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Abstract — Aims: To identify the teaching approaches preferred by Brazilian coaches in the U-16 and U-18 women’s
teams and whether it is possible to apply long-term goals for handball training. Methods: Six experienced coaches were
interviewed individually in a semi-structured format. Data were transcribed and analyzed according to the Collective
Subject Discourse (CSD) method. Results: Coaches revealed a choice for the situational approach and global-functional
approach in U-16 teams. In U-18 teams, coaches’ choices were for the technique and situational approaches. The change
of coaches’ choice might be based on players’ specialization, suggested to U-18 teams when coaches highlighted the
increased demand for performance. On players’ transition from U-16 to U-18 teams, the coaches showed less preference
for the global-functional approach and increasing evidence of the technique approach. Conclusion: Global-functional
and situational approaches should be given a prominent position in these teams, especially due to the development
of technical-tactical aspects. However, the technical approach was recognized as a central position in U-18 teams,
probably related to players’ specialization and technical improvement, although it does not offer a rich environment for
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the development of players’ decision making.
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Introduction

The complex context of handball is determined by simultaneous
and unpredictable relations of cooperation and opposition among
players, which requires tactical behaviors adjusted to the game
demands'. This context has also required a paradigm shift in
teaching team sports, prioritizing a player-centered approach
rather than a teacher-centered approach?>.

In this context, players must be encouraged to develop
problem-solving skills and critical thinking?® in long-term
training®. Abilities such as perception, attention, anticipation,
and decision-making are crucial to team sports*, which can be
stimulated and developed in different ways. This demands that
coaches possess the knowledge of teaching approaches and
technical and technical-tactical content.

Considering players’ experiences, their development
occurs in different stages, from their initiation in handball
(around 12 years old, in a diversified environment with the
promotion of free and creative play) until reaching adult teams,
with a high level of specialization. In each stage, coaches
should consider specific goals based on players’ characteristics
such as previous experiences, levels of maturation, growth,
and development®.

Identifying the aspects of handball teaching at each
sport-specific development age (under-12, under-14, under-16
and under-18 teams) could provide parameters to handball
coaches who participate in sport-development processes of
young players, especially in the Brazilian context.

Thus, the aim of this study was to investigate Brazilian
handball coaches’ perspectives on the main pedagogical
approaches to teach handball to under-16 (U-16), and under-18
(U-18) teams. Specifically, the goals of this study were to
a) identify the approaches used by coaches in the state of Sao Paulo
(specific Brazilian context) and b) discuss the coaches’ reasons
for adopting their pedagogical approaches in both teams (U-16
and U-18) and a possible long-term teaching choice.

The investigation of coaches’ perspectives in these teams
allows the comparison with other development-age stages
(e.g., U-12 and U-14)%7, unveiling the procedures used in a
long-term pedagogical process. Therefore, the intent is to reveal
the pedagogical goals and procedures adopted by coaches in
training sessions of U-16 and U-18 handball teams, which are the
decisive stages in sports development?, especially in handball®.
To reach this goal, the discourses of Brazilian handball coaches
were collected and discussed using semi-structured interviews.

This article begins with a theoretical framework when we
present some more commons teaching approaches of team
sports in the Brazilian context. In the next session, we present
the methodological decisions. Next, we present the findings
and discuss the perspective of interviewed coaches (of the Sdo
Paulo state) about their pedagogical approaches preferred to
teach handball to U-16 and U-18 teams.

After presenting this background, two relevant questions
are pertinent: 1) “are there any differences between coaches’
preferred teaching approaches for U-16 and U-18 teams?”;
2) “when comparing with other studies, is it possible to identify
long-term teaching choices?”.
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Theoretical Framework

Studies related to team sports teaching approaches - whether
through the technique approach, teaching through games or
games situations - have been important to understand the
development of Brazilian children and youth in sports®!*!2, In our
study, teaching through games (global-functional approach)'
and teaching through games situations (situational approach)'*!3
are the theoretical framework in which the coaches’ statements
are discussed.

