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ATHLETE

| was working on one athlete and saying ‘Move your han.ds away,

hands away', thinking of the techn'lque I was trying to ge
Z::r: | realised, okay, this is Ana. Why isn’t Ana r'T)oving her
properly? Maybe she doesn't understand Vf/hat I m ﬁaymg or I
saying it the wrong way, so | changed something or did it another way
or whatever, but it immediately brought my focus onto the person o
now | was dealing with Ana and Simona and Maria, rather than just ;
group of athletes to whom | was teaching a technique. And it just kind

of struck me then ‘Ah, this is the way you go about it. This makes it
much more interesting!’

mOVQ
t ang
hangs

The above quote from Chapter 1 presents the thinking of a neophyte
rowing coach who had started to consider how her approach could
better influence the learning (and performances) of her young
athletes, In doing so, she begins to hint at the messiness of how
n athlete/player learns, how 2 coach teaches, what is being taught
and the congext i) which learning occurs. To better understand the
Eroccss of knowledge Production that occurs in the interactions
cztr:"t:;ﬂ Stil}t: cloach, the athlete/player, and the sporting content and

- ter,m : :dars ha\:e drawn upon the sub-discipline of pedagogy
Within thep "808Y" usually refers ¢ children as learners, howeven
term is also ysed in the context of adults

although hliterature the
ou t g ’
g ¢ More approprlate term iS ‘androgogy: (Armour’ 2011).

ME
THODS Anp ATHLgrg

/pLAYER
< LEARNINC
rping has been, and Continues ¢,
ea

< 1 e» d 1
Co;]Chlng. CCI‘talnly, CoacheS are | ﬂ i t(.'_)plc;ll are
or velopment of in ghar:
sp ng and develop athletes/players. In work ¢ "8 the

1 ,
leaft coaches and athlete/player learning
Vism an Ories gre often

theories are in agrcemgm that Iearning involye, »- hile
fhesemodifying knowledge, skills, Strategies, belief

and viours' (Schunk, 2014, p. 2)
peha fore, this chapter begins wit a
Ther?es highlighting their difference
theoier ’foc uses on the connection between athlete/play
Chsp opular methods that coaches use: directive/com,
a:CipIsOcal’ guided discovery and problem, solving,

r

discussiop, of th

The Sécond h

€se three
alf of the
er learning
mand, task,

BEHAVIOURISM

Behaviourism has its roots in late nineteentb/early twentieth century
ps ychology with John Watson generally cgnmdered to be the founder
However, Ivan Pavlov, Edward T}.lor.ndlke. and BF. Skinner were
involved in key devel.opments. within this areg (Rachlin, 1991),
Behaviourism has significantly influenced the content and delivery
of education in the western world. The hallmark of behaviourist
theories is that they focus on behaviour, explaining learning in terms
of environmental events (Schunk, 2014) - that is, we learn through a
process of stimulus-response and selective reinforcement. This means
that all behaviour can be explained without consideration of what is
happening within the learner’s brain during lemng (Chambe.rs, 201hl).

John Watson (1878-1958) was an American psychologlst,.w 0,
with his graduate student Rosalie Rayner, devﬂoped an exp?(rilmérfl;
entitled, ‘Albert B’. The purpose of the experiment yvasd to 1 egzld
if classical conditioning (famously used by Pavlov with \X(;gS) ; o
be used to condition an emotional response in humar;S;;3S ;;Szeuml
Rayner exposed nine-month-old boy, Albert, to a.sne - camvdne
stimulus (i.e. a rat, rabbit, monkey, masks and bufnl li e
' which Albert had no reaction. Because thedStH::n(l)ne e
(resulted in no reaction), the rescarchers coul u;ample, when they
£ test if they could condition a response. FOE i d noise caused by
introduced , hite rat to Albert they made a lou
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loud noise (lmtche rat was introduced to ./‘ilbert, th_e Noise OcCgan to o Ilt:eyies onZe baect " "*SPonse e reinforceq s become
o g ﬂmfﬂ pairing the rat (COl‘ldltlonetd St'mUIuS) anl:jrred. makes P ome less likely, e Say that s ; € stimuly
AL repeaiiedit)ioﬂfd Stimums‘)’Zlgigjrt s ety rat With fthQ (Carlson & Buskisstplunghed.

