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Abstract 

This study examined how world-level underwater rugby coaches mobilise inter-

personal power to shape athletes’ behaviour, cohesion and self-regulation under 

high-pressure, low-verbal conditions. Anchored in Foucauldian accounts of power/

knowledge and Raven’s interpersonal power bases, we examined how trust, exper-

tise and authority were narrated within an embodied coaching ecology. An interpre-

tive qualitative vignette design with a hermeneutic sensibility was employed with 

three world-champion coaches (aged 42–44; ≥ 12 years’ international experience). 

Data were generated via an online questionnaire comprising ten high stakes coach-

ing scenarios. For each vignette, participants selected the single response option that 

best approximated their likely first-line action (mapped at design time to French and 

Raven’s power bases, including informational power) and provided a brief open-text 

rationale. Analysis combined a deliberately modest descriptive use of the closed 

selections with reflexive thematic analysis of the written rationales, treating the tax-

onomy as a sensitising framework at interpretation. Three themes captured coaches’ 

influence work: relational anchoring under aquatic risk; expertise as embodied ped-

agogy, in which brief reasons were folded into demonstration; and boundary-setting 

governance, in which formal authority was framed as selective and proportionate. 

The contribution is not a general revision of power theory, but a context-specific 

refinement. In low-verbal aquatic settings, influence was narrated as a compressed 

choreography in which referent trust opens receptivity to expert demonstration, infor-

mational reasoning is nested within expert guidance, and formal authority operates 

mainly as a bounded safety and standards resource.
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Introduction

The efficacy of athlete development and collective success in high-performance sport 
is inseparable from the quality of coach-athlete relations [1,2]. Coaching is not merely 
technical instruction; it is a dynamic, relational practice embedded in influence, 
meaning making, and governance [3,4]. A substantial body of work has examined 
how athletes interpret coaches’ influence, including studies that link perceived power 
bases to satisfaction, commitment and communicative evaluations in team sport set-
tings [5,6]. However, empirical knowledge remains uneven regarding how influence 
is mobilised when communication channels are structurally constrained and perfor-
mance depends on rapid, embodied coordination.

Underwater rugby provides a distinctive, high-pressure ecology for examining 
influence [7,8]. Immersion restricts verbal exchange, compresses decision time, and 
increases reliance on kinaesthetic, tactile and gestural cues for synchrony and safety 
[9,10]. In such low-verbal environments, influence must often be enacted through 
presence, timing, exemplarity and brief pre-breath ‘micro-briefings’, rather than 
extended explanation [11,12]. Despite growing interest in elite coaching and leader-
ship, there is limited empirical work that specifies how interpersonal power is enacted 
in underwater or similarly bandwidth-constrained sport contexts, and how classic 
power taxonomies translate to these conditions [13,14].

To interrogate this problem with conceptual precision, the present study aligns 
two complementary lenses selected for their analytic fit at different scales. Foucauld-
ian analysis frames coaching as situated within an apparatus of power/knowledge 
in which training practices, evaluation routines and performance discourses jointly 
shape what athletes come to recognise as ‘good’ action and ‘acceptable’ conduct 
[15,16]. In parallel, French and Raven’s typology specifies the micro-foundations 
of interpersonal influence through legitimate, reward, coercive, expert and referent 
power, later expanded by Raven to include informational power [17,18]. Together, 
these lenses allow us to examine both the broader governance of conduct and the 
interactional influence bases coaches prioritise in concrete dilemmas. We therefore 
use the taxonomy not as a fixed codebook, but as a sensitising framework for inter-
preting how coaches describe influence in practice.

Accordingly, we asked: (1) How do world-level underwater rugby coaches describe 
influencing athletes in recurrent high-stakes situations under low-verbal constraints? 
(2) Which bases of interpersonal power are foregrounded when coaches select their 
likely actions across scenarios, and how do they justify those choices? and (3) How 
do coaches’ written rationales indicate blending, sequencing or bounded use of for-
mal authority in an aquatic risk environment? By combining vignette-based elicitation 
with reflexive thematic analysis of coaches’ rationales, we aim to make a bounded 
theoretical move. Rather than proposing a universal revision of French and Raven’s 
taxonomy or a general pedagogy of elite coaching, we argue that in bandwidth-
constrained coaching ecologies the bases may be narrated in compressed, practi-
cally entangled form. Referent and expert power become the dominant actionable 
pair, informational influence is often carried within expert demonstration, and legiti-
mate authority is retained mainly as a situational backstop for safety and standards.
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Methodology

Design and philosophical stance

An interpretive qualitative design with a hermeneutic sensibility [19] was employed to examine how influence is under-
stood and enacted in elite underwater rugby coaching. The Foucauldian and French-Raven frameworks were selected 
because they operate at complementary analytic scales. The former helps interpret how conduct is normalised, monitored 
and ethically governed in context, whereas the latter provides a mid-range vocabulary for the influence levers visible in 
scenario responses. Analytically, reflexive thematic analysis (RTA) [20,21] was conducted with a predominantly inductive 
logic, while French and Raven’s power bases (including informational power) were used as sensitising concepts at inter-
pretation rather than as a priori coding categories [18,22]. Initial coding proceeded openly at semantic and latent levels; 
reflexive memos documented how the data resonated with, stretched or troubled the taxonomy; and theme development 
was iteratively refined within the hermeneutic circle to preserve participants’ meaning making. A second analyst acted as 
a critical friend to interrogate theme boundaries and evidential adequacy; consistent with RTA, no consensus coding or 
inter-rater reliability was pursued because analytic rigour was sought through reflexivity, transparency and critical interro-
gation rather than coder agreement [23].

Setting and context

The aquatic milieu constrains verbal exchange and heightens kinaesthetic coordination, making underwater rugby a theo-
retically apt site for examining how coaches narrate influence when timing, embodiment and safety compress communica-
tive bandwidth.

