knowledge of these shifts could aid researchers and
coaching educators in better understanding obstacles and concerns of these novice
coaches.

Coaching Behaviors

The behaviors that a coach exhibits during a practice session can greatly impact
how the coach is perceived by his or her athletes. Further, coach-athlete interactions
during these practice sessions have been linked to coaching effectiveness (d’ Arripe-

Longueville, Fournier, & Dubois, 1998; Schempp et al., 2004), and overall compatibility
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of coaches and athletes (Horne & Carron, 1985; Kenow & Williams, 1999). It is
important to understand the scope and valance of coaching behaviors that are exhibited
during instruction and learning. Within the sport psychology literature, coaching
behaviors have been associated with numerous outcomes that impact not only coach-
athlete interactions, but the entire sport experience for members of the team and coaching
staff.

Coaching behaviors are an important, if not the most important, determinant of
effectiveness in instruction and associated outcomes in athletes. On a fundamental level,
Stewart (1993) states:

Behavior is the “window” to the true philosophy of any coach. While most

coaches can talk a “good game”...the real answer to what type of coach and

person we are is the specific behaviors we exhibit in game situations or behind

closed practices (p. 23).

While it is quite accepted that a coach acts as a model of instruction during practice
(Hodges & Franks, 2002), Stewart raises an interesting point: a coach’s behaviors during
interactions with athletes may knowingly or unknowingly influence athletes’ perceptions
of the coach. Behaviors are a crucial part of a coaching philosophy; however, this raises
concemn for an inexperienced or developing coach. At a time when coaching philosophy
may not yet be formulated, these coaches may struggle with exhibiting both desired and
effective behaviors during practices.

The literature on coaching behaviors has been quite extensive within sport
science. Interestingly, studies on coaching behaviors are usually viewed through the

perceptions of athletes. Anshel and Straub (1991) found in interviews with both athletes

19



and coaches an inconsistency between perceived behaviors. While this may raise a
concern within the research, it also draws attention to the need for analogous measures of
coaching behaviors and attitudes for both coaches and athletes. Coaching behaviors have
been found to correlate with group cohesion (Gardner, Shields, Bredemeier, & Bostrom,
1996; Westre & Weiss, 1991), athlete satisfaction (Baker, Yardley, & Cote, 2003; Feltz,
et al., 1999; Weiss & Friedrichs, 1986), and athletes’ sport anxiety (Baker, Cote, &
Hawes, 2000; Kenow & Williams, 1992). These last two studies highlight the impact of
coaching behaviors on coach-athlete interaction. Baker et al. (2000), for example,
reported that a negative rapport with the coach was a significant indicator of sport anxiety
in athletes. This line of research indicates a clear link between coaching behaviors and
psychosocial outcomes such as group cohesion, athlete satisfaction, and athletes’ sport
anxiety.

During practice sessions, a primary behavior exhibited by a coach is the feedback
that he or she provides to an athlete; this feedback impacts the learning and development
of athletes. Feedback provides athletes with a sense of their ability and skill at a given
task (Allen & Howe, 1998; Amorose & Weiss, 1998). Allen and Howe (1998) found that
those players who rated coach feedback as incorporating both praise and information
reported higher perceived competence in field hockey and a greater satisfaction with the
coach. While perceived ability is an important component of satisfaction and efficacy,
Solomon and colleagues have found that coaches’ feedback may differ based on a
coach’s expectation for individual players on a team; this gives rise to flexible and
differential feedback based on coach perceptions (Solomon & Kosmitzki, 1996;

Solomon, Golden, Ciapponi, & Martin, 1998). Sinclair and Vealey (1989) found that
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- those athletes ranked highly by coaches received more feedback than athletes ranked
lower in ability.

An important factor in feedback is the impact of nonverbal communication. It is
estimated that roughly 70% of communication is nonverbal in nature (Martens, 2004).
This is interesting, considering that most of the previously reviewed articles focused
solely on verbal feedback given to athletes by coaches. Crocker (1990) studied the
congruency of facial and verbal messages in coaching. Regardless of the actual intent of
the message, any negative stimuli, be it facial or verbal, was rated as negative by
participants in the study. The lack of attention to nonverbal communication warrants a
closer look into nonverbal communication patterns by coaches when providing feedback
to athletes.

The impact of time on feedback has been found to be an important determinant in
the effectiveness of instruction and performance (Curtner-Smith, Wallace, & Wang,
1998, 1999). For instance, using the Physical Education Teacher Assessment Instrument
Curtner-Smith et al. found changes in coaching feedback over the course of the season.
Specifically, high school basketball coaches were found to begin the season focused on
skill development and exhibit more strategy feedback as the season progressed. Further,
these coaching behaviors were related to athlete performancé. Immediate coaching
feedback has also been found to be negatively associated with the amount of practice and
repetition of skills in archery (van der Mars, Darst, & Sariscsany, 1991). Feedback has
also been found to differ based on situation and setting; coaches spend more time on
instruction and organization during practice and provide more encouraging remarks

during competition (Wandzilak, Ansorge, & Potter, 1988).
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The present study extended the current literature on coaching behaviors and
feedback in several ways. First, there has been little investigation to date on how
educational background is associated with behaviors of coaches. Specifically, is there a
difference in regards to behaviors between faculty and contract-hire coaches in high
school athletics? Secondly, this study provides a season-long investigation of both verbal
and nonverbal feedback provided by coaches. This investigation also illuminates the
changes in behavior by developing high school coaches during the season.

Systematic Observation of Coaching Behaviors

To better understand coaching behaviors, the field research method of systematic
observation has been used in numerous settings. Systematic observation is a technique of
observing and recording behaviors using a guideline of predetermined categories
(Siedentop & Tannehill, 2000; van der Mars, 1989a). This form of research provides both
practitioners and researchers with a tool for analyzing behavior and interpreting
pedagogical techniques. Systematic observation has been found to be beneficial as a tool
of analysis within sport pedagogy; mainly, recording and analyzing behaviors of teachers
and coaches (De Marco, Mancini, Wuest, & Schempp, 1996). Lines of research using
different forms of systematic observation instruments (e.g., Coaching Behavioral
Assessment System; CBAS; Arizona State University Observation Instrument; ASUOI)
have provided both researchers and practitioners a better understanding of trends in
coaching behaviors.

One of the first applications of systematic observation within sport science
literature was an observation of legendary UCLA basketball coach John Wooden. In this

investigation (Tharp & Gallimore, 1976), coach Wooden was observed during the 1974-
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1975 basketball season. Educational researchers recorded and categorized his behaviors
during practice. In all, 2,326 behaviors were recorded over a period of 30 hours; these
acts were categorized into 10 general categories of behavior. Coach Wooden spent the
largest amount of observed time giving instructions to his athletes (50.3%). Other
behaviors exhibited by coach Wooden included actions such as modeling (both positive
and negative), praising, scolding, nonverbal communication, and hustles (verbal
statements meant to quicken the pace or stimulate players during practice). Tharp and
Gallimore (1976) also noted the interaction of praise, scold, and instruction. Through
both verbal statements and nonverbal modeling, coach Wooden would sometimes
provide praise, negative modeling, and criticism within a single feedback statement. In a
follow-up to this study, Gallimore and Tharp (2004) interviewed John Wooden about his
use of behaviors and instruction during practice. Coach Wooden was adamant about his
role as a teacher on the basketball court; this is evident by the large amount of time spent
on instruction. During this interview, coach Wooden further discussed the interplay of
modeling and instruction observed in the earlier study. The examination of his use of
modeling and verbal instruction gave invention to the “Wooden” behavior. This sequence
of behaviors would start with a scold, followed by positive modeling of desired behavior,
then a negative model of the athlete’s attempt, and finally, a positive model of the skill.
The observation and development of the “Wooden” not only shows the interplay of both
verbal and nonverbal (instruction and modeling) coaching behaviors but also the
complexity of effective pedagogy within athletics and skill instruction.

Following the work of Tharp and Gallimore, research using systematic

observation has been greatly influenced by the work of Smith et al. (1977) who
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developed the Coaching Behavioral Assessment System (CBAS). The CBAS consists of
12 coaching behaviors categorized by both reactive and spontaneous behaviors. Early
research with the CBAS (Smith et al., 1977; Smoll et al., 1978) found that there was
reliability between coaching behaviors (perceived and actual) and researcher observation
of these behaviors. Thus, the CBAS was found to be an appropriate measure of coaching
behaviors. To further look at coaching feedback and behavior, player ratings of coach and
team were used along with the CBAS observational measure (Smith et al., 1979). In this
investigation, little league coaches were placed in either a group that was given Coach
Effectiveness Training (CET), in which coaches were taught about positive feedback,
providing contingent and information-based responses to players, as well as avoiding
punishment or a group that was not given this training. Observation of coaches using the
CBAS over a little league baseball season as well as measures of satisfaction by the
athletes revealed the effect of the CET. Athletes who played for coaches who received
CET reported more enjoyment with their season and liking their coach and teammates
more than the players who had coaches not receiving CET. F urﬁ;er, those children who
started the season with lower self-esteem and played for a coach receiving CET showed a
greater increase in self-esteem over the season than those with lower self-esteem playing
for the control group coaches. Throughout the season, trained coaches provided more
technical instruction, mistake-contingent instruction, positive encouragement, and lower
levels of punitive behaviors than non-trained coaches.

A study of basketball coaches (Smith, Zane, Smoll, & Coppell, 1983) used the
CBAS and measures of self-esteem and enjoyment used in previous research (Smith et

al., 1977; Smoll et al., 1978) to investigate satisfaction with the season. In this
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investigation, coaches in a youth league were chosen at random to be observed during
games. Coaches who displayed behaviors and provided feedback that included more
technical instruction, mistake-contingent encouragement/instruction, and positive
encouragement were better liked by their athletes and these athletes reported more
satisfaction with their season. This study supported previous research findings while
concluding that even without Coach Effectiveness Training, coaches who utilize a
positive approach to coaching are preferred by their athletes.

One of the most compelling results of these early studies of Smith, Smoll, and
colleagues was the effect of coaching interactions on self-esteem. Smith and Smoll
(1990) have discussed how those athletes who reported low self-esteem at the beginning
of the season were greatly affected by coaches who were trained in “positive” coaching.
In a study similar to earlier work, Smoll et al. (1993) found that, again, self-esteem was
greatly influenced by coaching styles that included positive encouragement, technical
instruction, and low levels of punishment. The findings showed that athletes who
reported low self-esteem had great regard and liking for their coach as well as a sense of
satisfaction with the season.