Team sports have been taught traditionally based on the
technique approach®!'®!7. This approach prioritizes the skills
development without relations to the game context®, without
considering the complexity of the game environment'. Other
criticisms for this approach include the players do not feel
motivated with the exercises® and the poor transfer of learned
skills to the game!'. In this approach, it is believed that the player
must “learn to play”.

For this historically established paradigm, especially in
Brazil*'*, some approaches which prioritize the understanding
of the game gained notoriety, such as global-functional and
situational approaches. These approaches are based on game
understanding, in an opposite way when compared to the
technical approach, as an alternative to the trend**'*%, There
are common aspects between global-functional and situational
approaches, including the emphasis in the comprehension of
tactical aspects of the game and the fact that it is not restricted
to complete mastery and automation of skills, which highlights
the complexity of decision making?!>'3,

The global-functional approach prioritizes the concomitant
development of the capacity to solve cognitive and motor
tasks in a game context'®. This approach involves the use of
games of increasing complexity, including technical, tactical
and regulatory aspects®'. In this approach, it is believed that
the player must “play to learn”. Additionally, this approach is
based on the player’s understanding of the game dynamics, as
a way to develop the players’ ability, which can be transferred
to other sports!. For this, adaptations to game rules allow
players to access the proposed contents??, from the adjustment
of difficulty levels according to the characteristics of the
players®? to coaches’ goals and objectives on possible
game situations.

The importance of players’ decision making is justified by the
complex context of team sports, which is directly influenced by
the interactions with teammates and opponents'®. This context
justifies the gradual change of game rules, as players start to
make simple decisions, and provide the development of the
technical and tactical aspects concomitantly.

In the situational approach?®, the interrelation between the
technical and tactical aspects to solve the specific problems
of the game is a core principle. This approach is based on
formal game situations, developed in a less complex context
(such as 1x1, 2x1, 3x2, etc.), while maintaining the objectives,
principles, and elements of the formal game?. Although different
solutions are accepted for the same problem situation'?, this
method emphasizes that the decision made will imply changes
in the game scenario®. For Ricci, Reis, Menezes, Dechechi,

Ferreira!? situational approach is relevant for the development
of players’ tactical thinking and to understand the reasons for
their interventions.

These two approaches (global-functional and situational)
are concerned in a players-centered way, through the situations
presented by games or games specific situations. In this way,
the importance of “play to learn” is emphasized, opposing the
premise that it is necessary to “learn to play” (as prioritized by the
technical approach)®. In this sense, these approaches prioritize
player development in complex contexts, which emphasize
the relations of cooperation and opposition and, consequently,
a better understanding of the game (when compared to the
technique approach).

Previous studies involving Brazilian coaches have analyzed
the teaching of handball in U-12 and U-14 teams from Brazilian
coaches’ perspective. In U-12 teams, coaches showed a preference
for teaching through games, justified by the complex environment
in which game skills can be developed. Coaches also indicated
less preference for the technique approach’.

In U-14 teams, coaches also preferred the teaching through
games and the technical approachS, but it was observed an
increase in coaches’ choices for situational and technical
approaches in U-14 teams (when compared to U-12 teams). The
differences between U-12 and U-14 teams might be explained
by the specific rules of the competitions, players’ characteristics
and the increase in sport-specific specialization.

Methods
Research Design

A qualitative research design was adopted to access
information of a descriptive nature® from coaches’ perspectives
related to teaching approaches in U-16 and U-18 teams.
Qualitative research is widely applied to understand the nature
of a social phenomenon, as a way to deeply understand the
meanings of the interview content?’. Semi-structured interviews
were conducted? to gain information regarding coaches’ choices
of the possible pedagogical procedures in U-16 and U-18
handball teams.

Participants and Ethical Aspects

A purposeful sampling®® was used to select coaches of
women’s teams in the state of Sdo Paulo, Brazil. The criteria
to participate in the study were: a) be currently coaching an
adult women’s handball team; b) be part of the top-three coaches
group of the “Jogos Abertos do Interior” of the state of S&o
Paulo (when this study was conducted) with adult women’s
teams (1% and 2™ divisions); and c) have acted as a head coach
or assistant coach on youth teams comprising all age ranges
(from U-12 to adult teams).