ise (unco ber, ; o) 11997, p.
nc(:)lrsldi(ﬁo“cd rcsponse)nfs: to coaching, consider ath r flasdalirion tO tierlaw, of effucy Thorngij, also ideny; -
In relating this exan Before conditioning, the hiLe lete Whe of exercise. This referred to the law of 46, & 've,m'ﬁed the law
decides to ﬂYa"e‘.V]Sp O]elw sport meant that the sport it g CTieng, 0 a stimulus strengthens the connectioy, aiid t}:& IIC 3 Tesponge
and knowledg® Otetu]teral] stimulus). However, during ¢ é:sltf 'd g, which 2 re?ponsekls r:iot r?ade 0 @ stimulyg, eOnas'g (ii disim" §
i re:l}:: zzil(ertle witnesses the coach shouting at the Other ath] : CO?;;EEEIZ \i‘:iian:ifrizd ?iiatorregv(;;t;r; gichunk, 2014y, ir;i]etr)i;v:)lzi
:iiaringiigiiishing th?m for malqng mistal;(?s.. T};e i Efthlete ﬁit(:: :?lt punishment did not weaken, them E?%it:riii;i th? S omnections,
the coach’s behaviours (negative unco? itione stimulj) Upsettjy, connections were weakened whep alternatjye ce, 932). Rather,
Consequently, she develops a hatred for the NEW sport negativ% strengthened. This is interesting becayse the Wofkﬂfl;ctigns were
conditioned response) and does 0 o continue Participatj, unishment may suppress a response, s it on] I.-emlﬁed that
Watson's work in classical conditioning led to the beliefthat tii S n what not to do (i.e. it does not offer inform;’tiproxidcs feedback
learner is a passive recipient of knowledge. However, Thorndike an:i behaviour). Therefore, when athletes are told th:tn t‘;n the correct
Skinner did not agree with this view of learning and POsitioned g, something incorrectly, they understang What not 1o 4 ‘?’{ are domg
S named indhe subsequent Paragraph i, an athlete does something incorrectly, but i also gii'rn Sg‘iever? E
coutzastto classical conditioning, operant Conditioning Suggests thyt feedback and an opportunity to practise solving problems CO:;CCUI;’@
behaviour is shaped or maintained by its consequences. they learn the appropriate method (although they do not forget th};,
Edward Thorndike (1874-1949) was a Prominent Americ, incorrect method) (Huber, 2013).

psychologist who proposed that learning  involves forming B.E. Skinner (1904-1990) was an American psychologist who
sssodiations  or connections between SENsory  experiences built upon Thorndike’s work. Skinner was nterested in how
(perceptions of stimuli/events) and neutral impulses or responses positive reinforcement worked To do this, Skinner placed a hungry
that are demonstr ated behaviourally (Schunk, 2014). Such an ratin a ‘Skinner box’, The box contained a lever on one side and, as
PP roacii to learning is based upon trial and error (j.e. selecting and the rat moved about the box, it would accidentally knock the lever.
zrsln;c;mlg]) : forbexample,'one of Thorndike’s most known works In dOin_g S0, a food pellet would be released inro a container.' After
ok witii ;OZOZ T: e;cperirrient m' which a cat was placed into a a fe\;lv trials, wheri the rat Wwas put into the boyr, it would go derCt(l)};
differemWaYS cois:: 0}? tside of it. The cat would randomly try ;(e) the lever. Skinner explained that the posrt}ilve cgr;;ecg;rlicteime
MOVing aroung e bs:zt : bfx to get the food and, eventually, afte(;' : fNelvmg fpod ensured the rat wguld rgpeat nts;:gd 2
the hageh, i SCVeral, W(}u d stumble upon the lever that opene by a5 put into the l?ox. While Skinner ;:md(; L e
lever ang yyag aster a ials, the cat madgifedia errors to find the r n flncrease beh.aviour, he alsr) showed the tPSkjnner B i
ad learneg that there _eaping from he box. This suggested the cat aem Orcement, .Similar to the imtial expferime_r;1 i,n i
lever, thereby ok t\;/ere favourap|e consequences to pressingtl}c s La.t n th.e Skinner box and, mstegd 0 prov1AS gthe e
Ctween ¢ cat’s 5 Zh th}? behaviour. Focusing on the relationSl}{P aii Jected it t(i an unpleasant electric curr«:n‘téched e e
Proposed ¢h law of e, viour ang g consequences, ThOmf_i‘kG Outthe box, it would knock the lever that swi