Participants

Purposive, criterion-based sampling [24,25] recruited three male coaches (aged 42–44), all current or former world 
champions and head coaches of their national teams with ≥12 years’ elite coaching experience. Two had also served as 
active player-coaches during parts of their careers. This was a deliberately narrow, information-rich sample rather than 
an attempt at representativeness. Sample adequacy was judged in relation to the specificity of the research question, 
the rarity of the population, and the density of elicitation generated by ten scenarios per participant, rather than by code 
saturation across a heterogeneous field. In other words, we did not pursue saturation as a formal endpoint; instead, we 
sought analytically adequate, high-expertise accounts capable of illuminating patterned influence logics within a tightly 
bounded elite context [24,25,26,27]. To contextualise the sample while preserving anonymity, brief profiles are provided. 
Coach 1 (highest championship record) had extensive international tenure, completed doctoral training in sport, and spent 
three seasons competing in European club championships. Coach 2 reported long-standing international coaching and 
postgraduate training in sport. Coach 3 also reported long-standing international coaching and professional qualifications 
in coaching. All three held foundational degrees in sport-related fields. These characteristics were not used as a priori 
analytic categories; rather, they provided contextual background that informed cross-case interpretation during theme 
refinement.

Scenario design

To prompt practical reasoning while preserving ecological validity, a scenario-based elicitation guide comprising ten 
recurrent, high-stakes coaching situations was developed using vignette methodology [28]. Each vignette portrayed an 
actionable dilemma typical of elite underwater rugby (e.g., authority challenges, post-defeat demoralisation, mid-game 
disengagement). For instrument design purposes only, the research team pre-identified the power base(s) most plausi-
bly implicated (Primary) and those commonly co-activated (Secondary), using French and Raven’s taxonomy (including 
informational power) as a heuristic for generating plausible response options [18,22]. Each vignette required a single 
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forced-choice response. We adopted a single-option format to compel prioritisation of the action coaches judged most 
likely to take first under time-pressured conditions, while the accompanying open-text rationale was used to recover 
nuance, blending and exceptions. The instrument was conceived as an elicitation device rather than a psychometric scale; 
accordingly, we sought contextual realism, face validity and discriminability of options through iterative expert review, 
rather than internal consistency or reliability coefficients. We acknowledge that the design-time mapping may prime theo-
retically expected interpretations; this risk was mitigated by (i) presenting the task as a decision-making exercise without 
highlighting power terminology, (ii) collecting an open-text rationale after each single choice, and (iii) conducting inductive 
coding of rationales independently of the design-time map, which was revisited only at interpretation to examine conver-
gence, divergence and ambiguity. The full vignette wording and response structure are provided in S1 Appendix.

Data collection, management, analysis

Data were generated in a single phase via an online vignette questionnaire delivered through a secure web form. After 
reading an electronic participant information sheet, all respondents provided written e-consent (checkbox acknowledge-
ment) before proceeding. Recruitment ran from [02 February 2025] to [16 February 2025], and each participant completed 
the questionnaire once within that window. A brief framing note introduced the general topic (influence and decision-
making in high-performance environments) without disclosing specific hypotheses or the intended analytical focus on power.

The questionnaire comprised ten scenarios representing recurrent, high stakes coaching situations in elite underwater 
rugby (Table 1). For each vignette, participants selected the single response option that best reflected their likely first-
line action; options were mapped, at design time, to French and Raven’s bases, including informational power, and were 
followed by a short open explanation in the coach’s own words. The instrument was designed by two authors with comple-
mentary expertise in qualitative methods and elite coaching (>10 years each). Content clarity, realism and option differen-
tiation were enhanced through expert review.

Structured outputs (multiple-choice selections) and open-text justifications were exported from the form (CSV and 
UTF-8 text), anonymised, and imported into NVivo for secure storage, retrieval and code management [29]. The anony-
mised closed-choice selection dataset underlying the descriptive counts is provided in S1 Dataset. Pseudonyms (Coach 
1/2/3) were assigned at import, and an audit trail recorded versioning of data, analytic memos and theme maps.

Two complementary tracks were undertaken.

Table 1.  Scenario-power base map and analytic cues for vignette-based elicitation.

# Scenario focus Primary base(s) Secondary base(s) Analytic cue

1 Authority challenge Legitimate, referent Informational Authority vs. identification

2 Demoralisation post-loss Referent Expert Restoring efficacy/care

3 Dyadic conflict Referent Legitimate Mediation, boundaries

4 Communicating new strategy Informational, expert Referent Scaffolding/demonstration

5 Underperforming key player Expert Referent Feedback vs. trust

6 Checking understanding Informational Legitimate Surveillance-as-care

7 Mid-game disengagement Referent Legitimate Presence/tempo

8 Complacency when leading Legitimate Referent Standards vs. inspiration

9 Frustration after comeback Referent Informational Emotional regulation

10 Integrating newcomers Referent Legitimate Identity/inclusion

Note. “Primary” denotes the design-time judgement of the most likely power base(s) implicated by the scenario; “Secondary” indicates bases expected 
to co-activate in practice. Assignments are not mutually exclusive and were used solely to structure prompts and follow-up probes; they were not used 
as a codebook nor for statistical inference. “Informational” refers to reason-giving/evidence-based persuasion; “Legitimate” refers to role, or norm-based 
authority. “Analytic cue” summarises the practical judgement the vignette was intended to elicit, guiding probing while leaving coaches’ accounts open.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0345874.t001
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1.	Descriptive depiction of selections. Closed-choice selections were tallied per scenario and per coach and are reported 
as descriptive counts only (no statistical inference). Their role was not to evidence prevalence or effectiveness, but 
to preserve what coaches foregrounded when compelled to prioritise a single first-line action before elaborating their 
reasoning. Read alongside the rationales, the tallies provide an orienting layer that makes visible where subsequent 
explanations confirmed, qualified or effectively expanded the prioritised choice.

2.	Reflexive thematic analysis (RTA). The written rationales accompanying each selection were analysed using RTA 
[20,21,23]. Analytic work unfolded in six recursive steps: (1) repeated familiarisation with all responses; (2) open 
coding of meaning units without applying the power-base taxonomy; (3) memo-writing to capture candidate pat-
terns, tensions and absences; (4) clustering of related codes into provisional interpretive groupings; (5) iterative 
development, testing and renaming of themes against the full dataset and scenario context; and (6) a final inter-
pretive pass relating the themes back to the descriptive selections and the sensitising frameworks. Codes were 
short action-oriented labels (for example, trust restoration through presence, concise cue plus reason, or author-
ity reserved for non-negotiable safety), which were later assembled into broader thematic patterns. A structured 
summary of the analytic codebook, including code labels, descriptions, and theme-development organisation, is 
provided in S1 Analytic Codebook. The power-base taxonomy and Foucauldian ideas operated strictly as sensi-
tising concepts at interpretation; initial coding remained open and data-led, and reflexive memos tracked analytic 
decisions and alternative readings.