The rationale for the choice of Sao Paulo state is due to its
outstanding position in the Brazilian women’s handball context®.
Among the 21 editions of the women’s Handball Adult National
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League, teams from S&o Paulo state have reached first place in
15 editions and runner-up in nine.

Six coaches who qualified for this study were contacted
by phone or email to explain and verify their availability to
participate. All contacted coaches agreed to participate in the
study (C1, C2, C3, C4, C5, C6), and signed the Informed Consent
Form previously approved by the Institutional Research Ethics
Committee (CAAE: 18016013.0.0000.5407), to ensure the

Table 1. Coaches characteristics

confidentiality of personal information and the exclusive use
of discourses only for academic purposes. All coaches have
an undergraduate degree in Physical Education, and their
characteristics are presented in Table 1.

In addition to coaching adult teams on the interviews’ date, the
coaches also have had coached (n=6) or were still coaching (n=4)
teams from U-16 and U-18, with an average time of coaching of
6.0 (£2.8) and 7.5 (£4.6) years, respectively (Table 1).

Experience as Physical

Experience as

Experience in U-16 Experience in U-18

Coach Age Education Teacher (year) coach (years) teams (years) teams (years)
Cl1 49 28 28 7 7
C2 48 28 13 3 3
C3* 42 19 20 10 15
C4* 31 10 13 3 4
C5* 42 8 14 5 5
Cco* 44 15 20 8 11
Mean+sd 42,7+6,4 18,0+8,6 18,0+5,9 6,0+£2,8 7,5+4,6

*Currently coaching U-16 and U-18 teams

Interview procedures and discourse analysis

Semi-structured interviews with coaches were done by one
researcher and took four months due to their availability in
the regular season. Interviews lasted an average of 1 hour and
16 minutes (total time of 7 hours and 36 minutes). The time spent
with the coaches allowed a deep understanding of the pedagogical
procedures adopted in the U-16 and U-18 teams, opening up
different prerogatives for the analysis and interpretation of
their discourses.

Although the semi-structured interview has an initial script
(which may be followed chronologically or not, but guarantees
the intended content), coaches were able to broadly express their
views on the teaching process of the U-16 and U-18 teams?.
The semi-structured interview was chosen to allow the trainer
to discuss the central theme of this study, allowing better access
to subjective data®®.

The interviews with participants were scheduled at different
times and places indicated by coaches to avoid conflict with their
daily routines. The semi-structured interviews were applied to
access coaches’ discourses® starting from the following questions:
1) “How do you teach handball for U-16 team?”’; 2) “How do
you teach handball for U-18 team?”. It was possible to identify
the approaches used by the coaches in both teams (U-16 and
U-18), to understand the dynamic processes experienced by
this group and the particularities of coaches’ perspectives?.
Coaches’ statements were individually digitally/tape recorded
and transcribed verbatim to increase accuracy’!. In order to
validate the statements and evidence of participants’ discourses,
the transcription of interviews was sent by email to the subjects
for checking’.
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Two researchers (in the Sports Pedagogy field, with vast
experience in teaching team sports) tabulated and analyzed the
discourses, which were analyzed based on Collective Subject
Discourse (CSD) method3??. The CSD method3??3? preserves
the discursive nature of opinions, considering that people
within a group cannot share similar ideas®?, which provides
the elaboration of how many discourses are needed. In this
method, starting from an inductive base, similar ideas can be
identified and aggregated through open questions, in which
each CSD presents and articulates the different arguments of
a certain opinion*2.

The CSD method consists of three methodological
figures: key expressions (continuous or interrupted excerpts
that reveal the essence of discourse), central ideas (reveals
and synthesizes the meaning of each set of key expressions),
and the CSD (combination in a synthesis-discourse of the
key expressions with the same central idea; and expresses
the collective reference of the discourse)’>*. Thus, coaches’
thought categories are revealed, allowing the identification
and reconstruction of similar ideas from the set of individual
discourses.