is i \ 3 : to shut
Otetfect. Thig i explained in the following Wa CUtren e St quickly ‘learned’ to go straight to the lever
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off the unplessi™ = ). In contrast to the first SXPCTiingy Itk
quence of escaping the electric Clrgg, "

leasant reinforcement) ensured ¢, ¢ (i

| of an unpic inner tl ey s

(Schunk, 2014). Skinner then deve]oped this oylq

. the rats to avoid the elecFrlc CULIERCH Ty o] s thiwork

by teaching light just before the electric current vy SWitch, 5 he

turned on lg‘]eame d’ to press the lever when the light ¢, °n.
on _ ;

The rats sO hat this would stop the pending electric g € op

new t
because they knew t nk, 2014). From thj Tent
(i.e. avoidance learning) (Schu ) Sl Skmner

ing occurs through trial and errop.

belived that learming inforcement can incr
As Skinner 1denaﬁed, rel (;1 e case the changy,
that a behaviour will recur (Schunk, )- This SUBBESts thy, in
sport, skills could be taught or shaped .t}'lrough reiflforcemem_
While positive reinforcement refers to receiving Something g, can
increase the likelihood of a response (e.g. positive feedback), Negatiye
reinforcement refers to removing something unpleasant that woyg
increase behaviour (e.g. criticism). In contrast, punishment cap be used
todecrease the frequency of an action (but it does not offer informatjop,
relating to the correct behaviour). This could include asking an athlete/
player to pay a fine or remove something pleasant to decrease the
undesired behaviour (e.g. benching the athlete/player during a training
session). Also, coaches could ignore the negative behaviour of an
athlete/player, hoping that by removing her/his attention, the athlete/
player will cease the negative activity, this is referred to as extinction. It
Is 'i“.lPOFtant to note that a reinforcer will only strengthen a behaviour
ifitis situationally specific’ and if the athlete/player desires it (Schunk,
2014). That is, what may be a reinforcer for one person, may be
considered 10 be 3 pupjghey 1 another (Morgan, 2008). Therefore,
3 coach would neeq ¢, know how an athlete would view a potential

reméforce.r to know jtg Possible effect.

of ;};;Z;:t‘i"al theories conteng ghy learning involves the formation
earning i v(i)"s between sty and  responses. For example;
or form of bee}jve(.i 4 a change i the rate, frequency of occurrence;
E environmenzio?aigrresponse which occurs largely as a functl;:
ehaviourist a S (Schunk, 2014). Coaches who adop 4
emsp(rgpach.to leaming would place athletes in coﬂtr"lflﬁd
Muli) ang direct them toward specific beha

’

the remova’
repeat the action

-

METHODS
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| S DATHLETE/PLAYER LEARN
r learning ased ING

change® v b thc{) h i pre‘determ' :

bjectives set by c0ach. Sessiong woulg Achievemep,

0

fearning: repetition, rcinforcement, dri“~based JAMCterise by rote
st towards a fixed outcome (Chambers, 2011 Wities, 5
¢ ht through a ‘one—snzc—ﬁts—all’, ‘all-3 * 9K ls.are COMmg
w:lgl the focus on ‘what’ to coach les

: ) On the e

COGNITIVISM

In the late 19_505, psychologists foung bchavioun‘scs' explanati -
: imple and too depend P lanations of

Jearning too simp dependent upop obseryati onal behayio,
Consequently, understandmgs of learning shifted to ¢he lmrncr'r'
mental processes (Merrlarn & Bierema, 2014). Those intcre;tcd irj
cognitiV§ th(-‘j-ories Pf lear nmg aimed to address the issues of hoyw
information 1s rnc{elved, onganlsed, storeFi and retrieved by the mind.
Therefore, cognitive theories are unnemlnned by the assumption thag
learners actively seek and process information (Schunk, 2004). As
such, learning is not concerned so much with what learners do; rather,
itis what they know and how they come to acquire it (Jonassen, 1991).