Given the brevity of the written rationales and the small, deductively identifiable elite sample, results are reported 
through closely excerpt-linked analytic description with pseudonyms (Coach 1/2/3) and scenario identifiers where relevant, 
rather than through numerous standalone quotations.

Ethics approval and consent to participate

Ethical considerations.  Procedures adhered to accepted standards for research with human participants and to the 
most recent revision of the World Medical Association’s Declaration of Helsinki (2024). Ethical approval was granted by 
the Institutional Research Ethics Committee of the local university, approved [12-12-2024; Act No. 10]. All participants 
provided electronic informed consent prior to data collection. Confidentiality safeguards (pseudonymisation, removal of 
indirect identifiers, and aggregated reporting of frequencies) were implemented to minimise risks of deductive disclosure 
in this small, elite population [30,31].

Trustworthiness and quality

Credibility and transparency were supported by thick description, an explicit audit trail (protocol versions, analytic memos 
and evolving theme maps), and structured critical-friend debriefs [26,27]. Given the questionnaire-based design, we fol-
lowed SRQR guidance and reported COREQ items where applicable to enhance completeness [32,33] (Table 2).

Results and discussion

The study examined how world-level underwater rugby coaches mobilise interpersonal power to influence athletes’ 
behaviour, cohesion and self-regulation under high-pressure conditions.

Across the 30 closed-choice responses (10 scenarios per coach), coaches selected referent power 19 times and expert 
power 11 times; informational, legitimate, reward and coercive bases were not selected in the closed options (Table 3). 
On their own, these counts are analytically modest. Their value lies in showing what coaches prioritised when forced to 
nominate a single first-line action, which can then be read against the rationales to identify convergence, qualification and 
hidden co-activation. Accordingly, the tallies are presented only as an orienting descriptive layer and should not be inter-
preted as prevalence, effectiveness or normative desirability.
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Thematic findings from open justifications

Analysis of the open-text justifications accompanying each selection produced three themes that specify how influence 
was reported as enacted within an embodied, low-verbal aquatic ecology. Traceability was strengthened by reading each 
theme back to the scenario types that most consistently elicited it. Trust-based recalibration around demoralisation, dis-
engagement and integration; competence-led adjustment in strategy and performance-correction scenarios; and bounded 
authority in dilemmas involving standards, role clarity and safety.

For analytic clarity, themes are presented separately; however, the accounts indicate dynamic co-activation. Referent 
trust was described as establishing the relational conditions under which expert guidance could be received, while for-
mal authority appeared primarily as boundary-setting around safety and standards rather than as a dominant influence 
strategy. We actively searched for counter-narratives, tensions and ethically problematic influence practices. The vignette 
format and the reputational stakes of a world-level sample likely encouraged normatively “polished” accounts, so absence 
of overt conflict in these data should not be read as evidence that conflict is absent in practice.

Theme 1. Embodied trust under aquatic risk (referent power).  Influence was frequently grounded in identification 
and trust, enacted through presence, shared rhythm and exemplariness rather than overt direction. This pattern was 
especially visible in scenarios involving demoralisation after loss, mid-game disengagement, frustration after a comeback 
and the integration of newcomers. Coaches described low-verbal coordination and timing as central to securing alignment, 
with role-modelling and relationship quality linked to players’ uptake of plans. This ‘doing with’ rather than ‘telling’ stance 
was salient when addressing setback and re-stabilisation demands (cf. Fig 1; Table 3).

Theme 2. Expertise-as-demonstration (expert/informational reasoning).  In scenarios requiring technical 
recalibration, especially communicating a new strategy or addressing an underperforming key player, coaches 
foregrounded competent diagnosis and concise demonstration to anchor execution. Although informational did not appear 

Table 2.  Trustworthiness strategies.

Criterion Procedures enacted Materials retained

Credibility Thick description; exemplar quotations; critical friend 
debriefs; active search for disconfirming cues during analysis

Memo log; excerpt index 
with scenario IDs

Dependability Reflexive journal; traceability from 
excerpt → code → theme → claim

NVivo exports; dated analytic 
artefacts; protocol versions

Confirmability Reflexive journal; traceability excerpt claim Journal entries; code–theme 
traceability matrix

Transferability Rich sport context; sampling rationale; scenario prompts and 
decision-task structure provided in S1 Appendix

Methods text; Table 1; S1 
Appendix

Note. Criteria follow established qualitative quality guidance. “Critical friend debriefs” = structured peer discus-
sion to surface assumptions and test alternative readings. The audit trail comprised protocol versions, reflexive 
memos and evolving code structures/theme maps. Quotations derive from written rationales submitted in the 
online questionnaire.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0345874.t002

Table 3.  Frequency of selected power bases by coach (10 scenarios).

Coach Referent Expert Informational Legitimate Reward Coercive Total

C1 8 2 0 0 0 0 10

C2 5 5 0 0 0 0 10

C3 6 4 0 0 0 0 10

Note. Frequencies derive from single forced-choice selections linked to French-Raven bases for each vignette; values are descriptive only and are 
intended as an orienting layer for reading the open rationales.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0345874.t003
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in the closed tallies, the rationales repeatedly invoked brief why-explanations, tactical clarification and evidence-like 
justification embedded within concise, expert-led guidance. This suggests that informational work was not absent so much 
as pragmatically folded into expert delivery in the moment (see Fig 1).

Theme 3. Calibrating authority (selective, bounded recourse to formal power).  References to legitimate, reward 
or coercive bases were minimal in the written accounts. When raised, authority and consequences were framed as 
situational and bounded, especially in scenarios concerning authority challenge, checking understanding, complacency 
while leading, or other moments where standards and safety became non-negotiable. Checks for understanding were 
positioned as supportive monitoring consistent with trust-preserving practice, rather than surveillance for compliance.