This type of coaching style has also been found to affect attrition rates in youth
sports as well. Following an earlier study (Smoll et al., 1993) it was found that those
athletes who played for an untrained coach reported an attrition rate of 26% whereas
those athletes playing for a CET trained coach reported rates of only 5% (Barmett, Smoll,
& Smith, 1992). These findings corroborate the effect of positive coaching behaviors and

coach-athlete interaction on keeping youth active in sports.
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While the CBAS has been widely accepted and popular in the sport psychology
literature, other investigations of coaching behavior using systematic observation have
added to the understanding of sport pedagogy. Influenced by the seminal work of Tharp
and Gallimore (1976), Bloom and his colleagues developed a modified behavior
recording instrument including revised behaviors of technical instruction, tactical
instruction, general instruction, and humor (Bloom et al., 1999). The researchers used this
revised instrument to observe coach Jerry Tarkanian over the course of a collegiate
basketball season. As with John Wooden, coach Tarkanian exhibited instruction (tactical)
as his highest observed behavior (29%). Along with tactical instruction, hustles and
technical instruction, 16% and 14% respectively, comprised the coach’s highest three
observed behaviors. Systematic observation has also been used to examine coaching
behaviors in other populations such as youth football (Seagrave & Ciancio, 1990), ice
hockey coaches (Seaborn et al., 1998), ice hockey referees (Trudel, Cote, & Sylvestre,
1996), and practice and game behaviors of youth soccer coaches (Wandzilak et al., 1988).

An important addition to the use of systematic observation in sport pedagogy
occurred with the creation of the Arizona State University Observation Instrument
(ASUOI; Lacy & Darst, 1984; 1989). Inspired by previous observations of coaches
practice behaviors (e.g., Dodds & Rife, 1981; Tharp & Gallimore, 1976) Lacy and Darst
created an observation instrument focused on teaching or instructive behaviors. This
instrument consists of 14 original behavior categories; use of first name, preinstruction,
concurrent instruction, postinstruction, questioning, physical assistance, positive
modeling, negative modeling, hustle, praise, scold, management, uncodable, and silence.

Unlike the CBAS however, these behaviors are not categorized by either reactive or
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spontaneous behaviors of a coach. The ASUOI is collected in the same manner as
previously discussed literature, with two or more researchers observing and recording an
individual’s behaviors during a predetermined duration of time. However, one addition
made by this instrument is its versatility; it can be recorded and analyzed in two distinct
ways. First, behaviors can be recorded using an event recording procedure. This method,
traditionally used with instruments such as the CBAS, consists of totaling each behavior
with the use of tally marks and calculating the rate per minute (RPM) and percentage of
each behavior. Interval recording, however, consists of observing behaviors and
recording a discrete behavior for a predetermined segment of time (usually 5-10
seconds). This procedure allows for analysis of timing during the observation session and
the recording of silence. Neither of these examinations of behaviors are available with
event recording procedures. The ASUOI has been analyzed using both the event
recording and interval coding procedures within sport pedagogy research.

The ASUOI has been used in an extensive line of research examining coaching
behaviors in numerous populations. Specifically, the ASUOI has been used to investigate
behaviors of winning high school football coaches (Lacy & Darst, 1985), winning tennis
coaches (Claxton & Lacy, 1986), elite women’s soccer coaches (Vangucci, Potrac, &
Jones, 1997), collegiate volleyball coaches (Lacy & Martin, 1994), teaching versus
coaching behaviors of physical education teachers (Jones, Potrac, & Ramalli, 1999), and
an examination of behavior differences in more and less successful tennis coaches
(Claxton & Lacy, 1988). This last study is of note because the methodology employed
both the event and interval recording procedures. Results of the event recording indicated

that less successful coaches (records of winning less than 50% over the previous three

27



- years) used postinstruction and praise twice as often as more successful tennis coaches
(records of winning 70% or higher over the previous three years). These coaches also
engaged in less questioning of athletes during practice. When the behaviors were
analyzed using interval recording, it was also found that more successful coaches
engaged in silence and management more than less successful coaches. However, the
interval analysis revealed that the more sucpessful tennis coaches exhibited these
behaviors in shorter durations of time compared to the other group. The use of more
praise by less successful coaches is an interesting finding; however, the researchers did
not record if this praise was either accurate or skill-dependent. Lacy and Goldston (1990)
observed male and female high school basketball practices during two phases of the
season: preseason phase and inseason phase. Verbal instruction (pre-, concurrent, and
postinstruction) accounted for the majority of all coaching behaviors across genders and
both phases of the season. Female coaches displayed more praise and hustle behaviors
than the male coaches over the course of the season. Female coaches also used first
names more, especially in preseason, than male coaches. Finally, male coaches displayed
more modeling and questioning behavior than female coaches. This study examined not
only the gender of the coach but how behaviors differ during specific times of the season.
Systematic observation has been shown to be a valuable and reliable tool for
recording and examining coaching behaviors in a sports context. While the Coaching
Behavioral Assessment System (CBAS) and Arizona State University Observation
Instrument (ASUOI) are arguably the two most popular tools in this line of research,
several key factors differentiate the instruments. First, the CBAS does not take into

account a coach’s nonverbal communication (e.g., modeling, physically assisting athletes
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with movements) while the ASUOI assesses behaviors such as positive and negative
modeling and physical assistance. Further, the ASUOI (using the interval recording
procedure) provides the opportunity to observe the amount of silence exhibited by a
coach. Using the CBAS in an event recording manner does not take into account at what
time of the session a behavior occurred or the duration of the behavior. For example, with
event recording a 5-second scold and 20-second scold would both be recorded as simply
one discrete behavior, discounting the duration or length of the observed behavior. Using
the ASUOI with an interval recording method was warranted for the purpose of this
study. Understanding the patterns and changes in behavior over the course of the season
can be accomplished with this instrument and data collection method. Further, the
ASUOI provided insight into nonverbal communication and silence exhibited by the
coach. The interval method allows for analysis of time during the practice and duration of
behaviors. In keeping with the research questions of the present study, the ASUOI
provided the researchers with more accurate data and insight into duration and type of
verbal and nonverbal communication.
Self-Efficacy and Coaching Efficacy

How an individual views or judges his or her ability to perform a certain skill is
an important determinant in sport as an achievement domain. Bandura’s (1977) self-
efficacy theory helps in explaining this cognitive appraisal process. Self-efficacy is
defined as one’s belief in his or her ability to perform a task (Bandura, 1977, 1986).
While self-efficacy will later be shown to have a relationship with performance, this
construct is a person’s judgment that may or may not be accurately congruent with

performance outcomes. Bandura argues that this cognitive view of one’s ability, i.e., self-
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efficacy, could help to explain a wide array of facilitative or debilitative behaviors in
performance (Bandura, 1982). Bandura posits four sources of self-efficacy: performance
accomplishments, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and emotional arousal. These
sources of self-efficacy influence one’s expectations about performance on the task. The
interplay of these four sources and the influence on expectations leads to an individual’s
behaviors towards and cognitions about one’s ability. In essence, the information that one
possesses from internal and external sources about ability directly relates to not only the
consequences of the performance but how he or she views success or failure on a task
(Bandura, 1977).

Because of its explanatory nature of performance and cognitive judgments
(Bandura, 1982), self-efficacy has greatly influenced sport psychology literature. Feltz
(1982, 1988) has examined the impact of self-efficacy on performance on a high
avoidance motor task (back-diving). She found that past performance was the primary
indicator of overall performance and that gender differences were found in the
relationship between self-efficacy and performance (Feltz, 1982; 1988). McAuley (1985)
examined the impact of modeling on self-efficacy in learning a gymnastic skill. Students
were provided with either aided participant modeling (providing physical assistance),
unaided participant modeling (with only verbal description), or only shown a short
instructional film of the skill. Those students receiving modeling and physical assistance
provided higher efficacy scores for the skill and performed better than those in the control
group. These early studies (Feltz, 1982, 1988; McAuley, 1985) began to show the Link
between one’s self-efficacy and performance as well as the use of the self-efficacy theory

within the sport psychology literature.
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The theory of self-efficacy has been used in numerous studies to explain
determinants of performance in a variety of achievement domains. Specifically, the self-
efficacy/performance relationship has been examined in regards to tennis (Barling &
Abel, 1983), baseball (George, 1994), equestrian (Beauchamp & Whinton, 2005), as well
as the motivation to continue participation (Schunk, 1995), and conception of ability with
gender (Lirgg, George, Chase, & Ferguson, 1996). A meta-analysis review of literature
related to the self-efficacy/performance relationship found that the correlation between
self-efficacy and performance was .38 over 45 studies examining this relationship
(Moritz, Feltz, Fahrbach, & Mack, 2000).

While a substantial line of research has investigated the relationship between self-
efficacy and performance, a recent addition to this investigation is the construct of
coaching efficacy. Coaching efficacy is defined as the extent to which coaches believe
they can affect the learning and performance of athletes (Feltz et al., 1999). Feltz and
colleagues have developed a conceptual model of coaching efficacy containing four
coaching efficacy dimensions: game strategy, motivation, teaching technique, and
character building. To test these dimensions of coaching efficacy, Feltz et al. (1999)
constructed tl}e CES. High school coaches representing multiple sports were used for an
exploratory factor analysis of a 41-item efficacy instrument for coaches. A second sample
of coaches was then given a revised version of 24-items for the confirmatory factor
analysis. Through further reliability testing it was found that coefficient alphas with test-
retest coefficients were between .88 and .77 for character building, .89 and .78 for
technique, .91 and .83 for motivation, and .88 and .84 for strategy; these four factors

resulted in a coefficient alpha of .95 to .82 for the CES (Feltz et al., 1999).
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A second phase of this initial study (Feltz et al., 1999) was to examine the sources
and outcomes of coaching efficacy. For this study, 30 high school coaches (15 scoring the
highest CE and 15 scoring the lowest CE out of an initial pool) were assessed during
several practice sessions using the CBAS (Smith et al., 1977). A post-season
questionnaire was also given to coaches and athletes assessing commitment and
satisfaction respectively. Results of the questionnaires found sources of coaching efficacy
to be win-loss record, years of experience, perceived team ability, and support of
community and school (See Figure 1). This study also found that reported coaching
efficacy was associated with several outcomes; high-efficacy coaches had higher winning
percentages, were more satisfied with players, and exhibited more “positive” coaching
behaviors during practice such as contingent praise and encouragement. Those coaches
reporting lower coaching efficacy provided more instruction and organizational behaviors
during practice. This seminal work examining a coach’s sense of efficacy and its

relationship to sources and outcomes of efficacy has produced a fruitful line of research.