Although there are different strands of cognitivism, they are
underpinned by the belief that learning builds upon previous
experience (Gould, 2009). In this way, individual information has
limited meaning in itself and accumulating more knowledge does
not necessarily constitute learning (Schunk, 2014). Learning can
only occur when one can relate to the information and see now
it ‘fits” within the ‘bigger picture’ (Gould, 2009). For cognitivists,
learning is considered to be ‘a change in cognitive structures; fhe
way in which we perceive events and organise experiences to arrive
at understanding’ (Gould, 2009). i s

Jean Piaget ( 1896-1980), a Swiss cognitive psycho 0%15 e -
learning to be 2 developmental cognitive process. Bie 1e\élr;gfour_
children thought differently from adults., Piaget Fieve ’1?}5: e -
*age model of how the mind processes mfonrrilfaﬁsn-smge gt
*ages focus on how people move frorn the.l ; hz reoperational
%8¢ 2) of sensorimotor responses to stimuli, toet resi’:ﬂt objects in
"8 (ages 2 to 4) in which they are able t(;)1;)plzonowing this, 2
¥mbols and words (Merriam & Bierema, 2014).
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stage (age | a8 Bicreina; 2_01 o wbiage s Stagesnn, i
Jbstractly .(Mi]ectual development 1S nOt SIMp ly based on incy, o
children’s m'ter . 5 children progress S e
information; o in how they think. Piaget used the tq, h Ages,
here are chang® of cognitive structurc & CUR) 2013). 5 Weis
unit tions Of events, StOl’ies 2 Che

DS
METHO
0 e Concrete opC

to
child movCSdCrstand concepts an

describe 3 ta Mag

itr(:clude for example, repr:;;:sted or changed through nd Skillgg
: en, are aASSIMila.e

actions. Schemas th mllatlon

ommodation. Assimilation SRt ek infOrmation '
f‘“d ace ed into xisting schema, while accommodation is the prq is
?ncof(c)lr]acﬁﬁing schemas are altered or new schema fotitikg Zess
;:;:;; Jearns new informa.tion (Hu_belj’ .20132 § Give.n its COnceSr;l
with the progressive adaptat:npn of’ an.lnd1v1duz'1l S cogn'ltive schemes
Piaget’s work is evidenced in sporting prac,tlces which haye been
designed to be ‘developmentally appropriate’.

SOCIAL COGNITIVE LEARNING THEORY

Cognitive learning theory provides an explanation of how the
brain processes information; however, some working within this
area believed that learning occurs in a social environment. Social
cognitive learning theory, a subset of cognitivism, acknowledges
that people acquire knowledge, rules, skills, strategies, beliefs and
attitudes by observing others (Schunk, 2014).

Albert Bandura (1925-1976), a Canadian psychologist, found that
P;/?plg could lea‘m new actions by observing others performing them
i(deli:il’lﬁir(rilt}itlfl?ri'ma’ 2014). Contrasting behaviourists, Bandura
Schun, 2OM)em I;)rcement Was not necessary for learning to occur
o - ath_er, he was interested in how people could
H o Ataons by observing others erforming th Schunk, 2014).

¢ identified that learnin h P e _em (56 dent
UPon the learners gerane: g through observation was depend
Attention refer the learmlo,n » etention, production and monvaﬂol}t'
S perceived jp 5 meaniner s focus on the relevant event so that!
athlete’s altention ¢y [?gfu, way (Schunk, 2014). For example, 2"

subdividing com le dlrefthq by accentuating features of the
Plex activities into parts, demonstrating "e

e s nd canr
Huber, 2013). This is increased through re:z:il:i::a(tlwas observed
Ive or vidco)