Taken together, Table 3 and the qualitative explanations converge on a pattern in which referent and expert bases dom-
inate coaches’ forced prioritisation, while the rationales reveal how informational reasoning is nested within expert practice 
and how formal authority is held in reserve rather than foregrounded.

Cross-case patterns with participant-specific nuance

Descriptive closed-choice selections are reported as counts only (S1 Table) to avoid false precision with n = 3; the qualita-
tive themes are grounded in the written rationales.

Coach 1 (8 referent / 2 expert).  Influence was described as attunement-first; re-establishing tempo through presence, 
eye contact and brief signals before issuing minimal, high-leverage cues. Authority was framed as earned via consistency 
and exemplariness; standard-setting and recognition displaced overt rewards or sanctions. In setback scenarios, shared 
rhythm and role-model conduct preceded technical adjustment, an ordering in which referent power legitimised succinct 
expert direction (Fig 1).

Coach 2 (5 / 5).  Accounts indicated purposeful toggling between relational scaffolding and technical instruction. Brief 
“why” explanations were paired with concrete cues, evidencing informational reasoning embedded within expert delivery. 

Fig 1.  Conceptual model of low-bandwidth influence choreography in elite underwater rugby coaching. Note. The figure is intended as a 
heuristic synthesis rather than a sequential, exhaustive or prescriptive model. It summarises how the themes relate under low-verbal aquatic conditions 
by illustrating how referent trust can establish relational conditions for expert demonstration and brief informational scaffolding, while bounded authority 
remains available for safety-critical and standard-setting moments.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0345874.g001
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References to legitimate authority surfaced mainly to clarify roles or mediate dyadic frictions and were quickly re-absorbed 
into trust-preserving dialogue. The profile reads as a balanced constellation responsive to situational demands.

Coach 3 (6 / 4).  Narratives conveyed directive brevity under time pressure, with rapid, specific corrections and 
readiness to demonstrate key actions. Simultaneously, the coach reported using micro-validations (brief affirmations, eye 
contact) to protect autonomy and relatedness. Formal authority was bounded, reserved for safety and non-negotiable 
standards, mirroring the broader tendency to minimise coercion while leaning on competence-based credibility.

Across participants, influence appears as a situated blending of referent and expert bases, with informational work 
woven into the latter and formal authority calibrated to preserve trust. The subjective variation maps onto stylistic prefer-
ences under pressure, from trust-first sequencing (Coach 1), through balanced toggling (Coach 2), to directive brevity with 
autonomy safeguards (Coach 3), offering a context-specific specification of how power/knowledge operates in underwater, 
low-verbal coaching ecologies.

Referent-expert complementarity under aquatic constraints

The contribution of these findings is intentionally bounded. We do not claim a general revision of French and Raven’s 
taxonomy; rather, the data support a context-specific refinement for low-bandwidth coaching ecologies. In this setting, 
influence appears not as a loose accumulation of separate bases but as a compressed choreography in which referent 
trust prepares receptivity, expert power carries the actionable adjustment, informational influence is often nested within the 
expert cue, and legitimate authority remains a reserve resource for safety and standards. The predominance of referent 
and expert power therefore suggests that influence is scaffolded by the synergy of identification and competence. Under 
breath-hold cycles and constrained verbal bandwidth, coaches reported relying on presence, timing and example to 
secure buy-in, while concise technical framing anchored execution. Such accounts resonate with a Foucauldian view of 
power/knowledge, with authority reproduced through practice, examination and normalisation rather than imposed exter-
nally [15,16], and with Arendt’s distinction between power (acting in concert) and violence (force), implying that durable 
authority in champion teams rests on collective trust rather than coercion [34]. From a sociological angle, Bourdieu’s habi-
tus and symbolic capital help explain why demonstrated mastery and reputational histories legitimised coaches’ classifica-
tions and decisions [35].

At the micro-interactional level, the findings refine French and Raven’s taxonomy for this context by showing how infor-
mational and expert bases converge in practice; reason-giving appears most workable when coupled with demonstrable 
know-how, particularly where verbal exchange is limited [18,22]. One coach exhibited a balanced referent-expert compo-
sition (50/50; Coach 2), while the others leaned more referent, suggesting that sustained effectiveness may hinge less on 
the volume of a single base than on the composition and timing of bases across situations [2–4]. This is also why refer-
ent and expert power likely emerged so prominently. Both are actionable under compressed communicative conditions, 
whereas reward, coercive and even legitimate strategies require either more explicit negotiation or a more overt enforce-
ment climate than coaches reported as functional or desirable here.

‘Silent leadership’, subjectivation and ethical government.  Phenomenological descriptions of underwater 
coordination, tempo, touch, breath, support the idea that meaning is enacted by the played body [36,37]. Within a 
Foucauldian frame, these mundane practices function as technologies of the self through which athletes learn to govern 
themselves by shared norms of timing, effort and attention [15,38]. Coaches’ preference for recognition, exemplarity and 
supportive monitoring over punitive control aligns with governmentality rather than domination: the conduct of conduct 
exercised ethically to produce reliable action under pressure [4,39]. Where formal authority appeared, it was bounded by 
role standards and articulated as a situational safeguard, consistent with autonomy-supportive coaching and established 
motivational science [40,41].

There are contextual reasons why this constellation likely emerged. Underwater rugby is an embodied, low-verbal, risk-
aware milieu; breath-hold cycles [42], limited talk time and aquatic hazards privilege presence, timing and demonstration 
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over extended verbal persuasion, making a referent-expert sequence both efficient and acceptable. The elite profile of 
the participants also matters; all were long-tenure national coaches with advanced training in sport (and, for one, doctoral 
preparation) and substantial international exposure [43,44]. In parallel, it is common for athletes in this discipline to have 
comparatively strong academic backgrounds, which plausibly supports reflective practice, collegial problem-solving and 
conflict de-escalation via shared professional norms rather than via formal sanctions [45,46]. Moreover, unlike stadium 
sports, the absence of intense crowd pressure and a smaller media ecosystem reduce externally amplified stressors; 
coaches can rely on relational trust and technical clarity rather than on public displays of authority [47,48].

