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Different sports, same playbook: High school student- 
athlete perceptions of single- versus multi-sport coaches
Zachary Taylor a, Jacob Navarreteb, Brooke Fousekb and Joshua Childsb

aGeorgia State University, Atlanta, USA; bCollege of Education, The University of Texas at Austin, 
United States

ABSTRACT  
Empirical research demonstrates that teaching full-time and 
coaching a K-12 sport is stressful, but no research has 
explored how coaching multiple K-12 sports may be 
additionally stressful and lead to adverse student-athlete 
perceptions of coaching quality. As a result, this study 
leverages state-level survey data from 4,539 high school 
student-athletes to explore whether having a single-sport or 
multi-sport coach predicts overall student-athlete perceptions 
of coaching quality. Controlling for demographics, results 
suggest having a multi-sport coach produces no effect on 
high school student-athletes’ perception of coaching quality, 
yet single-sport coached student-athletes may view their 
coaches more favorably across some coaching characteristics 
than multi-sport coached student-athletes. Implications for 
research and practice are addressed.
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Across the United States, K-12 teachers have struggled with the effects of 
burnout, or the physical and emotional response to elevated levels of work- 
related stress leading to work dissatisfaction and attrition (Nguyen & 
Kremer, 2022; Perrone et al., 2019), which was exacerbated by the COVID- 
19 pandemic (Pressley et al., 2024). This problem is so widespread and dire 
that many states and school districts have expanded their teaching pool to 
include non-credentialed teachers to cover instructional and supervisory 
duties (Bruhn et al., 2022; Bryner, 2021; Childre, 2014), illustrating the crisis 
in this area of K-12 education. Similarly, K-12 coaches have also experienced 
burnout and turnover, as empirical research has documented how coaches 
experience burnout and stress related to their job (Drake & Herbert, 2002; 
Olusoga et al., 2019; Raedeke et al., 2000). The stress that K-12 coaches face 
may be exacerbated by the number of sports they coach, as some literature 
has suggested that coaching a single sport, in addition to a full-time teaching 
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position, can lead to emotional exhaustion, resilience, role conflict, and role 
overload (Drake & Herbert, 2002; Richards et al., 2014). Coaching more than 
one sport may amplify these negative outcomes and experiences.

However, despite the ample body of research on both K-12 teacher and coach
ing burnout, no studies have explored how coaching multiple sports in addition 
to full-time teaching duties may impact a coach’s effectiveness. Specifically, this 
study explores whether student-athletes perceive a difference in coaching 
quality between single- versus multi-sport coaches. Subsequently, this study 
leverages survey data from 4,536 high school student-athletes to answer the 
following research questions related to K-12 single- and multi-sport coaches: 

RQ1: How do high school student-athletes’ perceive the overall quality of single- 
versus multi-sport K-12 coaches?

RQ2: Does having a multi-sport coach impact high school student-athletes’ overall 
perception of coaching quality?

By answering these questions, high school athletics administrators can better 
understand how to support their coaches, and by proxy, their student-athletes 
who are navigating the experiences of high school athletics and overall adoles
cent development. Moreover, stakeholders will learn which coaching character
istics high school student-athletes prefer in single- versus multi-sport coaches, 
informing how both athletics administrators and coaches can measure and 
adapt to the changing needs of high school student-athletes, resulting in an 
elevated experience for all stakeholders involved.

Literature review

While substantial research has been conducted on the benefits and drawbacks 
of sport specialisation in youth athletes (Bell et al., 2016; Hill & Simons, 1989), a 
parallel and underexplored area concerns multi-sport coaches, particularly how 
coaching multiple sports may lead to burnout or lower student-athlete percep
tions of efficacy. To date, no studies have explored the impact of coaching mul
tiple sports on full-time K-12 teacher burnout or whether multi-sport coaches 
are as effective as single-sport coaches through the eyes of K-12 student-ath
letes. As a result, this literature review will synthesise the existing research on 
multi-sport athletes, while identifying the significant gap in the literature 
related to the experiences of multi-sport coaches and potential propensity for 
burnout and adverse student-athlete experiences.