ing the material to informag .
and rel;:s sgming BT th1Con Previously learpeq (Schunk
2014) 4 abll]ty to execut ¢ )
K being modelled, the learner thep reprody e the ;k,[] ai
Fas + of the mental representation they rCtaincdce's the behaviour i
li orts context, this can be assisted by the ¢, (}i.e. Production). [,
2 S(fvide feedback (Huber, 2013). However, im a;rt . PCersv who can
isrthe Jearner’s motivation. MOtt:Vation inﬂuerl;)cesalnez?lit:lsSroccss
ok eCentHon; pI’OFiUCth.n) for activities they feel are im ort(l.e.
erforming actions Wh_ICh will result in rewarding outcor:cs 3“;
avoiding those wthh will be received negatively (Schunk, 2014) an
Cognitive theorles‘ pay attention to the acquisition of knowl;:dgc
and skills, the formation of mental structures and the processing of
information and beliefs (Schunk, 2014). Towards this end, learning is
an internal mental phenomenon inferred from what people say and do.
Therefore, in contrast to behaviourism, cognitivists view learning as
largely detached from the environment and asocial in nature. However,
similar to constructivism (to be discussed in the following section),
cognitive theories view learners as ‘active seekers and processors of
information’ (Schunk, 2008, p. 132). Coaches who accept a cognitivist
approach to learning would break down tasks into steps, which begin
with the most basic and build towards the more complex (depending
on the athlete’s/player’s schema or prior knowledge). The coach
prepares and transmits the information, but also empowers the mental
processes of the athlete/player (Chambers, 2011).

CONSTRUCTIVISM

In contrast to behaviourism and some coguitive approaches,
constructivists believe that humans create meaning as 'Opposed to
acquiring it. That is, learning is a social process ?n which learners
construct new knowledge. Consequently, Jearning is seen asa }Froc.ess
of continual adaptation and responsiveness to constantlyf jng“rlg
chvironment (Light, 2008). This recognises athletgs (/,Ir)l r:ﬁ’:m/
Previous knowledge (what they bring to the learning envir
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gnowledge Cmeripective positions the co':;c 1 :;ls al faci litatoy ol ankl:
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2014). Sucha }; Jlenging questions to guide t e earper With |,
in-depth and ch ny and self-motivation Viewed er

enquiry discovery, ing process (Leonard, 2002). licy)
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to the succ

of the learni : 3

Jar constructivist theory featured in coaching Scholyyg
A popu :
gotsky’s Soci

hiP Is
RUSsian
COntext

vaUil‘es

al Development Theory. Lfen Vygotsky, 6
iewed learningas occurring in 3 cultury]
scientist 1(3 Sgbngﬁ)x;t‘:era(?ﬁon' He believed that an individyg]
:Zj/l?xzﬁn;rllgfunaions and patterns Ofdthou'g?F fr(?m Fhe assistance of
twols (i.e. cultural objects, language anf IO ;lnstltutlons & ?hUrches’
schools) and scaffolding (i.e. support from others) when it i offereg
within the zone of proximal development (ZPD) (Sch.unk1 2014),
ZPD is the zone in which leammg oceurs. This ‘zope’ is just
beyond their range of experience V\f‘lth the assistance of a cogch 5
more capable peer who can help bridge the distance from what the
learner can do independently and what they can do with assistance
(Schunk, 2014). Here the ZPD is not formed Jjustwithin the learner, jt
isthe interaction between the learner, the more ‘capable’ other and the
cultural tools that are shared within a culturally mediated interaction
(Cobb, 1994; Wells, 1999). Therefore, learning occurs as the athlete/
player, bringing their own understanding to the interaction, constructs
meaning by integrating these understandings with their experience in
‘helcmﬁm (Schunk, 2014). The influence of the cultural-historical
f;t:vr;fcll: ]S(Zﬁf"]:yg()‘?k)"s theory as it not only provides the context
enables the leaome]:l% (l(.ie. assistance from others) takes place, but also
their language anq (t)h C'Ve]op animproved awareness of themselves,
€Ir role in the world (Schunk, 2014). Such

Participatiop, i S
enablirFlJ S '; the cultural worlq transforms mental functioning
; E1eW formg of Awareness to oceyr
T contrast ¢, beh .