Alternative explanations and boundary conditions

Several alternative explanations merit explicit consideration. First, elite coach professionalisation may account for the 
predominance of autonomy-supportive influence: world-level coaches are often socialised into contemporary pedagogical 
norms that privilege athlete self-regulation, which could produce convergent accounts independent of the aquatic ecology 
[14,49,50]. Second, cultural norms within underwater rugby, including long-term team continuity and shared national per-
formance narratives, may amplify relational identification and thereby increase the salience of referent power [51]. Third, 
the questionnaire format may elicit idealised “best practice” responses; the absence of conflict or problematic influence 
should therefore be interpreted as a function of social desirability and self-presentation, not as evidence that resistance or 
coercion are absent in practice [52,53].

Boundary conditions are equally important. The findings should not be assumed to generalise to youth sport, commer-
cial coaching, or high-turnover squads, where legitimate and reward-based influence may play a larger role. Moreover, the 
forced single-choice design compresses co-activation and sequencing; in vivo influence is likely to involve rapid switching 
between relational calibration (referent), brief reason-giving (informational), and demonstration (expert), with bounded 
authority invoked primarily for safety-critical or standard-setting moments.

The group-management consequences are direct. A referent-first approach appears to secure buy-in and cohesion rap-
idly under pressure, while subsequent expert framing focuses collective attention on high-leverage adjustments. Together, 
these mechanisms may stabilise self-regulation and reduce the need for coercive resets [54,55]. In this sample, the coach 
with the strongest championship record exhibited the most balanced referent expert profile, suggesting, cautiously, that 
composition and timing of bases, rather than the sheer volume of any single base, may underpin reliable execution in 
critical moments [56,57]. Although causal claims cannot be made from a small, questionnaire-based design, the present 
analysis specifies how power/knowledge is enacted in underwater, low-verbal settings and why this particular blend is 
functional there, reinforcing the case for cultivating identification building and trust maintenance as foundational skills, 
pairing them with concise, competence-led “micro-rationales”, and reserving formal authority for clearly justified contingen-
cies so that autonomy and cohesion are preserved while standards remain non-negotiable [58,59].

Methodological contribution

Methodologically, combining a scenario-based vignette questionnaire with reflexive thematic analysis (RTA) of the open-
text justifications enabled a dialogue with the French-Raven bases that neither a purely deductive codebook nor frequency 
counts alone could provide [20,21,23,28,60]. The single forced-choice selections yielded a constrained compositional 
map of what coaches prioritised first (Table 3; Fig 1), while the open responses exposed the mechanisms, sequencing 
and thresholds by which influence bases were narrated in practice (e.g., trust-first alignment followed by concise technical 
direction). Treating the taxonomy as sensitising concepts, rather than fixed codes, allowed the analysis to register  
co-activation, ordering and conditions for switching, all within a single, tightly bounded design.

The approach also clarifies apparent absences in the tallies. Although informational did not appear as a closed selec-
tion, the open justifications consistently embedded reason-giving within expert delivery (brief “why” statements coupled to 
precise cues), indicating subsumption rather than lack. Likewise, the rarity of legitimate, reward and coercive selections 
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is contextualised by bounded-use rules that surfaced in text (e.g., safety enforcement, norm breaches), specifying when 
formal authority becomes acceptable and why it is usually minimised. Thus, the vignette-plus-RTA design recovers latent 
structure in coaches’ influence work (blends, sequences, safeguards) that a frequency-only approach would miss, while 
avoiding trait-like reification from a rigid deductive codebook [18,22].

Practical implications for coach education

Practical implications should be read in two layers. The direct implications apply to underwater rugby and comparable 
low-verbal, risk-aware performance environments in which influence must often be enacted pre-emptively and embod-
ied. Any broader relevance should be treated as a transferable hypothesis for future comparative work, not as an 
evidence-based prescription for coaching in general.

Second, the prominence of expertise-as-demonstration suggests that instructional content should prioritise low-
bandwidth teaching tools over extended verbal explanation. Coaches can be trained to convert complex tactics into short 
pre-breath scripts (one or two cue words), to use poolside demonstration and constrained rehearsal to encode timing, 
and to pair any directive with an immediate, concrete rationale (why this, now) that fits within the available communication 
window. Video-assisted debriefs after sets or sessions (freeze-frame, short clips, athlete self-explanation) can extend 
informational power on land, freeing underwater communication for execution cues.

Third, bounded authority in this ecology appears most defensible when it is explicitly safety-anchored and proce-
durally transparent. Coach education should therefore include protocols for safety-critical governance (e.g., breath 
management norms, substitution rules, contact thresholds, and ‘stop-play’ signals) that are co-developed with 
athletes and applied consistently. Where sanctions or consequences are necessary, they should be tied to clear 
standards and followed by rapid relational repair, preserving the referent conditions that make future expert guidance 
effective.

Finally, coach developers in comparable constrained-communication environments may find vignette-based exercises 
similar to those presented here useful as reflective training devices, especially when prompts force consideration of 
sequencing (what do you do first, second, third) and co-activation (what combination of influence bases is required). We 
frame this cautiously as a plausible educational application derived from the present analysis, not as an intervention that 
this study directly tested.

Limitations and future directions

This study used a vignette-based questionnaire with a forced single-choice selection plus a brief written rationale. While 
this design supports pragmatic access to world-level coaches and elicits situated reasoning, it cannot capture real-time 
behaviour, emotional arousal, or the multi-party dynamics of in-situ aquatic play. In particular, forcing a single choice likely 
suppresses co-activation, sequencing and hybridisation of influence bases, which are central to contemporary under-
standings of coaching as adaptive coordination.

The small, homogeneous sample (three male, world-champion coaches from a highly specific performance cul-
ture) provides high information power for the focal phenomenon but also heightens risks of elite exceptionalism and 
social desirability. Participants may reasonably present their practice in autonomy-supportive terms that align with 
professional norms, and the vignette format may further encourage ideal-type responses. We therefore interpret the 
absence of overt conflict or coercive practices as a property of these data, not as evidence that such dynamics do 
not occur.