Discussion

Coaches’ discourses revealed the teaching approaches
preferred in U-16 and U-18 teams. Three CSD were identified
for U-16 teams: CSD1- technique approach (shared by
three coaches), CSD2- situational approach (shared by all
coaches); CSD3- global-functional approach (shared by five
coaches). When asked about U-18 teams, three CSD were
developed: CSD4- technique approach (shared by all coaches),
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CSDS5- situational approach (shared by five coaches), and
CSD6- global-functional approach (shared by two coaches).
In the CSD7, coaches justified some performance differences
between U-16 and U-18 teams (Table 4).

It was possible to identify that all coaches use at least two
different pedagogical approaches in U-16 teams, suggesting
the variability of stimulus in the training sessions. In U-18
teams, five coaches presented choices for at least two
approaches and one coach presented a choice for only one
(technique approach).

The following differences between the CSD of U-16 (Table 2)
and U-18 teams (Table 3) were identified: 1) the increase of

Table 2. CSD of U-16 teams

the choice for the technical approach in U-18 teams; 2) the
reversal of preferred teaching approaches (U-16: situational vs
U-18: technique); 3) the balanced choice for both approaches
(situational and technique) in U-18 teams; 4) the decrease in
global-functional approach in U-18 teams.

Considering the CSD1 (Table 2), coaches pointed out to
performing various exercises without opposition, which does
not occur in the formal game. Coaches try to motivate players
during training sessions but they recognized that these sessions
can be boring and monotone. Thus, different stimuli were
provided by them, mainly related to balls of different weight
and to exercise load.

CI-1: Technique approach (C1,C2,CS)

CSD1: The tendency to have a more technique situation, with more isolated technical exercises® >, 50% technique®'. We will practice

a bit isolated for a short time, otherwise the player becomes disinterested®; if it is throwing, then let’s go, only throwing®!. It is not

that monotonous thing, but it is with a lot of encouragement: bungee cord, bed sheet on the elastic cord to block the goalkeeper’s view,
mini-volleyball net, goal post inside the court for the wing’s throws, tennis balls®'. All you can give as stimulus of light, heavy, larger, smaller,
lighter, height, jumps the bench then receives the ball and throws, receives a charge, gives a little push, loses balance, jumps and throws®!.

CI-2: Situational approach (all coaches)

CSD2: I will not quit using the situational [when compare to U-14], but it will decrease®. In the U-16 I think it begins to have a little more
game situations®?, I already start placing blocks®, I cut out the game and I get in that situation where I need to make a pass and I cut out of the
game and put it there in practice®. You can work the relationship between offense and defense® in depth®, do some work 1x1, 2x2, to start

in this progression, and start doing 3x3¢>¢3.C5€6 4x4C3C4C5 T always tell the athletes: “I’m giving you the options, I do not know what will be

happening in the game™*.

CI-3: Teaching through games (C1,C2,C3,C4,C6)

CSD3: In the U-16 it should already start making these games of “keep away”, in which I have to move and know that the other is also
moving®. In the game I work with the distance of the pass [short, medium, long]; the passes at this moment may be varied®>. The game
enriches enough when you see that some players still have difficulty; the game is a tool for you to teach these players who have difficulty
in the execution of specific movements; not everyone will get the same reading and that player who is still not being able to understand the

situations will have the opportunity©2.

Continues to enter the pre-sport, but not as the protagonist, I will not quit using games, but I will decrease it®>, but I keep it because the

kids like it“. The playful serves only for warming-up at times, which will be part of the preparation for practice

C4,C6

Table 3. CSD of U-18 teams

CI-4: Technique approach (all coaches)

CSD4: You have to improve technique to the fullest, working especifically

C4C5€6 with a lot of repetition for the player better understand what

is being said®. It is the age that you can get the most out of the player in relation to technique, because he already has good knowledge®; this
technique is specific on offense and defense®. There is a sequence of passing exercises, all of the players shifting: shoulder pass, jump pass,
rolling pass®>©3. In the U-18 we can have longer passes, I didn’t do long passes in the U-16 or U-14 because the margin of error is still too large®.
There is practice that you will start with the technique as a warm-up®, like face to face, making passes®; there are exercises used for warm-up, to
warm-up the goalkeeper, shots from the positions®'. I say that the warm-up should not be face to face, but we do it to warm-up the joints®.