Sources of Coaching Outcomes
Efficacy Coaching Efficacy
Dimensions Coaching behavior
Coaching Experience
Game Strategy Player/team
Prior Success . . Satisfaction
Motivation
Perceived Skill of ) Player/team
Athletes Technique performance
School/Community Character Player/team
Support Building efficacy

Figure 1. Coaching Efficacy Model (Feltz et al., 1999).
With the development of the CES (Feltz et al., 1999) a line of research has

examined how a coach’s efficacy impacts numerous factors within sport. Specifically,
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coaching efficacy has been examined with regards to the interplay of coaching, team and
player efficacy (Vargas-Tonsing et al., 2003), predicting leadership style (Sullivan &
Kent, 2003), and commitment (Kent & Sullivan, 2003), as well as the impact of
certification and educational programs on efficacious beliefs (Lee, Malete, & Feltz, 2002,
Malete & Feltz, 2000). What is surprising about the original coaching efficacy model (see
Figure 1) is that the list of proposed outcomes of coaching efficacy did not include
coaching satisfaction. It stands to reason that overall satisfaction with the experience
would be a positive outcome of efficacious beliefs. Paiement (2006) examined coaching
satisfaction in relation to coaching efficacy. He found that both coaching experience and
social support were predictors of coaching satisfaction. Therefore, a revision of the
original coaching efficacy model would include satisfaction as an outcome. Further
investigation into how coaching efficacy and behavior are perceived by, and influence,
both coaches and athletes has elicited several interesting findings. An examination into
sources of coaching efficacy with collegiate coaches found social support to be a stronger
source of efficacy for female coaches compared to males and gender of coach compared
to gender of athletes mediated outcomes of efficacy (Myers, Vargas-Tonsing, & Feltz,
2005). An investigation into efficacy-enhancing techniques found that coach and team
behaviors such as instruction, acting confident, and positive self-talk influenced efficacy.
However, coaches and athletes were not found to be congruent in their perceptions of use
and frequency of these techniques (Vargas-Tonsing, Myers, & Feltz, 2004).

Within this line of coaching efficacy research a comparison between coach and
athlete perceptions of coaching efficacy has been limited. Short and Short (2004)

examined how football players perceived the coaching efficacy of their position coach at
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the end of the season as compared to the efficacious beliefs of the coaches themselves.
While most coaches rated themselves higher than their respective athletes, perceptions of
coaching efficacy were similar between athletes and coaches. While this study examined
both coach and athlete perceptions, further examination into shifts and reasons for similar
or dissimilar perceptions is necessary in understanding the effect of coaching efficacy on
performance and team climate.

One study that examined coaching efficacy at differing points of the season
addressed the relationship of coaching efficacy and coaching burnout in high school
basketball coaches over a season. Haugen, Short, Brinkert, and Short (2004) found
coaching efficacy and coaching burnout to be negatively correlated across the season.
Further, coaches had a higher sense of burnout and lower coaching efficacy at the end of
the season. While this study investigated coaching efficacy changes at the beginning and
end of the season and its association to burnout, it did not take into account shifts of
efficacy throughout the season or the events that influenced these scores.

An interesting extension of the CES has been the development of the Coaching
Competency Scale (CCS; Myers, Feltz, Maier, Wolfe, & Reckase, 2006). The purpose of
this instrument is to assess athletes’ evaluative perceptions of a coach’s behavior, judging
the coach’s competence in the areas of coaching efficacy. This scale is analogous to the
CES; it is a 24-item scale assessing 4 subscales (motivation efficacy, game strategy,
character building, and teaching technique). Instead of the CES question stem, “How
confident are you in your ability to...,” the CCS asks athletes to score their coach’s
competence with the stem, “How competent is your head coach in his or her ability

to...,” Athletes respond to items such as “understand competitive strategies” (game
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- strategy competence); “motivate his/her athletes” (motivation competence); “develop
athletes’ abilities” (technique competence); and “instill an attitude of respect for others”
(character building competence). Myers et al. (2006) provided initial validity for this
instrument with a sample of intercollegiate men’s and women’s ice hockey and soccer
teams, finding that the CCS can be used to gain further knowledge of athletes’
evaluations and perceptions of coaching behaviors.

The present study extended current knowledge in coaching efficacy in several
ways. First, in keeping with the research questions, coaches were assessed over the
course of the season; this will aid in understanding how efficacy changes over the course
of the season instead of taking one or two measurements as most studies have done. This
season-long approach allowed for coaches to rate efficacy beliefs at milestones during the
season, specifically, beginning, middle, and end of season. To date, no study has
investigated efficacious beliefs of developing or inexperienced head coaches. This study
provided, at least at the case study level, an understanding of these coaches’ changes in
efficacy over the course of a season. Finally, this study used both the CCS and CES to
gauge not only coaching efficacy but athletes’ sense of coaching competence. This is an
important addition to knowledge in coaching efficacy because it provides, not only
further validation for the CCS, but a richer understanding of how both coaches and
athletes view a coaches’ perceived and actual efficacious beliefs over the season.
Summary

This chapter has discussed the pertinent literature in coaching development and
impact of coaching behaviors on both coach and athlete. While numerous studies have

investigated the behaviors of expert coaches (e.g., Jones et al., 2003; Schinke et al., 1995;
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Tharp & Gallimore, 1976), few studies have examined the development of coaches
during one of their first seasons as a head coach. Further, while research has shown the
importance of a coach’s efficacious belief on numerous outcomes (e.g., Feltz et al.,
1999), few have examined the impact of efficacy throughout an athletic season. Finally,
research using systematic observation has provided invaluable insight into coaching
behaviors (e.g., Claxton & Lacy, 1988; Lacy & Goldston, 1990). Using this research
method along with assessment of coaching efficacy and coaching competency as well as
qualitative inquiry into perceptions of the season could provide a comprehensive

understanding of the developing coach.
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CHAPTER THREE

Research Design and Methods

Participants

Participants for this study were 3 high school varsity lacrosse coaches and their
respective teams. All lacrosse programs were in the first year of varsity status but had
previously sponsored club status programs. Coach 1 was a 29-year-old Caucasian male
beginning his first season as a high school coach of any kind. Team 1 consisted of 26
male athletes (25 participated in the study) with an average age of 17.2 years (SD = .89);
96% of the team members reported Caucasian ethnicity and 1 athlete reported
Asian/Pacific Islander ethnicity. Athletes on this team had an average of 1.8 (SD = .41)
years of experience with the club lacrosse program. Coach 2 was a 46-year-old Caucasian
male beginning his third season as a high school lacrosse coach and first year as a head
varsity coach. Team 2 consisted of 24 male athletes (22 participated in the study) with an
average age of 17.1 years (SD = .85); 100% reported Caucasian ethnicity. Athletes
reported an average of 1.8 (SD = .38) years of experience with the club lacrosse program
and this head coach. Coach 3 was a 31-year-old bi-racial female beginning her third
season as a high school lacrosse coach and first year as a head varsity coach. Team 3
consisted of 23 female athletes (19 participated in the study) with an average age of 16.5
years (SD = .69); 95% reported Caucasian ethnicity, while one athlete did not report
ethnicity. Athletes reported an average of 1.95 years (SD = .23) of experience with both

the club lacrosse program and this head coach.

37



Instrumentation

Demographic Questionnaire. A demographic questionnaire was distributed to
coaches who served as participants in the study (see Appendix A). General demographic
information such as age, gender, and race was collected as well as more specific
information regarding education background (e.g., education level and emphasis,
certifications, workshops). Athlet.es were also given a demographic questionnaire in order
to collect descriptive information about the sample (e.g., race, ethnicity, playing
experience) (see Appendix B).

Coaching Efficacy Scale. The Coaching Efficacy Scale (CES; see Appendix C) is
a 24-item scale designed to measure a coach’s perception of coaching efficacy and the
four subscales that comprise the model of coaching efficacy: game strategy efficacy
(GSE), motivation efficacy (ME), teaching technique efficacy (TE), and character
building efficacy (CBE) (Feltz et al., 1999). A 10-point Likert scale ranging from “not at
all confident” (0) to “extremely confident” (9) was used to assess coaching efficacy. Each
scale item began with the stem “How confident are you in your ability to...” Examples of
questions are “How confident are you in your ability to motivate athletes?”’ (ME); and
“How confident are you in your ability to maximize your team’s strengths during
competition?” (GSE). Feltz et al. (1999) reported coefficient alphas of .88, .89, .91, and
.88 for the subscales of character building, technique, motivation, and game strategy,
respectively.

Coaching Competency Scale. The Coaching Competency Scale (CCS; Myers, et
al., 2006; see Appendix D) is a 24-item scale that measures athletes’ perceptions of their

coach’s competency as well as four subscales that comprise coaching competency: game
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strategy (GSC), motivation (MC), technique (TC), and character building (CBC). This
measure is analogous to the Coaching Efficacy Scale (CES; Feltz et al., 1999). For the
present study a 10-point Likert scale ranging from not at all confident (0) to extremely
confident (9) was used to score coaching competency as assessed by athletes. Each scale
item began with the stem “How competent is your head coach in his or her ability to...”
Examples of questions are “How competent is your head coach in his or her ability to
build the self-esteem of his/her athletes?” (MC); and “How competent is your head coach
in his or her ability to adapt to different game situations?” (GSC).

Observation Instrument. The Arizona State University Observation Instrument
(ASUOI; Lacy & Darst, 1984; Lacy & Goldston, 1990) was used for the observational
component of this study. The ASUOI assesses 14 behaviors (both verbal and nonverbal;
see Table 1) recorded in a systematic interval method. This measure was chosen for two
reasons: (a) it enables one to accurately assess a combination of verbal and nonverbal
behaviors and to establish a systematic observation schedule for the coaches’ behaviors
during practice; and (b) the ASUOI records the amount of silence or non-feedback given
by the coach. These two instrument characteristics enabled observation of both feedback
type and behaviors throughout a practice session. Researchers conducting the video
analysis took part in numerous training sessions to become familiar with the measure and
observer reliability was calculated throughout the season to ensure accuracy amongst the
recorders. Three researchers conducted video analysis, two per each team, over the
course of the season. The inter-observer reliability over the season was 83.5% which
exceeded established standards for interval recording research (Siedentop & Tannehill,

2000; van der Mars, 1989b).
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Table 1

Arizona State University Observation Instrument Behaviors and Definitions

Behavior Definition
1. Preinstruction Information given before execution of the skill.
2. Concurrent Instruction Information given during skill execution or
play.
3. Postinstruction Instruction given after execution of skill.
4. Questioning Questions posed to the athletes regarding any

aspect of the sport or skill.