Research on multi-sport athletes

As a proxy for understanding the experiences of multi-sport coaches, research 
on multi-sport athletes has expanded in recent years, emphasising the develop
mental advantages of engaging in multiple sports rather than specialising in 
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one. Ramsay et al. (2023) highlighted that early multi-sport participation sup
ports physical and psychological development, which can reduce the risk of 
overuse injuries, burnout, and mental fatigue. Moreover, the diversity of 
skills learned through participation in different sports can enhance athletic 
development and long-term success (Ramsay et al., 2023). These findings are 
consistent with other studies that suggest multi-sport athletes experience 
greater long-term career satisfaction and versatility (Bell et al., 2016). 
However, the same research has not been conducted with multi-sport 
coaches to better understand their experiences and impact on student-athlete 
performance or preference.

Conversely, there are challenges to being a multi-sport athlete, including the 
time commitment required for training in multiple sports, which can lead to 
fatigue and stress (Biese et al., 2024). As the pressures associated with multiple 
sporting commitments mount, there is an increased risk of psychological strain, 
which may ultimately affect performance and well-being (Hill & Simons, 1989). 
This is where multi-sport coaches’ roles become even more complex, as they 
must navigate not only the demands placed on the athletes but also those 
placed on themselves to avoid burnout.

Burnout among coaches, particularly those working in high-pressure 
environments, has been studied for several decades. According to Raedeke et 
al. (2000), coach burnout is often rooted in long-term commitment to athletes 
and programmes, leading to emotional exhaustion, depersonalisation, and a 
reduced sense of accomplishment. Olusoga et al. (2019) conducted a scoping 
review, demonstrating that burnout among coaches is a prevalent issue, with 
factors such as work overload, lack of support, and insufficient resources con
tributing to increased stress and burnout. Additionally, Richards et al. (2014) 
found that teacher-coaches face unique stressors that non-coaching teachers 
do not, suggesting that the dual role of educator and coach intensifies the 
risk of burnout.

Maslach et al. (2001) proposed a comprehensive model of burnout, encom
passing three key dimensions: emotional exhaustion, depersonalisation, and a 
diminished sense of personal accomplishment. This model has been widely 
used to assess coach burnout in various sporting contexts, and Raedeke et al.’s 
(2000) burnout framework examined the experiences of sport coaches, noting 
that excessive commitment to athletes without adequate personal and pro
fessional balance often leads to burnout. These studies illustrate the complex 
relationship between job demands and the risk of burnout, yet there is limited 
exploration of how these dynamics might differ for multi-sport coaches.

Single- versus multi-sport coaches

While significant empirical work has been done on the experiences of multi- 
sport athletes, far less attention has been given to the challenges faced by 
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multi-sport coaches, particularly as it relates to burnout (Drake & Herbert, 
2002). Most existing research focuses on single-sport coaches, with little differ
entiation between those coaching one versus multiple sports (Maslach et al., 
2001; Olusoga et al., 2019; Raedeke et al., 2000; Richards et al., 2014). Given 
that multi-sport coaches must juggle the demands of coaching in several 
sports, it is plausible that they face unique stressors that could increase their 
susceptibility to burnout.

For example, multi-sport coaches are often responsible for overseeing ath
letes in different sports, each with their own set of skills, season schedules, 
and performance expectations. This multifaceted role likely intensifies work 
overload, especially when coaching responsibilities overlap across seasons, as 
is common in high school and collegiate sports (Drake & Herbert, 2002). 
Additionally, multi-sport coaches may struggle with providing adequate indivi
dualised attention to athletes participating in multiple sports, which could 
further exacerbate burnout symptoms.

Moreover, multi-sport coaches must balance their professional and personal 
lives, a challenge that is compounded by the time commitment required for coach
ing multiple teams. The emotional toll of ensuring that athletes receive the necess
ary training, attention, and feedback can lead to emotional exhaustion, especially 
when resources are scarce, and institutional support is minimal (Raedeke et al., 
2000). More recent research has suggested that coaches often benefit from 
support staff given the stress of the position, especially in larger team sports 
where supervision may be difficult across a football or volleyball team that requires 
specialised assistance and heightened levels of organisational support (Lim et al., 
2019). Given these potential stressors, a clear gap exists in the literature regarding 
how these unique demands affect multi-sport coaches specifically.