CI-5: Situational approach (C1,C2,C4,CS5,C6)

CSDS5: Everything is a cutout of the game, show the options; It starts working the answers in the U-16 and in U-18 improve them. The player
needs to understand that what she’s thought to do can change and she has to make decision®. These situations will always make me work
passing, throw, dribble; is embedded in this action the throw and the pass with pressure, always with game stimulus®'. Work specific game
simulation® and maintain smaller situations®>¢¢ using numerical superiority and inferiority®® such as 4x3, 3x2 and the 5x4¢!, but begins
to create more difficulty for the players®™. I also use a lot of transition, ball recovery, with 2x1 on the entire court, 3x2 on the entire court, in
sectors®! You have to make she understand that she is playing with ball, without the ball, with the ball close, with the ball away, and he has to

position him/herself in respect to it

CI-6: Teaching through games (C2,C4)

CSD6: In the U-18 T think there are sessions in which you can use small games that serve as warm-up®>“* Games are just for play, it is just to
warm-up sometimes“* Games in U-18 as warm-up do not necessarily a handball game, I can give them another sport, there’s a lot of wealth
of information®®. There is a game that I give them where the goalie is there, she will be scored on from outside [the court] which is handball
while at the same time playing soccer® [in the internal space of the court, similar to the dynamics of hockey].
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CSD1 indicates a choice for the technical approach in U-16
teams. This proposal focuses on learning skills disconnected from
tactical problems, focusing on repetition of specific movements of
handball. It is believed that learning technical skills is necessary
to learn game skills. However, it can have characteristics such
as the non-transfer of learned elements for the game context
due to teaching “how to do” from exhaustive repetition that
is disconnected from the reasons, or the “why”, “when” and
“where”, which can be boring to the players*".

On the other hand, coaches were unanimous in CSD2
(Table 2) when described the choice for teaching handball based
on game situations, addressing the progression of game situations
from 1x1 to 4x4. Coaches believe that in U-16 teams the game
situations need to be more frequent in training sessions, when
compared to U-14 teams, justified by the central importance given
to formal play. They also highlight that players are encouraged
to solve unpredictable situations of the game, specially provided
by relationships between teammates and opponents, in a similar
context described in U-14 teams when TGfU were mentioned
by handball coaches’.

It is important to highlight the concern of authors such as
Ehret, Spéte, Schubert, Roth** and Greco, Silva, Greco® for
the contextualization of individual tactics during group (team)
actions in the U-16 teams, which allows different development
in numerical relationships of 3x3 and 4x4. In this sense, Greco
and Benda*® discussed that working on game situations involving
smaller groups of players is more effective, where players can
play more actively, have more contact with the ball, and interact
more in smaller groups. Nevertheless, Ehret, Spate, Schubert,
Roth3 also suggested the beginning of specialization of positions,
however, that players act in all positions, with attention to the
development of individual tactical aspects in each specific
court position.

In CSD3 (Table 2), coaches pointed out the choice to
use games as a pedagogical strategy (CSD3) to level the
knowledge of game dynamics, and thus, to allow players to
understand the game as a whole rather than as a sum of its
parts (technique approach). CSD3 also mentioned the main
feature of global-functional approach, whose emphasis is
centered on the resolution of problem-situations, which requires
the application of technique repertoire in the game context.
Therefore, the concern is with the effectiveness of the actions
rather than their efficiency.

Under this view, it is emphasized that teams are composed by
players with different experiences, and some players start to play
handball in U-16 teams, which increases the complexity of the
relationships between these players (experienced vs. novices).
The unpredictable contexts provided by games have the premise
of improving the repertoire of the motor and cognitive solutions,
which are essential to decision-making.

Ricci, Reis, Menezes, Dechechi, Ferreira'? evaluated the
learning of young handball players in the situational approach
and cited that these players presented a greater number and more
consistent application of tactical solutions. Both approaches cited
in CSD2 and CSD3 are based on the development of gaming
competencies from problem-situations that involve the presence
of opponents in complex and dynamic contexts, which retain
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offensive (keep ball possession, progress towards the opponent’s
target and finish on target) and defensive (regain possession
of the ball, prevent opponent’s progression and protect your
target) principles®’,

The findings with U-16 teams support Greco'* and Menezes,
Marques, Nunomura? that cited these characteristics in the global-
functional and situational approaches, which aim to develop
players’ abilities in environments with game dynamics and
interactions between players. Supporting the indications made by
these authors, Costa, Garganta, Greco, Mesquita, Muller® pointed
out that deficiency in the tactical domain may compromise the use
of technical skills. Therefore, we understand that once the U-16
team is reached, the TLP should focus on the development of
elements and tactical skills that will allow technical improvement
in following stages.