5. Physical Assistance Physically moving a player through a skill
sequence or range of motion.

6. Positive Modeling Demonstration of correct skill or movement.

7. Negative Modeling Demonstration of incorrect skill or movement.

8. Hustle Statements made by the coach intended to

produce increased effort.

9. Praise Verbal or nonverbal signs of appreciation or
satisfaction with performance.

10. Scold Verbal or nonverbal signs of dissatisfaction with
performance.
11. Management Statements regarding details of practice not

having to do with skills or play.

12. Uncodable Behavior could not be distinguished or
recorded.
13. Use of first name Use of first name during verbal interaction.

(This is a dependent behavior and is only
recorded in combination with other behaviors.)
14. Silence Silence by the coach.

Interview Guides. Three semi-structured interview guides (See Appendices E-G)

were used. Pre- and post-season interviews were conducted with the coaches. The
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preseason interview focused on general coaching beliefs and behaviors, while the
postseason interview focused on the subscales of coaching efficacy and on specific
observations from the season. A sub-sample of athletes from each team was also
individually interviewed postseason. These athletes were chosen based on their overall
CCS responses over the season, those interviewed represented varying scores over the
season. Post-season interviews used specific examples obtained from different events
during the season to capture athlete perceptions of contextual feedback and behaviors.
Further, coaches and athletes were asked about their individual patterns of responses to
CES and CCS scores across the season. The semi-structured nature of these interviews
was designed to facilitate the use of probes and follow-up questions when appropriate
(Patton, 2002).
Procedures

After the Institutional Review Board gave approval for the project (see Appendix
H), the lead researcher contacted high school athletic directors within one conference to
solicit names of coaches of team sports who had less than 3 years of scholastic coaching
experience. Coaches identified as meeting the experience criteria were then contacted
with permission of the athletic directors. Coaches were telephoned or emailed and given a
description of the study, their level of responsibility if participating in the study, the
purported benefits of participating, and their level of interest in participating was
ascertained. If the coaches were willing to participate, they were emailed further
information about the project and preliminary materials (Consent Form, Demographic
Questionnaire, and CES). Keeping with the research design, it was desirous to have

participants with the same amount of experience but different educational backgrounds.
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- In all, 7 coaches were contacted via email or telephone call, 3 were sent further
information and preliminary materials, and those 3 agreed to participate in the study for
the duration of the season. These coaches all had less than 3 years of varsity head
coaching experience and represented different educational backgrounds (education,
business, and social work).

Participants chosen as case studies were observed for the entire athletic season.
Before the season, coaches were interviewed (preseason interview) and assent/parental
consent was obtained for athlete participation (see Appendices I-K for all consent/assent
forms). In all, 20 practices were observed over the course of the season (Team 1, 6; Team
2, 7; Team 3, 7). Observational field notes and video/audio recordings of the practices
were compiled during the practices by two trained observers. During practice, the coach
was videotaped and audio-taped via a lapel microphone and digital voice recorder. This
recording process was as unobtrusive to the practice as possible. The camera was located
in a position where visual contact was obtainable and interference of practice could be
avoided. To aid in this positioning, at the beginning of practice the coach was consulted
as to advantageous locations for video and field note recording. Prior to each practice the
coach was given the digital recorder and microphone. The coach carried the digital
recording device in a small belt pack and the microphone was attached with a lapel clip
on his or her shirt or jacket. The recording device was tested at the beginning of and once
during the practice at a convenient time for the coach.

At different intervals of the season (preseason, middle of season, post/end of
season), the CES and CCS were given to both coaches and athletes, respectively. For this,

the coaches were contacted and asked to provide 10 minutes for survey completion at the

42



beginning of the next practice. The athletes completed the demographic form with the
first measure during the season. The coaches were given the CES, usually via email per
their request, and completed it within a timely manner. The full CES and CCS were used
for the first and last measure of coaching efficacy and coaching competence respectively.
For middle of the season measure only the game strategy and motivation subscales were
collected for the CES and CCS. With an attempt to collect CES/CCS data several more
times throughout the middle of the season, the researchers decided to use a shorter
measure to allow more data collection opportunities. It was decided that, out of the 4
CES/CCS subscales, GSE/GSC and ME/MCC would be most likely to change, therefore
TE/TC and CBE/CBC would not be used during the middle of the season. Due to the
teams’ competition and practice schedule, however, only one middle of season collection
was possible.

Video and audio data were analyzed using the interval recording method with the
ASUOIL. The protocol for this methodology followed traditional systematic observation
literature (Lacy & Darst, 1989; Siedentop & Tannehill, 2000). Researchers first loaded
the audio and video files from the practice onto a computer and the files were
synchronized so that both could be viewed/heard simultaneously. The recorders viewed
the practice and recorded the behaviors using the interval method. For this, another audio
file played along with the practice and every 8 seconds the recorders heard a prompt to
“record”. At this time they recorded whatever behavior was dominant in the previous
interval using a predetermined list of behaviors (see Table 1 for behavior categories). The
researchers did not differentiate between behaviors that were reactions to athletes’

behaviors or those that were spontaneous. The number assigned to the desired category
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was recorded vertically on a grid laboratory sheet (see Appendix L for an example). Each
behavior had its own designated number; the use of first name behavior was coded as a
dependent behavior and therefore was coded only with other behaviors. Every 5 intervals,
the recorders ensured they were synchronized on the grid sheet. Behaviors were recorded
for the entirety of the practice. The overall calculated percentages of behaviors were
based on the entire time of the practice session.

At the end of the season, coaches and a sub-sample of athletes on their respective
teams took part in an individual post-season interview. In all, interviews were conducted
with all 3 coaches and 11 athletes (4 from Team 1, 3 from Team 2, 4 from Team 3).
These interviews lasted roughly 30-minutes and focused on idiosyncratic perceptions of
the season, coaching behaviors, and changes/patterns in measure scores over the season.
The interviews were transcribed verbatim by two researchers for analysis. Qualitative
interview data were divided based on subjects of the semi-structured interview script.
Specifically, quotes were grouped based on the subscales of coaching efficacy and
competence (game strategy, motivation, teaching technique, and character building),
coach and athlete explanation of their respective scores on collected measures, and views
on specific season events. Quotes for these different topics were grouped by two
researchers and assertions were developed for support of the themes (Bogdan & Knopp
Biklen, 2003). A third researcher served as a reliability check by independently analyzing

the data and confirming assertions developed from the data.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Results and Discussion
Overview of Data Management

The purpose of this study was to investigate how coaching efficacy, feedback, and
practice behaviors change during different intervals (preseason, season, postseason) of
the season, how head coaches are affected by season events, such as win or loss streaks,
and how coaching behaviors may be affected by a coach’s educational and experiential
background. More specifically, how are these variables manifested in a developing head
coach? Another question was how these changes in coaching efficacy and feedback are
perceived throughout the season by the coach and athletes. In order to investigate the
interplay of these variables, two research questions were addressed in this study:

1. How do the variables of coaching efficacy/coaching competency, feedback,
and practice behaviors change during different intervals (preseason, season,
postseason) of the season? and,

2. How are these changes in coaching efficacy and feedback perceived
throughout the season by the coach and athletes?

To investigate changes in the study variables across the season, coaching efficacy
scores and coaching competency scores as rated by the athletes were collected at the
beginning, middle, and end of the season. In order to compare the athletes’ sense of their
coach’s competency with the coach’s sense of efficacy (at the subscale level), a series of
one-sample t-tests were conducted using the coach’s mean score (total efficacy or
subscale score divided by number of scale/subscale items) as the test value for

comparison. The one-sample t-test was an appropriate statistical procedure because of the
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desire to compare one group (mean athlete scores) with a known value (coach score), the
coach score having no variance (Howell, 2002). In order to investigate the athletes’
changes in perceptions of coaching competency over the season a one-way repeated
measures ANOV A was conducted for each subscale (GSC, MC, TC, CBC) within groups
by team over the three data collections over the season. Further, practices were observed
and practice behaviors of the coach were recorded over the course of the season.

- The second research question for this study investigated the perceptions of the
coach and athletes with regards to the season, changes in practice behaviors and
feedback, and coaching efficacy/coaching competency. Both the coach and selected
athletes were interviewed to ascertain their perceptions on these topics. Qualitative
interview data were divided based on topics of the semi-structured interview script.
Specifically, quotes were grouped based on the subscales of coaching efficacy and
competency (game strategy, motivation, teaching technique, and character building),
coach’s and athlete’s explanations of their respective scores on collected measures, and
views on specific season events. Quotes for these different topics were grouped and
assertions were developed for support of the themes (Bogdan & Knopp Biklen, 2003).
See Appendices V-X for qualitative data grouped with assertions for each team.
Qualitative interview data are presented based on these themes and assertions in
conjunction with the other forms of data to provide a more complete picture of the
developing coach.

The results are presented in a case study discussion of three developing coaches.
The case study design was influenced by all forms of data in the research framework.

Patton (2002) supports this multi-source method of case development, stating that this
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process provides a holistic, context sensitive, and layered approach to data analysis. Yin
(2003a, 2003b) discusses this analytic strategy for case study development as a way to
understand a phenomenon within real-life context, often using multiple sources of
evidence. Developing these case studies provides an in-depth understanding of the
variables over the course of the season. The frame for this study also allows for a possible
pattern-matching approach in investigating the experiences of these coaches across a
season. While comparison between three case studies cannot form generalizations of a
population, examining these case studies as individual units of analysis can aid in
understanding the influence of the variables on coach development.
Overview of Case Studies

The three case studies for this study were high school varsity lacrosse coaches.
The sport of lacrosse became an obvious choice while contacting area school systems
about appropriate participants. Lacrosse was beginning its first year as a varsity sport
sanctioned by the state’s governing athletic association; this would also be the first year
for a postseason tournament. Of all sports offered by area high schools, lacrosse had the
greatest number of inexperienced coaches and teams. Table 2 provides a demographic
description of each of the three lacrosse coaches. The names of the coaches and teams

have been changed in order to protect confidentiality.
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Table 2

Demographic Description of Case Study Coaches

Coach: Coach 1 - Mark | Coach 2 — Rob Coach 3 — Jen

Gender Male Male Female

Team Highland Bears — | Oak Hills Tigers | Highland Bears —
Boys’ Varsity —Boys’ Varsity Girls’ Varsity

Ethnic Affiliation Caucasian Caucasian Caucasian &

Asian-American

Age in Years 29 46 31

Occupation Teacher Business Owner | Social Worker

High School Sport Soccer, Lacrosse | Hockey Cheerleading

Experience

College Sport Lacrosse Lacrosse Lacrosse (club)

Experience

Years Coaching Club | 0 2 2

Program

48




CASE STUDY 1

Overview of Coach 1

Mark was the head coach of the Highland Bears Boys’ varsity lacrosse program.
He was a 29-year-old Caucasian male. He had experience as both a high school and
college athlete, playing soccer and lacrosse in high school and varsity lacrosse in college.
Mark was beginning his first year as a high school varsity coach and inherited a club
program that was three years old. He was assisted by a volunteer assistant coach who
attended the first part of the season. After the assistant stopped attending, Mark then
conducted practice sessions on his own for the remainder of the year. Mark’s educational
and occupational background was in education; he was a teacher in the school system in
which he coached.
Overview of Highland Bears Practices and Data Collection

The Bears practiced at a local junior high school close to the high school. Both
varsity and junior varsity squads practiced directly after school (3:30-5:30 p.m.) but on
separate areas of the field. The team was observed for a total of 6 practice sessions over
the course of the season, the last practice representing postseason preparation. Measures
of coaching efficacy and coaching competency were given three times during the season,
representing beginning, middle, and end of season.
Coaching Efficacy and Coaching Competency

Little research has examined how a coach’s sense of efficacy changes during a
season. Further, no study has examined the relationship between a coach’s sense of
coaching efficacy and his or her players’ perceptions of coaching competency. Since not

all subscales of the CES and CCS were collected over the entire season what are
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presented are results of coaching efficacy and coaching competency at the subscale level
(Game Strategy, Motivation, Teaching Technique, and Character Building). Tables 3-5
show the results of one-sample r-tests of the CES/CCS subscales over the season.