Finally, although we used French and Raven’s taxonomy and Foucauldian concepts as sensitising frames, our analytic 
claims remain bounded by what written rationales can reveal. Future studies should triangulate vignette reasoning with 
in-situ observation, video-stimulated recall and athlete perspectives, and should consider elicitation formats that allow 
participants to select multiple bases and to narrate temporal sequencing. Comparative work across other low-verbal 
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or high-risk environments (e.g., apnoea disciplines, combat sports with restricted coaching time, or noisy stadium con-
texts) would help determine whether the observed compression of influence bases is a broader feature of bandwidth-
constrained coaching.

These limitations constrain the strength of knowledge claims. The study speaks to how coaches publicly narrate influ-
ence in recurrent scenarios, rather than demonstrating enacted power relations in situ. Accordingly, interpretive state-
ments are bounded to reported practical reasoning and should be read as hypothesis-generating for observational and 
longitudinal designs that can capture resistance, breakdown, and repair under real competitive pressure.

Conclusions

This study characterised how world-level underwater rugby coaches reported mobilising interpersonal power across ten 
recurrent, high-stakes scenarios using a vignette questionnaire with a single forced choice and an open-text rationale. The 
closed tallies indicated exclusive reliance on referent and expert bases as first-line priorities; informational did not appear 
as a discrete choice, while legitimate, reward and coercive were absent. The rationales clarified this pattern: coaches 
described ‘silent leadership’ (trust, identification, shared rhythm and exemplariness) as the entry point, followed by con-
cise, competence-led guidance, with reason-giving folded into expert delivery. The principal contribution is therefore a 
context-specific refinement rather than a universal theory claim. In low-verbal aquatic coaching, influence was portrayed 
as a compressed choreography of trust, demonstration and bounded governance.

Supporting information

S1 Dataset. Closed-choice selections by coach across the 10 vignette scenarios. CSV file containing the anony-
mised forced-choice selections used to produce the descriptive counts reported in the manuscript.
(CSV)

S1 Table. Scenario selections. Word file reporting the selected first-line response option for each vignette scenario by 
each participating coach.
(DOCX)

S1 Appendix. Vignette instrument. Word file containing the full vignette questionnaire, including the 10 scenarios and 
the response-option structure used for data generation.
(DOCX)

S1 Analytic Codebook. Reflexive thematic analysis codebook. Word file containing the analytic code structure, code 
descriptions, and theme-development framework used during qualitative analysis.
(DOCX)

Acknowledgments

The authors thank the participating coaches from the National Underwater Sports Federation for their time and insights.

Author contributions

Conceptualization: Samuel Jose Gaviria-Alzate, Claudia Arcila-Rojas.

Formal analysis: Samuel Jose Gaviria-Alzate.

Investigation: Samuel Jose Gaviria-Alzate.

Methodology: Samuel Jose Gaviria-Alzate, Luis Álvarez González, Juliana Posada Monsalve, Jonnathan Arenas 
Taborda, Lina Restrepo.

http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article/asset?unique&id=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0345874.s001
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article/asset?unique&id=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0345874.s002
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article/asset?unique&id=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0345874.s003
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article/asset?unique&id=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0345874.s004


PLOS One | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0345874  March 31, 2026 12 / 14

Supervision: Samuel Jose Gaviria-Alzate, Lina Restrepo.

Writing – review & editing: Samuel Jose Gaviria-Alzate, Wilder Geovanny Valencia-Sánchez.

References
	 1.	 Güllü S. The effect of the coach-athlete relationship on passion for sports: The case of male handball players in super league. JETS. 2018;7:38.

	 2.	 Jowett S. Interdependence analysis and the 3 1Cs in the coach-athlete relationship. In: Social psychology in sport. Champaign (IL): Human Kinet-
ics; 2007. p. 15–27.

	 3.	 Lyle J. Coaching Effectiveness: A Personal Discourse on Bringing Clarity to an Overused Concept. Int Sport Coach J. 2021;8(2):270–4. https://doi.
org/10.1123/iscj.2020-0025

	 4.	 Purdy L, Jones R, Cassidy T. Negotiation and capital: athletes’ use of power in an elite men’s rowing program. Sport Educ Soc. 2009;14(3):321–38. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13573320903037796

	 5.	 Cranmer GA, Goodboy AK. Power Play: Coach Power Use and Athletes’ Communicative Evaluations and Responses. West J Commun. 
2015;79(5):614–33. https://doi.org/10.1080/10570314.2015.1069389

	 6.	 Rylander P. Coaches’ bases of power and coaching effectiveness in team sports. Jour Human Kinet. 2016. https://doi.org/10.1123/iscj.2015-0046

	 7.	 Özdamar EG. Developing three-dimensional spatial embodiment in architectural design education: underwater experiences. Sport Educ Soc. 
2024;30(6):698–714. https://doi.org/10.1080/13573322.2024.2333967

	 8.	 Gaviria Alzate SJO, Valencia Sánchez W, Arias Arias EA. Evaluating the Tactical Critical Thinking Program (TPCT) in elite under-
water rugby: Effects on tactical efficiency index and critical thinking skills. Int J Sports Sci Coach. 2025;20(5):1958–71. https://doi.
org/10.1177/17479541251362146

	 9.	 Frommen JG. Aggressive communication in aquatic environments. Funct Ecol. 2019;34(2):364–80. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.13482

	10.	 Lübcke T, Steigenberger N, Wilhelm H, Maurer I. Multimodal Collective Sensemaking in Extreme Contexts: Evidence from Maritime Search and 
Rescue. J Manag Stud. 2024;62(3):1220–64. https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.13133

	11.	 Knoppers A, de Haan D, Norman L, LaVoi N. Elite women coaches negotiating and resisting power in football. Gender Work Organ. 
2021;29(3):880–96. https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12790

	12.	 Hall ET, Gray S, Martindale A, Sproule J, Kelly J, Potrac P. Doing hybrid management work in elite sport: the case of a head coach in top-level 
rugby union. Sport Manag Rev. 2021;24(2):271–96. https://doi.org/10.1080/14413523.2021.1880690

	13.	 Sturm RE, Antonakis J. Interpersonal power: A review, critique, and research agenda. J Manag. 2015;41:136–63.

	14.	 Augestad P, Hjelseth A. Science in the clutches of elite sports: hard science, relational skills and power in Norwegian sports coaching. Sport Soc. 
2024;27(12):1899–916. https://doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2024.2411495 

	15.	 Foucault M. Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison. Vintage Books; 1977.

	16.	 Foucault M. Vigilar y castigar. Nacimiento de la prisión. Siglo XXI; 1995 [cited 2025 Sept 27]. Available from: https://www.sigloxxieditores.com/libro/
vigilar-y-castigar_53560/

	17.	 Elias S. Fifty years of influence in the workplace: The evolution of the French and Raven power taxonomy. J Manag History. 2008;14:267–83.