The concern with the development of gaming skills is a
theme treated as a key element in this stage of the long-term
training in handball****, which is related to the comprehension of
tactical aspects and the ability to make contextualized decisions.
Similarly, Greco, Silva, Greco® presented that in U-16 teams
the development of tactical intelligence from different games
should be prioritized. This concern was also demonstrated by
coaches in both discourses that emphasized situational approach
drawn from formal game situations (as mentioned in CSD2) and
through games (CSD3).

The coaches’ positions in the U-18 teams revealed a
choice for the technical approach (CSD4) and for situational
principles (CSDS5). CSD4 (Table 3) expresses the opinion of
all coaches, emphasizing the technical approach for U-18
teams, which was justified: a) as a warm-up activity for players
without opposition, whose focuses on the technical execution
outside the game context; and b) by prioritizing the technical
improvement of players in their specific positions. In regards to
this second aspect, the coaches mentioned the specific technical
development of offensive and defensive skills separately, as well
as the sequences of passing and throwing exercises (without
opposition).

Nevertheless, coaches use the technical approach to improve
technical aspects (as passes, throws, dribbling) based on many
repetitions. Therefore, it is possible to emphasize long passes
(CSD4) due to the better precision when compared to U-14
and U-16 teams. For Ehret, Spéte, Schubert, Roth** long-term
handball training should be supported by game activities in
training sessions that allow players to adapt to different offensive
and defensive contexts, including U-18 teams. In contrast, the
authors indicated that technical aspects, such as passing and
throwing variations, should also be emphasized out of the
game context. In CSD4, it was possible to identify the coaches’
choice for the technical approach, justified by the need for
improving technical aspects and specialization of players, which
partially agrees with the premises mentioned by Ehret, Spéte,
Schubert, Roth.

Greco, Silva, Greco® reported that in the U-18 teams there
is more emphasis on the quality and variation of actions such as
feints, especially before a tactical action. However, the authors
indicated the importance of the development of individual and
collective game against different defensive scenarios (as pointed
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out by Ehret, Spite, Schubert, Roth?*), which is not emphasized
by the technique approach, as shown in CSD4. Conversely, we
found some contradictory ideas in the last phrase of CSD4,
when presented that ‘the warm-up should not be face to face’,
but does it to warm-up the joints. Although the coach knows
that it may not be the most appropriate option (for not having
opposition and not contemplating any requirement of the game),
this continues to be done that way.

As shown in the discussion of the results of the U-16 teams,
the technique approach aimed for the technical improvement by
the repetitions of this element searching for efficiency. In our
study, the coaches demonstrated an increased choice for using
the technique approach in U-18 teams when compared to U-16.
This highlights the important characteristic of developing some
specific technical requirements in the specialization of players.
Focusing on the disadvantages of the technique approach, we
understand that it does not stimulate the players because it does
not consider the complexity of the formal game. Considering
that the main reason for the coaches to use this approach is to
improve specific skills, we understand that this also can be done
in real game situations, with a reduced number of players and
without opposition (as 1x0, 2x1, 2x0...).

In contrast to the technique approach, coaches reported
in the CSDS5 (Table 3) that the situational approach provides
similar stimuli to technical and tactical requirements of handball
game in U-18 teams, especially those related to the relationships
between teammates and opponents. CSD5 expresses the high
complexity of the decision-making ability required by game
situations in U-18 teams, and these should have progressive
difficulties.

The situational approach should maintain the structure of
the handball game*'>'*, being more suitable for the teaching
of handball when compared to the technique approach. It is
presented (CSDS) the possibility of using this approach in the
transition phase (defense to offense), when it is suggested the
practice of offensive numerical superiority as a way to enable
a fast counterattack after regaining ball possession.