In order to investigate the athletes’ perception of coaching competency over the
season, a series of one-way repeated measures ANOV A were conducted for the different
CCS subscale scores. There was no statistically significant difference in athletes’
perceptions of coaching competency. The results were: game strategy competency,
F(2,24) = .395, p >.05; motivation competency, F(2,24) = .471, p >.05; teaching
technique competency, F(1,24) = .063, p >.05; and character building competency,
F(1,24) = .008, p >.05. These results indicate that there were no statistically significant
changes in the athletes’ views of the coach’s competency when investigated over the

length of the season.

Table 3

Team 1-- Beginning of the Season: One-Sample T-tests of Coaching Efficacy and
Perceived Coaching Competency

Coaching Efficacy Athletes’ Perceived
Coaching Competency
Item M M SD t
Game Strategy 6.57 7.62 .89 5.75%*
Motivation 6.29 7.19 .87 5.28%*
Teaching Technique 7.50 7.90 71 2.87*
Character Building 7.75 8.33 75 3.77**

*p < .05, **p < .005

Note. The coach’s efficacy score was used as the test value in the one-sample z-test.
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Table 4

Team 1 -- Middle of the Season: One-Sample T-tests of Coaching Efficacy and Perceived
Coaching Competency

Coaching Efficacy Athletes’ Perceived
Coaching Competency

Item M M SD t
Character Building -- - - -
Teaching Technique - - - -
Game Strategy 5.33 7.73 .98 12.00**
Motivation 4.83 7.16 .84 13.53%*

**p <.005

Note. The coach’s efficacy score was used as the test value in the one-sample z-test.
Table 5

Team I -- End of the Season: One-Sample T-tests of Coaching Efficacy and Perceived
Coaching Competency

Coaching Efficacy Athletes’ Perceived
Coaching Competency
Item M M SD t
Game Strategy 6.00 7.63 1.30 4.68**
Motivation 5.00 7.35 1.30 6.75%*
Teaching Technique 7.00 7.90 1.15 2.95**
Character Building 7.25 8.30 1.07 3.68**

**p < 005

Note. The coach’s efficacy score was used as the test value in the one-sample t-test.

Game Strategy. The subscale of game strategy efficacy (GSE) and game strategy
competency (GSC) was measured at the beginning, middle, and end points of the season.
Mark followed the same trend in his GSE scores as TCE, decreasing from the beginning

of the season (M = 6.57) to the middle of the season (M = 5.33) and then increasing his
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score at the end of the season (M = 6.00). The athletes’ scores of GSC showed an
increase from beginning of the season (M = 7.62, SD = .89) to the middle of the season
(M=1.73, SD = .98) and then a decrease to the original score at the end of the season (M
=17.63, SD = 1.30). Statistical analysis of the GSE and GSC scores found significant
differences between athletes’ and coach assessment across the entire season. See Tables

3-5 and Figure 2 for scores across the season and one-sample ¢-test results.
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Figure 2. Team 1 — Changes in Game Strategy Efficacy and Game Strategy Competency
over the Season.
Note. Vertical lines across Athlete mean scores represent standard deviation.

One of the reasons for the changes in the coach’s GSE and GSC scores was the

introduction of offensive and defensive plays. During the preseason interview the coach
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discussed this strategy for his first year, “My focus is going to be for the most part of this
year on getting probably 2 or 3 offensive formations and 2 defenses in there. And
working with those and getting the players comfortable with that” (Appendix V, 4).
However, the decrease in GSE could have come from the coach becoming frustrated with
his inability to strategize during the game due to coaching inexperience:
I think if I was sitting up in the stands and watching things go on, I'd be much
better at strategizing. But, so far it’s been hard for me to do it right on the spot.
So, what I’'m starting to do is, I wrote down a few things like, if this team is
playing this kind of offense, then do this on defense. If they’re playing this type of
defense, do this on offense (Appendix V, 8).
One athlete echoed this fact that the coach seemed to strﬁggle with game strategy when
the team would be losing in a game:
He wasn’t always sure what to do when we got down because he was always used
to winning, because he played college and he won then. That was a new
experience for him; I could see. I felt bad for him, more than us. When we started
losing I think the players felt bad, but you could just see th;n he wanted to win so
badly and he was just ready to win. That was probably the worst part—him not
knowing what to do when we’re losing to get us back up (Athlete 1, Appendix V,
23).
The increase in GSC scores at midseason by the athletes could be due to the
introduction to a sense of game strategy. While the coach was frustrated with strategy,

before this season the players did not even learn any strategy:
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I’ve been playing for 3 years so I know how to play the game, but we learned a lot
of plays this year. I’ve never been involved in lacrosse plays. The program we had
before we just didn’t do that. So, I learned a lot of that kind of stuff. He taught us
positioning, where we should be in certain situations. Things like'what we need to

do in the off-season to become better lacrosse players (Athlete 3, Appendix V,

220).

By the end of the season, the coach’s score increased because he saw that learning of
game strategy had occurred by the end of the season. However, the athletes’ sense of
GSC decreased due to the overall frustration of the season; the team was losing so game
strategy, while increasing skill and knowledge, was not effective.

Motivation. The subscales of motivation efficacy (ME) and motivation
competency (MC) were measured at the beginning, middle, and end of the; lacrosse
season. Both coach and athletes followed the same trend of decreasing from beginning to
middle of the season and theﬂ increasing at the end of season measure. The scores for the
coach were beginning of the season (M = 6.29), middle of the season (M = 4.83), and end
of season (M = 5.00). The MC scores of the athletes were higher with beginning of the
season (M =7.19, SD = .87), middle of the season (M = 7.16, SD = .84) and end of season
(M =17.35,SD = 1.30). It is also of note that this subscale had the lowest score of the
efficacy subscales across the entire season. Results of the two-tailed one-sample ¢-tests
were beginning of the season, 7 (24) = 5.28, p > .005, middle of the season, ¢ (24) = 13.53,
p <.005, and end of season, ¢ (24) = 6.75, p <.005. See Tables 3-5 and Figure 3 for

results of ME and MC scores over the season.
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Figure 3. Team 1 — Changes in Motivation Efficacy and Motivation Competency over the
Season.
Note. Vertical lines across Athlete mean scores represent standard deviation.
Based on the middle of the season ME and MC scores, it is evident that the coach
struggled with maintaining motivation during th.e season:
That’s probably one of the harder things for me. I try to get them to play for a
sense of respect for themselves. You know, everyone go out there and play hard. I
think with me, as a player, my motivation came from within. So, I tend to leave a
lot of that up to the kids, probably more than I should (Appendix V, 53).
Several of the players discussed how the coach’s sense of frustration and tone of voice

would actually motivate them to try harder:
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You can tell when he gets frustrated or aggravated in his eyes or the tone of his
voice. He would call a timeout and talk to the whole team. If that didn’t motivate
you, then nothing else would have. He’d say to the team, “We’re not playing the
way we should.” You know, how to play better and stop making so many
mistakes. If that didn’t motivate you, then nothing else would (Athlete 2,
Appendix V, 70).

Another athlete recalled the same effect, “And the disappointment tone kind of motivated

us. You know, we don’t want this, this is his first year. You know we wanted to be

successful. He’s a nice guy, he’s good to us” (Athlete 1, Appendix V, 86).

While motivating the players was a challenge to the coach, he did notice by the
end of the season that trying to instill a sense of pride and self-motivation in the team had
paid off:

To really see them realize that they can play well and they are capable of success

and, to me, that’s a great place to be. To have kids who are hungry to be better

and know that they can get there. Maybe I’'m mistaken, but I feel like that’s where

most of them are at (Appendix V, 58).

One athlete remarked that, while the season was disappointing, the coach’s attempts at
motivating the athletes to keep going did pay off, “[The season was] frustrating because
we kept losing, but it was fun too because the coach made it fun. He didn’t get really
down on us like if we were losing the game, he kept trying and trying” (Athlete 4,
Appendix V, 102).

Teaching Technique. The CE and CC subscale of teaching technique was

measured at the beginning and end of the season. Mark’s scores of teaching technique
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decreased over the season from M = 7.50 at the beginning of the season to M = 7.0 at the
end of season. The athletes’ scores of teaching competence actually did not change over
the season with beginning (M = 7.90, SD = .71) and end of the season (M =.790, SD =
1.15) scores being the same. It is of note that, like all subscales, the standard deviation for
teaching technique did increase across the season. One-sample t-tests did reveal that the
scores of TE and TC were statistically different at both beginning and end of the season:
beginning of the season, ¢ (24) = 2.78, p < .05 and end of the season, ¢ (24) =2.95, p <

.05. See Tables 3-5 and Figure 4 for #-test results and changes in TE and TC over the

season.
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Figure 4. Team 1 — Changes in Teaching Technique Efficacy and Teaching Technique
Competency over the Season.