While much has been written about the experiences of coaches (Maslach et 
al., 2001; Olusoga et al., 2019; Raedeke et al., 2000; Richards et al., 2014), the 
literature on multi-sport coaches remains absent. There is a clear need for 
empirical studies that explore the role of multi-sport coaching, specifically 
whether student-athletes perceive multi-sport coaches differently from single- 
sport coaches and if multi-sport coaches exhibit symptoms of burnout that 
single-sport coaches do not.

Summary

In conclusion, while multi-sport athletes have received considerable attention in 
the literature, multi-sport coaches remain an underserved area of study, particu
larly in relation to burnout and student-athlete perceptions of efficacy. This gap is 
especially pronounced in understanding how multi-sport coaches navigate the 
unique demands of coaching multiple teams and the potential impact on their 
well-being. The current study seeks to fill critical gaps in the literature by exam
ining how high school student-athletes perceive single- and multi-sport coaches 
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and whether multi-sport coaches may display signs of burnout as perceived by 
student-athletes. By focusing on student-athletes’ perceptions, this study aims 
to provide valuable insights into the experiences of multi-sport coaches and 
identify potential signs of burnout that may not be immediately apparent 
through traditional methods of analysis. This research will contribute to a 
deeper understanding of the challenges faced by multi-sport coaches and 
inform strategies to support their well-being and professional longevity.

Methods

Hypotheses

Although an abundant body of literature focuses on multisport athletes (Bell et 
al., 2016; Biese et al., 2024; Ramsay et al., 2023), no empirical work has focused 
on the experiences of multi-sport coaches or whether these coaches are pre
ferred by their athletes at the high school level or any level of competition. 
However, empirical research on teacher and coaching burnout suggests 
teacher-coaches of multiple sports during an academic year may suffer from 
additional stress, possibly contributing to a lower overall perception by their 
student-athletes (Drake & Herbert, 2002; Raedeke et al., 2000; Richards et al., 
2014). Moreover, literature suggests single-sport specialised coaches may 
have a greater level of mastery in their sport than multi-sport coaches, possibly 
leading to student-athletes preferring single-sport versus multi-sport coaches 
(Bell et al., 2016; Biese et al., 2024; Hill & Simons, 1989). As a result, this 
study aims to test the following null hypothesis with a corresponding direc
tional alternative hypothesis: 

H0: There is no difference in high school student-athletes’ overall rating of single- 
sport coaches and multi-sport coaches.

H1: High school student-athletes rate single-sport coaches higher than multi-sport 
coaches.

Hypothetical population

According to the National Federation of State High School Associations 
[NFHS] (2023), 7,857,969 participants competed in high school sports in 
2022–23. By gender, NFHS (2023) data revealed overall figures included 
4,529,789 boys and 3,328,180 girls across 51 NFHS member state associations.

Instrument

Thrive Sports (a pseudonym) designed a survey to measure high school 
student-athletes’ perceptions of their coaches on a variety of metrics, including 
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communication skills, motivation tactics, sport-specific skill development, and 
engagement. All attitudinal questions were created on a 5-point Likert scale, 
with 10-point an overall coaching perception question (“How would you rate 
your coach overall?”) asked at the end of the survey. Demographic information 
included the individual school, sport played, season of the sport, and gender of 
the sport (boys, girls, and co-ed), along with individual coach information (first 
and last name). The full survey text can be provided upon request from the 
authors.

Data collection

In the 2022–2023 and 2023–2024 school years, a nation-wide sports research 
organisation (Thrive Sports, a pseudonym) entered MOU and IRB agreements 
with a large Illinois school district (12,000+ students) and their high schools to 
conduct surveys of their high school student-athletes. Once MOU and IRB 
agreements were in place, Thrive Sports reached out to all athletic directors 
employed by the Illinois school district to begin administering surveys. Each 
school’s athletic director received an assessment QR code and link that was 
unique for their student-athletes. Athletic directors administered and super
vised surveys with each team during a normal structured practice, and 
coaches were not present when student-athletes were completing their 
surveys. The result of this administration was 4,533 complete unduplicated 
observations and 4,539 total observations. Using 7,857,969 as a hypothesised 
overall population with a margin of error of 5% and a confidence level of 
95%, a power analysis revealed that a study of high school student athletes 
would require 385 complete observations. As a result, this study’s sample far 
exceeds the 385 observations necessary for advanced statistical analysis and 
generalisation. A brief description of this survey sample can be found within 
Table 1.