Ehret, Spéte, Schubert, Roth3* indicated that in U-18 teams
there must be positional training, in which players act in various
positions. Similarly, Greco, Silva, Greco® recommend that players
operate in different positions, both on offense and on defense,
without specialization, further suggesting the development of
individual and group play in different defensive systems. This
assumption is justified by the development of playing ability
in different specific court positions in offensive and defensive
contexts (Ehret, Spéte, Schubert, Roth®*).

In contradiction, we highlight the CSD6 (Table 3), which
demonstrated the low importance given to global-functional
approach by coaches in U-18 teams. Coaches suggested that there
is an understanding that games might be used only for fun in
warm-up activities, disregarding the situations that resemble the
demands of the formal game such as the relations of cooperation
and opposition, game principles, and the requirements of the
complex context for the players’ decision-making.

We emphasize that game creates an unpredictable
environment, in which changes may occur according to the
technical and tactical behavior of players. However, the game

cannot be understood in a technocratic way, as proposed by the
technique approach'®,

Games can be used, therefore, to teach main specific
contents of handball, especially by the maintenance of complex
characteristics of the game context’. It is also justified as an active
teaching approach to tactical development and construction
of knowledge guided by the diversity of stimuli’. Games also
attend players’ desire to play and allow the approximation to
problem-situations of tactical order when rules are modified,
but it is difficult to change the coaches’ mentality to teaching
through games®.

Antén Garcia*! recommended that U-16 teams fit the acquired
technique in specific court positions, suggesting the beginning
of this kind of specialization. Ehret, Spéte, Schubert, Roth*
pointed out that U-16 players should have access to situations
that provide multiple possibilities of group actions, which would
be relevant from the use of global-functional and the situational
approach, in which the tactical requirements are similar to the
demands presented in the formal game. Both approaches seem to
be appropriate, with spatial variations and numerical relationships
between teammates and opponents.

Ehret, Spite, Schubert, Roth** and Greco, Silva, Greco®
addressed the specification of court position in U-16 teams,
signaling a possible beginning of player specialization. For
them, players need to be encouraged to play in all positions,
allowing contact with different aspects related to each sector
of the court. Thus, the aforementioned authors understood
that in the U-16 teams players must have varied experiences
that allow the development of different technical and tactical
offensive and defensive abilities, in addition to expanding the
repertoire of actions and resolutions of problem-situations. We
observe that the development of these skills might be reached
with different stimulus provided by the choice of teaching
approaches.

Therefore, teaching approaches in U-16 and U-18 teams
must be based on pedagogical principles that allow players to
understand the game and its possibilities of action in specific
court positions. The use of different approaches in U-16 and U-18
teams need to be considered to enable a gradual increase of game
complexity as presented in U-127 and U-14 handball teams®.

CSD7 (Table 4) pointed that physical fitness becomes
more intense in U-18, which supports Anton Garcia*!, for
whom the development of physical capacities should be done
simultaneously to motor skills, but independent from the
technical and tactical training:

Coaches also indicated in CSD7 the increase of performance
demands in U-18 teams, with higher pressure for results when
compared with U-16 teams (when approximately 25% of the
total time is spent with physical fitness), and with players’
efficacy as an indicator to competitive situations (CSD7). These
findings address more time spent on physical fitness, developed
within the 50% of the time dedicated for technical training,
suggesting the beginning of specialization of players according
to court positions3#!,

Based on our findings and comparing with Menezes, Marques
and Nunomura®’, it was possible to observe that in long-term
handball training the interest of coaches by teaching through
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games decreases from U-12 to U-18 teams (when reaches the
lowest level). In contrast, from U-14 to U-18 teams the interest
in the technical approach increases, reaching the highest level in
U-18 teams. A similar scenario was observed with the situational
approach when the highest choice was in U-16 teams.

These assumptions point to a trend towards the teaching
context in which player specialization is achieved/consolidated
in U-18. This specialization is prioritized by increased choice for
situational and technique approaches. Another aspect that may
influence the preferred teaching approaches in U-12 and U-14
teams is the restrictions imposed by competition rules, which

Table 4. Differences in performance between U-16 and U-18 teams

were not analyzed in this study. Thus, coaches’ discourses have
revealed that the technical approach is important for a player’s
specialization, which is preferably used after learning the game
(provided by other approaches).