Note. Vertical lines across Athlete mean scores represent standard deviation.
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Being a teacher-coach was important to Mark. He believed that his occupation as
a teacher gave him insights into how to effectively teach skills. Further, he saw his role as
a teacher in the school system as an opportunity to teach both sport and school discipline.
He explained, “I think that if they’re going to be a good student of the game, they’re
going to be a good student in school too. So it’s trying to develop both of those aspects™
(Appendix V, 110). Mark further explained that he could use management techniques
from the classroom on the lacrosse field:

I guess I treat it similar to a class where I only have them doing a certain activity

for a certain amount of time, because I’ve found after that they’ll get seriously

distracted. Things are only good for 20-30 minutes and then move into something
different. And really try to point out things to them that will really make them
better players, smarter players. Little things about where they should stand, where
they should be looking and really getting them to get a feel for the game

(Appendix V, 136).

One of the reasons why Mark’s scores on TE decreased over the season could
have been the result of how he struggled as a first-year coach. For instance, while he was
confident in his role as a teacher, he was unprepared for the level of unlearning that
needed to occur:

Definitely the challenges are unlearning things they have learned in the past,

because I’m finding that they’ve been coached by people who don’t play the

game and don’t have a real good understanding of it and that makes it really hard.

If you’re starting from scratch it’s easier to teach them good things but when you

gotta go back and unlearn it, it’s a real struggle...They think they’ve played
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lacrosse for 3 or 4 years and they’ve got it. What they’re really missing is the

basics (Appendix V, 114).

Along with trying to teach correct skills to the athletes, Mark struggled with learning how
to teach skills he was unfamiliar with as a player:

I played defense so I’m a lot more comfortable teaching them defensive stuff than

offensive stuff. I have stuff that I’ve printed off the internet because I don’t know

where they should be. I tell them that and they laugh when I pull out my cheat

sheet. That’s the kind of stuff that no one ever taught me and most of the people I

played with, someone taught them along the way, and you just get comfortable in

knowing what you should do in certain situations (Appendix V, 151).

The athletes did point out that sometimes it seemed as if Mark struggled as a first-
year coach. While he did bring a wealth of knowledge to these inexperienced players,
there were times that he was unsure of how to teach a certain drill or concept:

It was frustrating at times and sometimes it was fun. Frustrating in a sense of, a

couple times, he would not know what to do for a couple of people drill-wise. So,

we’d be doing the same thing. But, at the same time, we were learning more about
the sport than we ever had. He brought that to us and he brought how well he
knows the sport to us. So, that was a good thing that he knew the sport and he
brought it to us. He definitely tried to make us a better team (Athlete 2, Appendix

V, 213).

Another athlete noted his dissatisfaction would be visible when Mark became frustrated

during teaching;:
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His body language. He’d be tense. And then his tone of voice. If it was really,
really important, he’d almost get quieter to make sure we’d listen and if it was
something we were doing bad, you could just hear disappointment in his voice
and that was worse for us than getting yelled at (Athlete 1, Appendix V, 257).
When asked what Mark could do to become a better teacher of lacrosse, the
athletes had several suggestions. One athlete spoke about increasing the variety of
teaching methods:
Also, coming up with more creative methods of teaching the game and things like
that, like I said it was a lot of repetition. We did the same thing over and over
again. And that helped because we learned different parts of the game, but once
we do learn that and we keep doing it, it’s not making us any better. I think we
need a couple of more creative areas where we can learn the game in different
ways and learn different aspects of the game (Athlete 3, Appendix V, 235).
Another athlete discussed introducing strategy earlier in the season:
Start working on the plays right away, because only about half the guys knew the
plays at the end of the season. And start working on those right away and keep the
competitive atmosphere in the practice because we didn’t do that so much at the
beginning of the year and at the end and it really was helping us (Athlete 1,
Appendix V, 262).
While Mark did struggle with teaching skills and tactics during the season, several
of the athletes pointed out his willingness to teach and help athletes. One athlete

mentioned his approach to individualized instruction:

60



He taught me a lot about the sport and how to play it right...He’s able to
understand each kid’s individual personality and he works with that. He works
with kids one-on-one before practice, during practice, and after practice. He does
what is comfortable for the kids. If a kid’s not getting something, he’ll try
something else, another way to explain it. So, he understands what he has to do

with individual kids (Athlete 2, Appendix V, 195).

Mark seemed to struggle over the season with teaching lacrosse skills and tactics.
While his skills as a teacher were evident through setting up practice plans, using short
bouts of instruction, and individualized focus, he was not prepared for effectively
coaching a team who had inherited poor skills and discipline. He also found it difficult to
teach skills that he found innate as a player. It is interesting that, while the players
pointed out this struggle, they rated his teaching competency relatively high over the
course of the season. Perhaps it was because they could see him trying to improve
throughouf the season. Several of the athletes did mention that they understood he was a
first year coach and accepted that both coach and team were in a learning phase of
development.

Character Building. The subscales of character building efficacy (CBE) and
character building competency (CBC) were assessed at the beginning and end of the
season. Overall, Mark’s score of CBE decreased from M = 7.75 to M = 7.25 over the
season. The athletes’ decreased slightly from beginning (M = 8.33, SD = .75) to end of
the season (M = 8.30, SD = 1.07). There were statistically significant differences in
perceptions of CBE and CBC at both times of the season. See Tables 3-5 and Figure 5 for

two-tailed one-sample t-test results and changes in CBE and CBC over the season.
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Figure S. Team 1 — Changes in Character Building Efficacy and Character Building
Competency over the Season.
Note. Vertical lines across Athlete mean scores represent standard deviation.
Mark used lessons from his past coaches to guide his view of developing
character in athletes:
When I‘think back to my coaches, the ones that made an impact on me, were the
ones that taught me a lot, but that I also really looked up to them as people -- as
far as character, what they do for us, how they treated other people, stuff like that
(Appendix V, 291).
For the most part, athletes felt that Mark’s demeanor and interaction with them was a
positive model of character. One athlete discussed how Mark stressed that lacrosse was a

part of their lives and that other priorities were equally, if not more, important:
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He’s tried making me a better person by the fact that we have to know our

responsibilities, either at home or at school and it’s not just about athletics or

lacrosse, we have other responsibilities. Most of us won’t play lacrosse in the
future. It’s about getting your future prepared and making sure that everything is
okay at home first. I mean if something came up with a family member, he makes
it so family is more important than me sport. If we tell him that we can’t make it,
he understands that. Basically, he understands that you need to do the things that

you do first, and lacrosse isn’t the most important thing (Athlete 2, Appendix V,

314).

One issue that did arise during the season that related to character was developing
rules that were fair and consistent. Mark pointed out that this was an issue he struggled
with throughout the season:

I think there were times when if a kid got in my dog house, it was hard to get out.

Or some of the kids who I think maybe should have been reprimanded, I didn’t

always do that. It was hard dealing with the personal relationship with kids versus

the ones I didn’t know; it was easier to be hard on them (Appendix V, 296).
When discussing the coach’s management of rules and team structure, one athlete
discussed how the coach’s inconsistencies in team rules affected the overall team climate:

I think it’d just be the fact that he’s just a little inconsistent with his rules and

setting rules. He started rules late in the season and he really didn’t follow all of

them. Just the fact that you’re going to set rules and make sure that everyone’s on
the same field. If you’re going to set them, set them early on. He said, ‘Well, if

you miss practice because of academic reasons, you sit out the first quarter. If you
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miss because of another reason, it’s the first half.’ But that didn’t come in until

2/3’s of the season was already over with. So, I mean people weren’t too sure on

how to take him, if he was serious or not. There were a couple of times where

people missed the practice because they were sick, yet they still went in the first
half after those rules were set. I think the rules are good because last year
everyone was skipping practice whenever they wanted to and we had a little bit of
that in the beginning of this year. But, just set them early and everyone knows

them and they’re like written down (Athlete 2, Appendix V, 322).

The character building Efficacy/Competency subscales patterned the same trends
as the teaching technique subscales. While Mark had the best intentions, and did provide
some lessons of character to his athletes, he struggled with how to develop a fair and
consistent set of rules. This could have been a reason for his scores dropping. By the end
of the season he witnessed the effects of this inconsistent discipline.

Explanation of Efficacy/Competency Scores. An interesting discussion during
postseason interviews focused on the coach and athletes’ respective scores on coaching
efficacy and coaching competency measures given throughout the season. Mark’s scores
of coaching efficacy fluctuated throughout the season, dropping at the middle assessment
and then increasing at the end. He offered this explanation for the fluctuating score:

I remember feeling like I was kind of fluctuating a little bit. But, you know it was

a lot of emotions for me. Days feeling like I didn’t know at all what I was doing,

and then days where I felt really good about what I was doing...I think I went out

there with really high expectations and I think the kids really did too. And then,

that just crashed right in on us. Then, I saw some of the changes that they were



making as they started to improve a little bit and they started to play as a team.
So, that probably made me feel a little bit more confident. By the end of the
season, there were still some disappointments, but there wasn’t the same kind of
pressure as maybe there was in the beginning (Appendix V, 378).

One athlete, whose scores of coaching competency decreased over the season, discussed

how specific instances during the season impacted his scores:
Earlier on I was excited for the year, and then I noticed that there was just a
couple of instances later on where he had set rules or we did something. Like
when we ran, we didn’t know what we were running for till after the practice,
which is kind of frustrating and mentally draining because you don’t know what
you’re running for....As far as game strategies go, towards the end of the year we
had a lot of teams where it could have been pretty close, if not win, and half-time
he’d sit there and say, ‘We have to do this, have less turnovers, and move the ball
more. We have to come out in the second half and perform better.” So, we’d have
half of the half time, and we weren’t really learning anything as far as like making
adjustments on the field. I think he got frustrated with how we were performing
because he expected us to play better. He’d call a timeout and say, ‘Look up when
you’re running down the field, you have people wide open.” He wouldn’t say,
we’re going to make these adjustments or anything. He didn’t really experiment
with changing up lines, as far as how other people would work together and see
what would work, because some people are stronger at certain things. So, he
didn’t really try that. The whole mental aspect for me just wasn’t there anymore

(Athlete, 2, Appendix V, 390).
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Another athlete, whose scores decreased and then increased at the end of the season,
summed up that the coach’s behaviors and specific instances affected overall perceptions
of coaching competency:

Yeah, I went up and down a couple times during the season. I guess it was just

moments like maybe in the season that changed my opinion throughout it. Maybe

games that we won or things that we saw even in games that we lost that I saw
things that I liked about him, or that I disliked. So my opinion changed quite a bit

(Athlete 3, Appendix V, 411).

Examining the motives and perceptions behind a coach’s sense of efficacy and
athletes’ views on coaching competency is valuable in understanding shifts and changes
in scores over the season. It is interesting that both Mark and the athletes used general
trends and specific incidents of the season in their assessment of efficacy and
competency.