	18.	 Raven BH. A power/interaction model of interpersonal influence: French and Raven thirty years later. J Soc Behav Personal. 1992;7:217–44.

	19.	 van Manen M. Researching lived experience: Human science for an action sensitive pedagogy. 2nd ed. New York: Routledge; 2016.

	20.	 Braun V, Clarke V. Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qual Res Psychol. 2006;3(2):77–101. https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa

	21.	 Braun V, Clarke V. One size fits all? What counts as quality practice in (reflexive) thematic analysis? Qual Res Psychol. 2020;18(3):328–52. https://
doi.org/10.1080/14780887.2020.1769238

	22.	 French J, Raven B. The bases of social power. 1959.

	23.	 Braun V, Clarke V. Reflecting on reflexive thematic analysis. Qual Res Sport Exerc Health. 2019;11(4):589–97. https://doi.org/10.1080/21596
76x.2019.1628806

	24.	 Palinkas LA, Horwitz SM, Green CA, Wisdom JP, Duan N, Hoagwood K. Purposeful Sampling for Qualitative Data Collection and Analysis in Mixed 
Method Implementation Research. Adm Policy Ment Health. 2015;42(5):533–44. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10488-013-0528-y PMID: 24193818

	25.	 Patton MQ. Qualitative Research & Evaluation Methods: Integrating Theory and Practice. SAGE Publications; 2014.

	26.	 Lincoln YS, Guba EG. Naturalistic Inquiry. SAGE; 1985.

	27.	 Tracy SJ. Qualitative Quality: Eight “Big-Tent” Criteria for Excellent Qualitative Research. Qual Inq. 2010;16(10):837–51. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077800410383121

	28.	 Wilks T. The Use of Vignettes in Qualitative Research into Social Work Values. Qual Soc Work. 2004;3(1):78–87. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1473325004041133

	29.	 Dhakal K. NVivo. J Med Libr Assoc. 2022;110(2):270–2. https://doi.org/10.5195/jmla.2022.1271 PMID: 35440911

	30.	 Kaiser K. Protecting respondent confidentiality in qualitative research. Qual Health Res. 2009;19:1632–41.

https://doi.org/10.1123/iscj.2020-0025
https://doi.org/10.1123/iscj.2020-0025
https://doi.org/10.1080/13573320903037796
https://doi.org/10.1080/10570314.2015.1069389
https://doi.org/10.1123/iscj.2015-0046
https://doi.org/10.1080/13573322.2024.2333967
https://doi.org/10.1177/17479541251362146
https://doi.org/10.1177/17479541251362146
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.13482
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.13133
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12790
https://doi.org/10.1080/14413523.2021.1880690
https://doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2024.2411495
https://www.sigloxxieditores.com/libro/vigilar-y-castigar_53560/
https://www.sigloxxieditores.com/libro/vigilar-y-castigar_53560/
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
https://doi.org/10.1080/14780887.2020.1769238
https://doi.org/10.1080/14780887.2020.1769238
https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676x.2019.1628806
https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676x.2019.1628806
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10488-013-0528-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24193818
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800410383121
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800410383121
https://doi.org/10.1177/1473325004041133
https://doi.org/10.1177/1473325004041133
https://doi.org/10.5195/jmla.2022.1271
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35440911


PLOS One | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0345874  March 31, 2026 13 / 14

	31.	 World Medical Association. World Medical Association Declaration of Helsinki: Ethical Principles for Medical Research Involving Human Partici-
pants. JAMA 2025;333:71.

	32.	 O’Brien BC, Harris IB, Beckman TJ, Reed DA, Cook DA. Standards for reporting qualitative research: a synthesis of recommendations. Acad Med. 
2014;89(9):1245–51. https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0000000000000388 PMID: 24979285

	33.	 Tong A, Sainsbury P, Craig J. Consolidated criteria for reporting qualitative research (COREQ): a 32-item checklist for interviews and focus groups. 
Int J Qual Health Care. 2007;19(6):349–57. https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzm042 PMID: 17872937

	34.	 Arendt H. On violence. Houghton Mifflin Harcourt; 2020 [cited 2025 Sept 27]. Available from: https://books.google.com.co/
books?hl=en&lr=&id=V7DqDwAAQBAJ

	35.	 Bourdieu P. The logic of practice. Stanford University Press; 1990 [cited 2025 Sept 27]. Available from: https://www.sup.org/books/sociology/
logic-practice

	36.	 Bachelard G. The Poetics of Space. Beacon Press; 1994.

	37.	 Maturana H. El arbol del conocimiento: las bases biológicas del entendimiento humano. Lumen; 2004 [cited 2025 Sept 27]. Available from: https://
www.buscalibre.com.co/libro-el-arbol-del-conocimiento-las-bases-biologicas-del-entendimiento-humano/9789870003588/p/2128834

	38.	 Foucault M. El sujeto y el poder. Rev Mexic Soc. 1988;50:3–20.

	39.	 Foucault M. Technologies of the Self. University of Massachusetts Press; 1988 [cited 2025 Sept 27]. Available from: https://www.umasspress.
com/9780870235931/technologies-of-the-self/

	40.	 Mageau GA, Vallerand RJ. The coach-athlete relationship: a motivational model. J Sports Sci. 2003;21(11):883–904. https://doi.
org/10.1080/0264041031000140374 PMID: 14626368

	41.	 Ryan RM, Deci EL. Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic motivation, social development, and well-being. Am Psychol. 
2000;55(1):68–78. https://doi.org/10.1037//0003-066x.55.1.68 PMID: 11392867

	42.	 Gaviria Alzate SJ, Valencia-Sánchez WG. Performance indicators characterisation of a world champion underwater rugby team in the final stages 
of competition. Retos. 2025;70:189–99. https://doi.org/10.47197/retos.v70.113928

	43.	 Blackett AD, Evans A, Piggott D. Why ‘the best way of learning to coach the game is playing the game’: conceptualising ‘fast-tracked’ high-
performance coaching pathways. Sport Educ Soc. 2015;22(6):744–58. https://doi.org/10.1080/13573322.2015.1075494

	44.	 LaPlaca DA, Schempp PG. The characteristics differentiating expert and competent strength and conditioning coaches. Res Quart Exerc Sport. 
2020;91:488–99.