Still, when considering long-term handball training, it was
observed that the global-functional approach is less preferred
and was strongly related to the playful character, as compared
to the tactical dimension. Menezes, Marques and Nunomura’
revealed that coaches of U-12 teams believe that games must be
a central element of teaching, as they enable the development of
different aspects that support the decision making in handball.

CI-7: Increase of performance demands (C1,C4,C5,C6)

CSD7: U-18, actually, my U-16 starts to do physical work, then this 50-50 I talk about [50% technique and 50% global and situational], has a
little part of these 50% of technique that the players are going through the gym 3x a week, are already doing something on the track, push-
ups®!. The main part of the practice is serious, demanding performance®; my practice is an hour and a half where you come out soaked [with
a lot of sweat], without wasting time®'. In the U-18 becomes clearer that performance counts a lot, the player has to be aware that if he made
10 passes and missed 8 he will not start playing and will be a while before getting in®. U-18 he’s starting to understand the competition, then
the coach has to guide so they have better direction, which will make this player understand that is important to become a great player; it is

at this time that he chooses whether to play or not, if he will work or study®. I think that it starts to direct the player’s positions®, starting to
make a little of specific work, because it is almost practically defined the position of each one of them®*

We understand, therefore, that mutual use of the methods
mentioned by coaches can promote the development of handball
players in the long term, enabling them to make decisions
according to the context presented by teammates and opponents.
On the other hand, the contribution of the technical approach
for learning the handball game is not clear, as well as for the
players’ development.

Coaches should be concerned about increasing the players’
decision-making repertoire as they approach the U-18 team.
This perspective would allow players more knowledge about
the game and its possibilities of interaction with teammates
and opponents. For this, it would be necessary to prioritize the
situational and global-functional approaches. A curriculum for
handball teaching can consider the aspects presented herein since
relevant content can be emphasized based on the arguments of
experienced coaches. In this sense, one of the factors that might
be considered in this curriculum is the increase of performance
requirements in the long-term handball training.

Conclusion

This study analyzed the discourses of Brazilian handball
coaches (from the state of Sdo Paulo) and identified the preferred
teaching approaches in U-16 and U-18 teams. Although coaches
adopted similar approaches in both teams, there was a balance
between global-functional and the situational approaches in U-16
teams. For U-18 teams, there was a choice for the technique and
situational approaches, justified by the requirements for players’
development. We have analyzed the discourses of female team
coaches, and possible differences can be found when analyzing
male teams.
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Considering that handball players are inserted in a complex
and dynamic environment, global-functional, and situational
approaches should be given a prominent position (as presented
in all stages), especially due to the simultaneous development of
technical and tactical aspects. In contrast, the technical approach
does not offer a rich environment for the development of players’
decision-making ability, but was recognized as a central position
in U-18 teams, possibly related to players’ specialization, and
technical improvement.

Nevertheless, the emphasis on the technical approach
does not improve players’ decision-making ability by the low
transfer to the game context. The diversified environment
prioritized in the situational and global-functional approaches
provides questions that emerge from interactions between
players, being valuable for understanding the game on U-16
and U-18 teams.

We consider that a specialization of players should be
conducted gradually, with players experiencing different teaching
approaches. This finding was possible after the comparison
with other studies that investigated coaches’ discourses about
teaching in other stages (U-12 and U-14 teams).

Information on teaching choices is particularly interesting
due to the implications in the long-term handball training,
with practical applications on “how to teach” in each stage.
Our findings may also start discussions on the curriculum
of the long-term handball training, starting from coaches’
discourses.

We analyzed a particular scenario of Brazilian handball, and
despite the high representativeness of the coaches, the theme
deserves more investigation. Future studies should investigate
coaches of other states and of different competitive levels (school,
regional or national leagues).



Menezes R. P. & Ramos N. C. & Marques R. F. R. & Nunomura M.

Endnotes

(I The “Open Games of state of Sdo Paulo” is a competition in which
most of the state teams participate, each representing a different city.
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