Systematic Observation of Practices

It was of interest to this study how practice behaviors and type of feedback
changed during different intervals of the season. Further, the coach and athletes were
asked to respond to speciﬁc season events or behaviors. Systematic observation
methodology was employed in order to view changes in behaviors and observe specific
events occurring during practice. In total, 6 practices were observed over the season
representing begipning of the season (practices 1 and 2), middle of the season (practices 3
and 4), and end of the season (practices 5 and 6). Further, practice sessions were divided
into three segments; beginning, middle, and end of practice. Attempts were made to

observe practices every week, however, team schedule and contests conflicted with
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weekly observations. Data from specific behaviors discussed in this section, including
number and percentage of each behavior, can be seen in Table 6; data from all observed
behaviors over the season for this team, as well as segments of each practice, can be seen
in Appendices M-O.

A total of 1,434 behaviors were recorded at the beginning of the season (see Table -
6 and Appendix M). The behavior of silence represented the highest observed category
with 21.9% of recorded behaviors. Of the three forms of instruction, preinstruction and
concurrent instruction were highest, 14.3% and 14.2% respectively. Postinstruction
followed with 12.6% of recorded behaviors. During these two observed practices the
coach never provided negative modeling and provided physical assistance only 0.1% of
behaviors.

A total of 2,236 behaviors were recorded during the middle of the season (see
Table 6 and Appendix N). The behavior of silence doubled from the beginning of the
season, representing 44.4% of recorded behaviors. Management also increased from 10.5
to 16.6% of behaviors, making it the highest recorded behavior during the middle of the
season. Positive modeling increased from no recorded incidents in the beginning of the
season to 12.9% at the middle. All forms of instruction decreased at the middle of the
season with preinstruction, concurrent instruction, and postinstruction accounting for
5.9%, 8.7%, and 3.1% of behaviors respectively. During the middle of the season the
three motivator behaviors (hustle, praise, and scold) were low, representing only 3.2% of

total behaviors.
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Table 6. Team 1 — Observed Practice Behaviors Over the Season

Beginning Middle End
No. % No. % No. %
Preinstruction 205 14.3 131 5.9 41 2.4
Concurrent Instruction 204 14.2 195 8.7 270 15.8
Postinstruction 181 12.6 69 3.1 33 1.9
Questioning 15 1.0 28 1.3 25 1.5
Physical Assistance 2 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0
Positive Modeling 78 5.4 288 12.9 132 7.7
Negative Modeling 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Hustle 67 47 37 1.7 16 0.9
Praise 28 2.0 24 1.1 38 2.2
Scold 22 1.5 10 0.4 14 0.8
Management 151 10.5 371 16.6 376 22.1
Uncodable 13 0.9 2 0.1 5 0.3
Use of First Name 154 10.7 88 3.9 139 8.2
Silence 314 21.9 993 44.4 616 36.1

Note. Due to decimal place rounding of percentages not all columns add up 100%.

A total of 1,705 behaviors were recorded during the end of the season (see Table
6 and Appendix O). The behaviors of silence and management continued to be the
dominant recorded behaviors, accounting for 36.1% and 22.1% respectively. Out of the
three forms of instruction, preinstruction and postinstruction continued to decrease while
concurrent instruction increased to 15.8%. The motivator behaviors continued to remain
low with hustle, praise, and scold accounting for 0.9%, 2.2%, and .08% of all recorded
behaviors.

Several interesting trends in practice behaviors were observed over the course of
the season. First, Mark’s primary behaviors were silence and management. This could be
due to his inexperience as a coach and running practices by himself; he could be

constantly thinking and planning what needed to occur next. The three forms of
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instruction fluctuated throughout the season. For instance, at the beginning of the season
pre-, concurrent, and postinstruction were all relatively high for observed behaviors. By
the end of the season, only concurrent instruction remained high. This pattern of behavior
could be due to Mark’s decreasing score in teaching technique efficacy. As he struggled
to instruct, he finally ended up relying on instruction regarding what was going on at that
minute, decreasing instruction before and after drills. It is of note that the behaviors of
physical assistance and negative modeling were hardly ever seen over the season, the
only record of either was physical assistance representing 0.1% of behaviors at the
beginning of the season. Finally, it was also of interest that the three behaviors associated
with motivation (hustle, praise, and scold) remained relatively low over the season.
Perhaps this helps in explaining both Mark’s and the athletes’ fluctuations in motivation
efficacy/competence.

Views on Season Events. One purpose of this study was to examine how the coach
and athletes perceived behaviors and changes in CE/CC throughout the season. As part of
this research question specific season events and idiosyncratic coaching behaviors were
discussed in order to understand how the coach and athletes viewed these in light of the
season. The first event for this team was the beginning of the year record. This team spent
several of the first weeks without a win and then had one week with a 3-game win streak.
Of interest was how the coach and athletes viewed this sudden streak of wins after a
series of losses. Mark discussed how he noticed a considerable change in attitude during
this point of the season:

Well, getting to that point was really frustrating because we lost a couple of

games that I think the kids were expecting to win and I definitely was expecting
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to win. I think that they improved a lot at the beginning of the year and I was
teaching them some things that were new to them so they were optimistic, and
then to go in and lose 6 in a row was pretty tough. Then, when we won those 3
games, it was just a complete reversal of those kids and I could see it even after
winning one of them. Their attitudes changed and everything. It was really neat to
see. They went from thinking really negatively to thinking really positive. I think
they got a taste of what it was like to win. They won a couple of those games
pretty handily. They saw what they were capable of and a little bit of what it takes
to do that. Two of those 3 wins they really played as a team and that was the
biggest difference with just about every other game we played all year (Appendix
V, 442).

One athlete discussed that, while important for the confidence of the team, the winning

could have impacted the rest of the team’s season:
Well, both me as an athlete, and the team, it gave us confidence and confidence is
a big thing...We were playing well and we thought we could go on and win more
games. We could have probably won a couple more and went on a 5 or 6 game
win streak. It’s just high school sports where you play bad one game and it just
affects us. And we don’t prepare all the time for home and away games. I mean it
was an up and down season, I would say. It’s all about confidence and how you
mentally prepare and how you prepare during practice. You practice how you
play and when that goes toward games, we got maybe a little too confident and
we started goofing off during practice and it would show during the game and it

just affected the rest of the season (Athlete 2, Appendix V, 463).
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Another athlete viewed this beginning of the season as impacted by their learning;
however, he also alludes to a dangerous attitude shift in the team:

I think at the beginning of the year we were learning the system and trying to

figure things out. How we all came together as a team and how he worked as a

coach. And then those 3 games where we started winning everything had clicked

for us. Then, for whatever reason, after that we played some better teams and we
got too cocky about what we were doing and started not running the offense or

doing what he said and that’s when it fell apart (Athlete 1, Appendix V, 488).

It is important to understand these views on how the 3-game win streak affected
the team’s attitude because the second season event discussed is the fact that the
Highland Bears did not win a single game for the rest of the season. This is even more
discouraging when it is taken into account that they played 3-4 games per week during
the season. Mark talked about that, by the end of the season, it was easy to focus on the
off-season and future of his new program:

Seeing some kids who really weren’t enjoying playing and stuff was very

frustrating. And they didn’t like losing, it hurt. They were teased by other kids at

school, and they heard about it there. So, it wasn’t any fun for them and I think
some of them, I mean it does take the fun out of the game when you’re losing all
the time. A big group of kids took their licks and they were looking towards the
future and I started doing that towards the end too; really trying to think about the
process that we’re in and building a team, and not so much worrying about the

losses (Appendix V, 508).

One athlete discussed the impact of the losses on team motivation and frustration:
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I felt like the whole team was just giving up. We had already lost so many games
that it really didn’t matter anymore. So, I feel like people really weren’t maybe
playing as hard as we should. We were just out there playing a game, it wasn’t
anything really serious and it was kind of frustrating. I guess we had a pretty
frustrating season (Athlete 3, Appendix V, 525).
Another athlete added that this overall record affected players’ interest in going to
practice and working on improvement:

It’s frustrating and kids were quitting and just didn’t want to come to practice

because we were always losing. It just wasn’t good because no one wanted to be

there and people were saying that they didn’t want to go to practice because
there’s no point of practice because we’re just going to lose the next game. So, it

just was not fun for a lot of kids (Athlete 4, Appendix V, 535).

Understanding this coach’s practice behaviors and how he and the athletes viewed
certain season events adds to the richness of this coach and team as a case study
observation. Identifying trends in behaviors, both positive and negative, can help to
appreciate the ebb and flow of the season as well as how certain events affected this
coach and team. For instance, the coach’s use of motivating behaviors and different types
of instruction decreased over the season. Perhaps the overall record impacted those
behaviors. Further, as the season progressed and the team kept losing, perhaps the coach
was unsure of how to properly teach and strategize, this could explain increases in silence
and management, the coach feeling overwhelmed at practice sessions. Another
explanation could be that as the season progressed the coach allowed more open play that

allowed the athletes’ responsibility for strategy and tactics.
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CASE STUDY 2

Overview of Coach 2

Rob was the head coach of the Oak Hills Tigers Boys’ varsity lacrosse program.
Rob was a 46-year-old Caucasian male. He played hockey in high school and lacrosse in
college. During the observed season, Rob was beginning his third year as the boys’
lacrosse coach. He had helped the school develop a club lacrosse team and, because the
club was transitioning into a varsity team, this was his first year as a high school varsity
coach. Other than being a parent in the community, Rob had no affiliation with the school
system. The varsity squad has several volunteer assistant coaches who attended practice
on an irregular basis. He opted to volunteer his time as varsity lacrosse coach and donate
his coaching salary to the program. Rob’s educational and occupational background was
in business, being a small business owner in the community.
Overview of Oak Hill Tigers Practices and Data Collection

The observed practices of the Tigers were held at a local park adjacent to the high
school sports complex. The varsity squad practiced directly after school (3:30-5:00 p.m.)
followed by the junior varsity squad. Practice sessions were observed a total of 7 times
over the season, the last two represented post-season preparation and play. Measures of
coaching efficacy and coaching competency were given three times during the season,
representing beginning, middle, and end of season.
Coaching Efficacy and Coaching Competency

As part of the first research question, it was of interest how coaching efficacy and
perceived coaching competency changed over the season. Because not all subscales of

the CES and CCS were collected over the entire season, what are presented are results of
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coaching efficacy and coaching competency at the subscale level (Game Strategy,
Motivation, Teaching Technique, and Character Building). The results of one-sample ¢-
tests of the CES/CCS subscales over the season are presented in Tables 7-9.