Data analysis

The dependent variable of interest in this study was a high school student ath
lete’s overall perception of coaching quality, measured by the 10-point survey 
item “How would you rate your coach overall?” Using this variable, we first cal
culated descriptive statistics to present coaching type differences in this vari
able, followed by unpaired t-tests to explore whether statistically significant 
differences exist between how high school student-athletes rated single- 
versus multi-sport coaches (see Table 1). To explore differences in how high 
school student-athletes preferred coaching characteristics by single- and 
multi-sport coaches, we conducted unpaired t-tests to evaluate any statistically 
significant differences (see Table 2). Finally, we performed ordinary least 
squares (OLS) regression predicting overall coaching rating while controlling 
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for the season of the sport (fall, winter, and spring) and the gender of the sport 
(boys, girls, and co-ed) according to the following model:

Y = B0 + BCoaching Type + BSeason + BGender + 1 

Y represents the continuous outcome of interest, specifically students’ overall 
rating of coaching quality. We then controlled for the season of the sport 
and gender of the sport (see Table 3).

Limitations

While this study benefits from a large survey sample and a novel scope, it does 
have several limitations related to the data and overall design. First, data was col
lected over just two academic years (2022–2023 and 2023–2024) and limited to 
one state (Illinois), which restricts the generalizability of the findings. Addition
ally, demographic information for individual high school student-athletes, such 
as race, age, and socioeconomic status, was not gathered. Similarly, coach demo
graphics were limited to whether they coached one sport or multiple sports. As a 
result, the study’s findings can only be generalised to broad perceptions of single- 
versus multi-sport coaches among high school athletes.

Future research should extend the data collection period and include multiple 
states to increase the generalizability and representativeness of the findings. Fur
thermore, survey instruments should incorporate demographic details for both 
student-athletes and coaches – such as race, age, and socioeconomic status – 
to enable disaggregated data analysis and more nuanced insights. Despite these 
limitations, the study offers a novel contribution to existing literature.

Results

Descriptive statistics and unpaired t-tests

Results from descriptive statistical analysis and unpaired t-test of high school 
student-athletes’ overall rating of their coach can be found in Table 1 below:

First, data from Table 1 indicates little difference between how single- versus 
multi-sport coaches are evaluated by their high school student-athletes. Overall, 
mean differences and standard deviations suggest no difference, while results 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of sample and dependent variable by coaching type.
How would you rate your coach overall? Valid n Mean SD

Multi-sport coached student-athletes 1,626 (35.8%) 8.904 1.426
Single-sport coached student-athletes 2,910 (64.2%) 8.892 1.591
Total 4,539 (∼100%)

Unpaired t-test comparing coaching rating by coaching type
Outcome variable t df p
Overall coaching rating −0.252 4534 0.801

JOURNAL FOR THE STUDY OF SPORTS AND ATHLETES IN EDUCATION 7



from an unpaired t-test demonstrate that there is no significant difference between 
overall coaching ratings for single-sport or multisport coaches (t = −0.252, p > 
0.05). Therefore, data confirms the null hypothesis that there is no difference in 
high school student-athletes’ overall rating of single-sport coaches and multi- 
sport coaches, as data suggests that high school student-athletes with multisport 
coaches (M = 8.904) rate their coaches similarly to high school student-athletes 
smith single-sport coaches (M = 8.892). Moreover, data in Table 1 suggests little 
intra-group variance in perception of coaching quality, given low levels of variance 
between multi-sport coached student-athletes’ (SD = 1.426) responses and single- 
sport coached student-athletes’ (SD = 1.591) responses.

Unpaired t-tests of coaching characteristics

Results from unpaired t-tests of high school student-athletes’ preferred coach
ing characteristics by coaching type can be found in Table 2 below:

Table 2. Unpaired t-tests comparing mean differences between coaching type.

Variable
Single-sport coached 

student-athletes
Multi-sport coached 

student-athletes t p

My coach never overreacts. 3.89 3.77 3.700 0.000***
My coach takes an interest in my life outside 

of this sport.
3.55 3.77 3.488 0.000***

When things get stressful, my coach is at 
their best.