	45.	 O’Neil L, Amorose AJ, Pierce S. Student-athletes’ dual commitment to school and sport: Compatible or conflicting? Psychol Sport Exerc. 
2021;52:101799. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2020.101799

	46.	 Romine R. Academic success of collegiate athletes and social and emotional learning. JHEAI. 2023;2:39–46.

	47.	 Leitner MC, Daumann F, Follert F. The cauldron has cooled down: a systematic literature review on home advantage in football during the COVID-
19 pandemic from a socio-economic and psychological perspective. Manag Rev Q. 2023;73:605–33.

	48.	 Prasanna L, Bhalla DrS. Social pressure and performance: A study on crowd dynamics in mixed-gender sporting events. Int J Sports Exerc Phys 
Educ. 2024;6(1):33–5. https://doi.org/10.33545/26647281.2024.v6.i1a.72

	49.	 Reynders B, Vansteenkiste M, Van Puyenbroeck S, Aelterman N, De Backer M, Delrue J, et al. Coaching the coach: Intervention effects on 
need-supportive coaching behavior and athlete motivation and engagement. Psychol Sport Exerc. 2019;43:288–300. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
psychsport.2019.04.002

	50.	 Mossman LH, Slemp GR, Lewis KJ, Colla RH, O’Halloran P. Autonomy support in sport and exercise settings: a systematic review and meta-
analysis. Int Rev Sport Exer Psychol. 2022;17(1):540–63. https://doi.org/10.1080/1750984x.2022.2031252

	51.	 Pottinger HK. How language shapes relationships in professional sports teams: Power and solidarity dynamics in a New Zealand rugby team. Lang 
Soc. 2023;52:541–2.

	52.	 Bispo Júnior JP. Viés de desejabilidade social na pesquisa qualitativa em saúde. Rev Saúde Pública. 2022;56:101. https://doi.org/10.11606/
s1518-8787.2022056004164

	53.	 Rickwood DJ, Coleman-Rose CL. The effect of survey administration mode on youth mental health measures: Social desirability bias and sensitive 
questions. Heliyon. 2023;9(9):e20131. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e20131 PMID: 37809858

	54.	 Konter E, Loughead TM, Paradis KF. Leadership power in football. In: Konter E, Beckmann J, Loughead TM, editors. Football Psychology. Rout-
ledge; p. 127–37.

	55.	 Rey RT, Cranmer GA, Browning B, Sanderson J. Sport Knowledge: The Effects of Division I Coach Communication on Student-Athlete Learning 
Indicators. Int J Sport Commun. 2022;15(1):33–42. https://doi.org/10.1123/ijsc.2021-0062

	56.	 Hays NA, Li HJ, Yang X, Oh JK, Yu A, Chen Y-R, et al. A Tale of Two Hierarchies: Interactive Effects of Power Differentiation and Status Differentia-
tion on Team Performance. Organ Sci. 2022;33(6):2085–105. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2021.1540

	57.	 Sabaliauskas S, Gražulis D, Žilinskienė N, Kaukėnas T. Metacognitive strategies improve self-regulation skills in expert sports coaches. Sci Rep. 
2025;15(1):3434. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-025-86606-7 PMID: 39870724

https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0000000000000388
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24979285
https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzm042
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17872937
https://books.google.com.co/books?hl=en&lr=&id=V7DqDwAAQBAJ
https://books.google.com.co/books?hl=en&lr=&id=V7DqDwAAQBAJ
https://www.sup.org/books/sociology/logic-practice
https://www.sup.org/books/sociology/logic-practice
https://www.buscalibre.com.co/libro-el-arbol-del-conocimiento-las-bases-biologicas-del-entendimiento-humano/9789870003588/p/2128834
https://www.buscalibre.com.co/libro-el-arbol-del-conocimiento-las-bases-biologicas-del-entendimiento-humano/9789870003588/p/2128834
https://www.umasspress.com/9780870235931/technologies-of-the-self/
https://www.umasspress.com/9780870235931/technologies-of-the-self/
https://doi.org/10.1080/0264041031000140374
https://doi.org/10.1080/0264041031000140374
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14626368
https://doi.org/10.1037//0003-066x.55.1.68
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11392867
https://doi.org/10.47197/retos.v70.113928
https://doi.org/10.1080/13573322.2015.1075494
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2020.101799
https://doi.org/10.33545/26647281.2024.v6.i1a.72
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2019.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2019.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/1750984x.2022.2031252
https://doi.org/10.11606/s1518-8787.2022056004164
https://doi.org/10.11606/s1518-8787.2022056004164
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e20131
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37809858
https://doi.org/10.1123/ijsc.2021-0062
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2021.1540
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-025-86606-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/39870724


PLOS One | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0345874  March 31, 2026 14 / 14

	58.	 Grossman R, Nolan K, Rosch Z, Mazer D, Salas E. The team cohesion-performance relationship: A meta-analysis exploring measurement 
approaches and the changing team landscape. Organ Psychol Rev. 2021;12(2):181–238. https://doi.org/10.1177/20413866211041157

	59.	 Mach M, Ferreira AI, Abrantes ACM. Transformational leadership and team performance in sports teams: A conditional indirect model. Appl Psy-
chol. 2021;71(2):662–94. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12342

	60.	 Hughes R, Huby M. The application of vignettes in social and nursing research. J Adv Nurs. 2002;37(4):382–6. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-
2648.2002.02100.x PMID: 11872108

https://doi.org/10.1177/20413866211041157
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12342
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2648.2002.02100.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2648.2002.02100.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11872108