In order to investigate the athletes’ perception of coaching competency over the
season, a series of one-way repeated measures ANOV A were conducted for the different -
CCS subscale scores. There was no statistically significant difference in athletes’
perceptions of coaching competency. Results were game strategy competency, F(2,21) =
3.05, p >.05; motivation competency, F(2,21) = 1.11, p >.05; teaching technique
competency, F(1,21) = 3.44, p >.05; and character building competency, F(1,21) = .337,
p >.05. Thus, there were no statistically significant changes in the athletes’ views of the
coach’s competency when investigated over the length of the season.

Table 7

Team 2 -- Beginning of the Season: One-Sample T-tests of Coaching Efficacy and
Perceived Coaching Competency

Coaching Athletes’ Perceived
Efficacy Coaching Competency
Item t
M M SD

Game Strategy 7.29 7.75 72 2.94**
Motivation 7.14 7.51 .74 2.37*
Teaching Technique 7.67 7.74 77 439
Character Building 9.00 8.22 .78 -4.71%*

*p < .05, **p < .005

Note. The coach’s efficacy score was used as the test value in the one-sample t-test.
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Table 8

Team 2 -- Middle of the Season: One-Sample T-tests of Coaching Efficacy and Perceived
Coaching Competency

Coaching Efficacy Athletes’ Perceived
Coaching Competency

Item M M SD t
Character Building -- -- -- --
Teaching Technique -- -- -- --
Game Strategy 7.67 7.44 93 -1.15
Motivation 6.00 7.15 14 3.98**

**p <.005

Note. The coach’s ‘efficacy score was used as the test value in the one-sample t-test.

Table 9

Team 2 -- End of the Season: One-Sample T-tests of Coaching Efficacy and Perceived
Coaching Competency

Coaching Efficacy Athletes’ Perceived
Coaching Competency
Item M M SD t
Game Strategy 6.86 7.56 .88 3.82**
Motivation 6.17 7.39 1.1 5.48**
Teaching Technique 6.60 7.36 .96 3.81**
Character Building 8.00 8.25 .83 1.45

**p <.005

Note. The coach’s efficacy score was used as the test value in the one-sample t-test.
Game Strategy. The efficacy/competency subscale of game strategy efficacy

(GSE) was measured at the beginning, middle, and end of the season. Although the coach

rated himself highly over time, his score on GSE did decrease over the season. The

athletes also rated the coach highly on Game Strategy Competency (GSC). Of interest is
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that at the middle of the season, the coach actually increased his score from the beginning
(M =17.29 versus M = 7.67) at the same time the athletes’ scores decreased (M = 7.75
versus M = 7.44). Further, at the beginning and end of the season the relationship
between coaching efficacy and coaching competency were found to be statistically
significant, but not at the middle of the season. See Tables 7-9 for one-sample t-test

results and Figure 6 for changes over the season.
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Figure 6. Team 2 — Changes in Game Strategy Efficacy and Game Strategy Competency
over the Season.
Note. Vertical lines across Athlete mean scores represent standard deviation.

To help explain the fluctuations in GSE and GSC scores, perceptions of the coach
and athletes were ascertained through post-season interviews. Overall, the coach felt he

was competent in game strategy stating, “I would say in the game, and strategy within the
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game, I am confident that I know how to think the strategy of the game” (Appendix W,
32). However, he did caution that the teams’ experience impacted their ability to
successfully learn and use certain tactics:

We have been at this so short of time that there are many, many strategies I would

like to implement that either we’re not there yet skill wise or you can’t always

seem to get new minds around so many things. I would love to have half a dozen
plays and offensive sets and clears in there. But we, we have to get the basics

down before we do it (Appendix W, 5).

One of the athletes spoke of how the coach changed his game strategy over the season
and how this changed the athlete’s scores on coaching competency:

Yeah, his game strategy I think changed throughout the year. At the beginning I

think I rated him kind of low, but we hadn’t played many games so I didn’t have

much to go off of. But it got better because the specific case that I know, he
doesn’t like to play zone defense. But, then as we needed it, as we came across
teams that we needed to play zone defense, even though he didn’t like it, he
thought that we could win with a zone defense. So, I think that it shows his
competitive drive to win and not his selfish....So he did what he needed to do to

win (Athlete 3, Appendix W, 51).

The change in the game strategy subscale scores could be a product of the season
unfolding over a 3.5 month period. At the beginning of the season it may be difficult for
coaches and athletes to evaluate game strategy when the majority of time is still devoted
to practicing fundamental skills and preparing for upcoming competition. As competition

started and both coach and athletes experienced the coach’s game strategy behavior,
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- scores tended to decrease. Perhaps this was simply the reality of the success and failure of
certain strategies during the games leading up to the second data collection period. There
do seem to be differences in how the coach and athletes perceived game strategy over the
season. For instance, the coach relates his use of strategies as related to the skill level and
experience of the team while the athletes related the coach’s game strategy to specific
changes witnessed over the season. Clearly, the coach has a broader view of the game
and all the potential strategies than do the athletes. The athletes view the coach’s ability
more in the moment.

Motivation. The subscale of Motivation Efficacy (ME) and Motivation
Competency (MC) was measured three times during the season; beginning, middle, and
end of season. As seen in Tables 7-9 and Figure 7, both the coach’s score of ME and
athletes’ score of MC decreased from beginning to middle of the season and then
increased from middle to end of the season. Further, at all intervals of the season one-
sample t-tests showed statistically significant differences in efficacy and competency
scores. Results of the two-tailed t-tests for the beginning of the season were, ¢ (21) =2.37,
p<.05, middle of the season, ¢ (21) = 3.98, p< .005, and end of season, 7 (21) = 5.48,
p<.005. This difference in perceptions of motivation may be due to the tactics used by the
coach. For instance, the coach often played with the athletes during drills and
scrimmages. While the coach saw this as a necessity due to lack of staff, the athletes
viewed his playing as motivational. Of interest is that the athletes rated the coach higher
on MC across the season than the coach rated himself on ME. This difference in
perception could be due to how the coach and players perceived season events such as

playing together during practice; the coach viewed it as having enough players for a
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scrimmage while the athletes saw some of the coach’s practice techniques as having a

motivational effect.
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Figure 7. Team 2 — Changes in Motivation Efficacy and Motivation Competency over the
Season.
Note. Vertical lines across Athlete mean scores represent standard deviation.
One of fhe motivational techniques used during the season was competition
during practices. Rob viewed this as a technique to keep drills interesting:
Well, in practices we try to have fun. I mean we have fun with games; groups of
guys versus each other. We do play the freshmen and sophomores versus juniors
and seniors. You try to do something that, while going through just the dull drill,
would try to make some competition of it. We’d have fast break drills where I'd

put defense against offense...first one to get to 10 won, we had some incentive.
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You know I think that’s the type of thing you gotta throw them so that’s what we
tried (Appendix W, 87).
One athlete echoed this approach to motivation during practices:
We do a lot of competitions like relay races or whatever in practice. He says if
you win, then the other group has to do sprints or whatever. You know, nobody
likes doing sprints....He gives that competitive drive not only in practice but in
games (Athlete 3, Appendix W, 106).
One of the behaviors noticed over the season was that the coach would join in a drill with
the athletes during practices. One of the athletes discussed how this teaching technique
was actually quite motivational:
I think it [playing with athletes during practice] was a big motivational technique
because you see that he’s willing to get in there with you, get in there with us and
take hits. He’s not afraid to do whatever it takes to coach us. It was a motivational
technique whether it was intentional or not (Athlete 2, Appendix W, 135).
This behavior was one often observed over the course of the season. While this specific
behavior will be discussed later in the case study, the athletes’ response to this behavior
was certainly related to their sense of the coach’s motivational competency. Athletes
regarded this behavior, that the coach believed was simply a necessity due to staffing, as
developing team camaraderie.
Teaching Technique. The subscales of Teaching Efficacy (TE) and Teaching
Competency (TC) were assessed at the beginning of the season and end of the season.
Overall, the coach’s rating of his TE decreased from M = 7.67 to M = 6.60 over the

season. Further, the athletes’ sense of the coach’s TC decreased from M =7.74to M =
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7.36 over the season. See Tables 7-9 for mean scores and one-sample -test results for
TE/TC and all subscales. While the overall scores are still high for a 10-point scale, this
is the only subscale where both coach and athlete scores decreased over the entire season.
See Figure 8 for changes in TE/TC over the season. This decrease could be due to the
coach’s overall perception of his effectiveness as a teacher. As the season wore on,
perhaps the coach and athletes both perceived the coach’s frustration with his teaching
capability. Through both his behaviors and interview data, this coach really took to heart
his role as a teacher. Unfortunately, it was also this role as a teacher that was the coach’s
greatest disappointment of the season:

I felt like in many ways I lost a year of improving kids individually. I do think

that just 5 days a week practicing everything got them better. I don’t know that I

was able to move a kid a whole lot further. I think that was some of it that

disappointed me (Appendix W, 188).
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Figure 8. Team 2 — Changes in Teaching Technique Efficacy and Teaching Technique

Competency over the Season.

Note. Vertical lines across Athlete mean scores represent standard deviation.

The difficulty with this individual improvement was compounded by the team’s lack of

assistant coaching. This point was discussed by the coach:
If I had 2 assistants it would be much easier. What I’d like to do, ideally, is have
someone running the drills and me coaching individuals, as you see something
from the kid -- pull them over and say this is what I’d like you to do. What you
end up doing when there’s just one, like there was yesterday, you gotta stop and
you gotta coach in front of everybody because you don’t have the time otherwise.

You’re stretched thin. When it’s just one of me there, when the other coach is not
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able to be there, you just don’t...you have to give up on saying I am going to
teach a lot today, you hope to drill it (Appendix W, 162).
While this coach struggled with teaching without assistant coaches, athletes did point out
positive teaching tactics that he employed throughout the season. One athlete mentioned
the coach (often through necessity) demonstrating skills and playing with athletes during
scrimmage, “It’s nice to have them out there and demonstrate; it shows players they
actually played the game, they are not just a text book coach. It just makes it easier to
relate to the players themselves™ (Athlete 1, Appendix W, 201). Along with this
demonstration, the coach would use other players as peer-models when showing skills.
One athlete mentioned this as a helpful technique:
He also uses the better players he has on his team to his advantage because there
are certain players who have the skills already and he uses them to demonstrate
those skills to the rest of us. So, if there is anything that he can’t do, he isn’t afraid
to use them to show us how to do it (Athlete 2, Appendix W, 226).
Another athlete discussed how the coach’s interaction with athletes affected the overall
learning environment of practice:
He likes to almost discuss it. You know, a lot of coaches will yell to get their
point across or something like that, but he just likes to get the team togethe