4.15 4.06 3.328 0.000***

My coach never uses negative body 
language

3.94 3.86 2.613 0.009**

My coach teaches me ways to be mentally 
strong.

4.37 4.30 2.651 0.008**

My coach really cares about me. 4.35 4.30 2.522 0.012*
My coach really understands who I am as a 

person.
4.22 4.15 2.493 0.013*

My coach is a good listener. 4.36 4.31 2.313 0.021*
It’s easy to talk about difficult issues or 

problems with my coach.
4.13 4.07 2.286 0.022*

I never worry about how my coach will 
react if I make a mistake.

3.95 3.88 2.108 0.035*

My coach is well organised. 4.24 4.20 1.558 0.119
My coach brings positive energy to each 

practice.
4.41 4.37 1.538 0.124

My coach helps build my confidence. 4.32 4.28 1.383 0.167
My coach makes playing this sport fun. 4.34 4.38 −1.338 0.181
My coach is great at sharing the information 

I need to know.
4.45 4.47 −1.037 0.300

I get ENOUGH individual feedback from my 
coach during practice.

4.21 4.18 1.022 0.307

My coach makes me feel like I am an 
important part of the team.

4.36 4.34 0.849 0.396

My coach gives me feedback in a way that 
works best for me.

4.36 4.35 0.724 0.469

Even if it is sometimes uncomfortable, my 
coach pushes me to get better.

4.44 4.43 0.650 0.516

My coach has worked with me to set a 
personal goal for the season.

4.18 4.19 −0.517 0.605

When I make a mistake, my coach always 
helps me learn from it.

4.49 4.48 0.467 0.641

My coach has told me specifically what I 
need to work on to improve how I play.

4.35 4.35 −0.368 0.713

(Continued ) 
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Data in Table 2 illustrates that although overall means of coaching quality 
were not different with statistical significance, there were ten coaching charac
teristics in which single-sport and multi-sport coached student-athletes per
ceived their coaches differently. Specifically, student-athletes with multi-sport 
coaches rated their coaches higher on the survey item “My coach takes an inter
est in my life outside of this sport” (M = 3.77) than did student-athletes with 
single-sport coaches, which was statistically significant (p < 0.001). However, 
all other statistically significant values were higher among student-athletes 
with single-sport coaches, including the questions “My coach never overreacts” 
(p < 0.001), “When things get stressful, my coach is at their best” (p < 0.001), 
and “My coach never uses negative body language” (p < 0.01).

Here, results from Table 2 partially confirm this study’s alternative hypothesis 
that single-sport coached student-athletes may view their coaches differently than 
multi-sport coached student-athletes, with single-sport coached student-athletes 
viewing their coach much more favorably across 10 coaching characteristics than 
did multi-sport coached student-athletes. However, across most survey items, 
data in Table 2 suggest no meaningful differences in how single-sport coached 
and multi-sport coached student-athletes perceive coaching quality.

Regression analysis

Results from a regression analysis predicting high school student-athletes’ 
overall rating of their coach can be found in Table 3 below:

Table 2. Continued.

Variable
Single-sport coached 

student-athletes
Multi-sport coached 

student-athletes t p

This coach is excellent at teaching me the 
correct technique for playing this sport.

4.38 4.37 0.332 0.740

My coach holds every team member 
accountable for their actions.

4.46 4.45 0.312 0.755

My coach lets me know when I do 
something well.

4.46 4.46 0.115 0.908

When my coach says they are going to do 
something, they always do it.

4.26 4.26 −0.080 0.936

Note: p < 0.05 = *, p < 0.01 = **, p < 0.001 = ***; all questions with 4,537 degrees of freedom.

Table 3. Regression analysis predicting overall coaching rating (n = 4,533).

Survey Item 95% Confidence Int.

How would you rate your coach overall? Lower Upper Std. Error t p

Having a Multisport Coach −0.041 0.154 0.050 1.136 0.256
Season (Spring) 0.169 0.378 0.053 5.123 0.000***
Season (Winter) −0.077 0.166 0.062 0.714 0.475
Gender (Co-Ed) 0.161 0.397 0.060 4.648 0.000***
Gender (Girls) −0.141 0.064 0.052 −0.737 0.461
Constant 8.851 8.941 0.023 390.486 0.000
Adjusted R-Squared 0.012
Observations 4533

Note: p < 0.05 = *, p < 0.01 = **, p < 0.001 = ***.

JOURNAL FOR THE STUDY OF SPORTS AND ATHLETES IN EDUCATION 9



Providing further evidence for confirmation of the null hypothesis, data in 
Table 3 suggest that other factors, such as the season in which a sport is 
played and the gender of the sport played, has a much larger effect on high 
school student-athlete perception of coaching quality than whether a coach is 
a single- or multi-sport coach. Data from Table 3 indicates that, when control
ling for season and gender of the sport, having a multi-sport coach has no effect 
(p = 0.256) on the overall rating of a coach from the perspective of high school 
student-athletes. Rather, data suggests that high school student-athletes com
peting in spring sports (p < 0.000) and co-ed sports (p < 0.000) rate their 
coaches much more favorably than do student-athletes playing fall or winter 
sports, as well as student-athletes playing boy- or girl-gendered sports. 
Overall, this data provides additional evidence to confirm the null hypothesis 
that there is no difference in high school student-athletes’ overall rating of 
single-sport coaches and multi-sport coaches.

Discussion and implications for K-12 sport administration

Filling a large gap in the literature related to multi-sport K-12 coaches and high 
school student-athlete perceptions of coaches, data from this study suggests that 
high school student-athletes may not view single- and multi-sport coaches 
differently based on overall coaching ratings (see Table 1). Moreover, when 
controlling for other demographics such as the season and gender of the 
sport played, having a multi-sport coach had no measurable effect on 
student-athletes’ overall perception of their coaches. From here, even though 
K-12 coaches may feel a sense of overexertion from working as teacher- 
coaches or coaching multiple sports during a single academic year (Drake & 
Herbert, 2002; Richards et al., 2014), this study suggests that multi-sport 
coaches may not have an adverse effect on the overall student-athlete 
experience.

Analysis of individual coaching characteristics paints a slightly different and 
more nuanced picture. As shown in Table 2, multi-sport coached student-ath
letes perceived their coaches as more attentive to their personal lives outside of 
athletics. This suggests that multi-sport coaches may excel at forming holistic, 
developmentally focused relationships with student-athletes – perhaps because 
their varied responsibilities expose them to athletes in more diverse settings or 
encourage a broader perspective on youth development. However, when exam
ining specific coaching behaviours and interpersonal skills, the data trends in 
the opposite direction. Single-sport–coached student-athletes provided more 
favourable ratings across several coaching characteristics, particularly in 
domains associated with emotional regulation and communication. For 
example, single-sport coaches received higher scores on survey items related 
to managing stress, maintaining composure, avoiding overreactions, and mini
mising negative body language. They were also rated more positively on soft 
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skills such as active listening, demonstrating care, and showing understanding 
(see Table 2). These differences point to meaningful distinctions in the rela
tional quality and day-to-day interactions that shape athletes’ experiences.

Taken together, the findings suggest that multi-sport coaches may be more 
vulnerable to symptoms commonly associated with occupational burnout, 
including elevated stress, reduced interpersonal attunement, and diminished 
patience – patterns frequently observed among K–12 teachers experiencing 
work overload or job dissatisfaction (Nguyen & Kremer, 2022; Perrone et al., 
2019; Pressley et al., 2024). Balancing multiple teams, overlapping seasons, or 
expanded administrative duties may strain coaches’ emotional and cognitive 
resources, reducing their capacity to engage deeply in the relational and com
municative aspects of coaching.

Prior literature has emphasised that K–12 coaches may benefit from dedi
cated support staff who can assist with supervision, logistical coordination, 
event planning, and parent communication, thereby helping relieve the 
administrative burdens that can contribute to burnout (Lim et al., 2019). 
The current findings reinforce this recommendation and carry important 
implications for K–12 sport administration. Athletic directors and school 
administrators should consider conducting routine workload assessments, 
climate surveys, or structured check-ins to identify coaches who may be 
managing excessive responsibilities – particularly those coaching multiple 
sports. These data can inform strategic staffing decisions, such as hiring 
part-time assistants, redistributing administrative tasks, or enhancing pro
fessional development opportunities focused on stress management and 
interpersonal skills. By proactively monitoring coaches’ workloads and invest
ing in targeted support systems, K–12 sport administrators can help safeguard 
coach well-being, improve the consistency of athlete-centered coaching beha
viours, and promote positive developmental experiences across both single- 
sport and multi-sport settings.

This study’s results also suggest that although high school student-athletes 
may not perceive an overall quality discrepancy between single- and multi- 
sport coaches, multi-sport coaches may be more likely to manifest symptoms 
of work dissatisfaction and burnout as perceived by their student-athletes. 
This is notable because burnout-related issues – such as irritability, reduced 
patience, or inconsistent communication – often emerge subtly and may not 
immediately translate into lower global evaluations of coaching quality. 
Instead, student-athletes may recognise these patterns in specific behaviours 
such as stress responses, body language, and interpersonal engagement. The 
presence of these symptoms among multi-sport coaches aligns with research 
documenting that teacher-coaches often experience heavier workloads, 
blurred role boundaries, and chronic time scarcity, all of which elevate 
burnout risk (Drake & Herbert, 2002; Richards et al., 2014). When coaches 
are stretched across multiple seasons or teams, these pressures may intensify, 
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limiting their emotional resources and diminishing the relational aspects of 
coaching that are central to positive youth development.

To address this issue, high school athletics administrators should take a 
proactive role in monitoring the well-being and performance of their coaching 
staff, with particular attention to teacher-coaches and those coaching multiple 
sports in a single academic year. Administrators are uniquely positioned to 
identify early warning signs of burnout – such as increased conflict, decreased 
communication quality, or visible exhaustion – that may not appear in formal 
evaluations. Intentional observation, open communication channels, and 
routine workload conversations can help ensure that coaches’ responsibilities 
are sustainable and aligned with their capacity. Administrators may also con
sider strategies such as adjusting seasonal assignments, staggering coaching 
expectations, or offering release time and professional development focused 
on stress management.

Moreover, to meaningfully monitor the relationships between coaches and 
student-athletes, athletics directors should design and administer both coach 
and student-athlete satisfaction surveys regularly. Collecting data from both 
groups can help capture the relational dynamics that are often missed in per
formance metrics alone. Insight from student-athletes can shed light on com
munication patterns, perceived support, and coach approachability, while 
feedback from coaches can highlight workload challenges, resource needs, 
and factors contributing to job satisfaction. By pairing these perspectives, 
administrators can better understand what both coaches and student-athletes 
require to cultivate strong relationships, prevent burnout, and create environ
ments conducive to high-quality athletic experiences.

Ultimately, on the topic of multi-sport coaches and K-12 coaching in 
general, more research is needed to explore which coaching characteristics 
are preferred by high school student-athletes and whether additional pro
fessional development or support can scaffold multi-sport coaches toward 
improvement. Additionally, qualitative work should be conducted to deeply 
explore how multi-sport coaches decide to pursue coaching multiple sports 
and whether these coaches require additional support to optimise their 
impact on student-athletes, hinted at by prior literature (Lim et al., 2019). 
Beyond the coaches, future research could also explore K-12 administrative 
and family perceptions toward single- versus multi-sport coaches to investigate 
whether athletics administrators, building-level supervisors, district staff, or 
family members perceive differences between these coach types. Finally, 
student-athletes themselves should be provided with opportunities to voice 
their thoughts and concerns regarding their experiences with single- and 
multi-sport coaches, as this study is limited by its methodology and could 
benefit from more in-depth discussions with student-athletes, especially 
student-athletes competing in different seasons and gender-oriented sports 
(ex: boys football, girls softball, etc.).
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Conclusion

If proper support from administration and peers are in place, this study suggests 
that individuals who want to coach multiple sports should be allowed to do so, as 
long as administrators and peers effectively track and mitigate coaching beha
viours that may be attributed to burnout, such as inability to manage stress, exhi
biting negative body language, and failing to demonstrate appropriate soft skills. 
Although K-12 teacher and coach burnout may continue to plague K-12 schools 
in the United States, many school districts may find that by providing support to 
the most engaged teacher-coaches and multi-sport coaches within their district, 
the effects of burnout may be mitigated, thus improving the educational and ath
letic environment for all stakeholders involved.
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