COmpries 4 | 'OUrSIm and  cognitivism, ' constructvisa

a
ange X >
ge of theorlets which suggest that learning is mqst

e it is et : B
1994), I oqc. S active, 'teractive and authentic (Newmant,

Ctivist approach to learning, coaches .
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d actively encourage athletes/pl,
ou

YCrS tO draw u
erience tO construct ney,

d exP Meanings ,, i
a?;hambers’ 2011). H’OWCVCT,’thls would require therstandm
ndel’Stand the athlete’s/player’s prior learning iy at coaches
u

upon it,(i'e" coiftn'lct) rlte\(;v l}elarning_ Todo thﬂS, Coac
e s ands-on, Sle-dlrected activit :

e Orientated‘ towards d§51gn and_ discovery’ (Gl ezsos?;iuch
47). At3 S A Fh.ls WOUIQ include Creating OPPOFtl)lnities‘fgr.
Jctive engagement, pgrthlpaflon L grOlfPs, frequent interactionkand
feedback and_ SO SR di 50 real—worl_d contexts (Chambers 2011)

Learning is complex. As illustrated in the first part of this éha s
understandin,g b athletes/players may receive and make senspe otL
information 7 important to coaches who Wish to create Optimal
learning experiences for athletes/Plle(’-rS- Coaches’ sessions are often
structured in ways that reflect their 4SSumptions and beljefs abort
what learning is and how peop.le learn. However, many coaches may
not have considered connections between athlete/player learning
and methods or, by extension, there may be disconnect between
the learning that they seek and the methods they use within their
sessions. Therefore, identifying the underpinning theory of the
methods coaches’ use is useful as it draws attention to the intended
and unintended consequences on athlete/player learning.

COACHES’ METHODS

The term ‘method’ is commonly used when referring to the
strategies that coaches use in structuring and designing their sessions.
This is often confused or used synonymously with ‘style’; however,
methods should be viewed as principles in action whereas style is
4 manner of self-expression (Cassidy et al., 2009; Tinning, Kirk &
Evans, 1993). To clarify, ‘techniques and methods are available to all
[coaches], the way in which they are used determines the [coaches]
style’ (Willee, 1978, p. 20). Therefore, coaches may draw upon
similar methods, but they may use very different styles: ;
A popular approach to viewing coaches’ rgcthods is Mos(sitons
SPectrum of teaching styles (Mosston, 1966). Given that rpethg s t;r_e
Principles in action and style is a manner of self-expression, in Thls
1apter Mosston’s work will be referred toa spectrum of methods. The
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. 1udes elevenl methods d’?t arcx-p;ftsi\e;ntfd N COntinu
m IO tefplayers as passive O e e
i athlete vach-centred methods) are thoge thay il
ErolS’i’Vc appro"Ches (orc orting performance whilst the ACtive lr Moy,
aarsobodc appr acllet/o lSaF; or—centred methosis) wo.u'ld POsitiye] Ciarning
roach (o athlete/P i problem—solvmg abilities of the ,,g Pt
o makmgnfls spectrum was adapted by Kirk ang Col?thlete/
Jayer. In 1996, I\t/(l)ofsisvttc:) methods which ranged from Coach‘cente-red e
who reduced lctenﬂ'e d (i.e. directive/command, task, FeCiprocy, guig A
adqletc/Playe;' - oblem solving). This approagh was used by Chsaff ed
discovery and P nd will also be adopted in this chapter, Vet
al. (2004, 2009) a draw upon more than one method in the

Coache;1 mzlzoice of method is influenced by the nature of 4

.ften’ t;r and the context in which the learning wijj occur (; B
§U:J°Ct/$igoor) (Kirk, Naught, Harahan, Macdonald, & Jobbi(:].e'
1;; 9%())'rAdditi0nally’ coaches’ choice of methqu would reflect theig;
views of learning, in particular, the rela.tlonshlp- between the coach,
learner, subject matter and the learning environment (Armoug
2011; Cassidy et al., 2009).

Table 6.1 provides a brief description of the five methods that
will be discussed in light of behavioursim and constructivism,
Notably absent here is a discussion of cognitivism; however, there
is some overlap between cognitivist theories and constructivism,
Additionally, cognitivism might be evident in how coaches decide
which skills are relevant to the age group they are coaching and in
how they demonstrate skills and/or provide instruction.

as, O

BEHAVIOURISM AND COACH ES’ METHODS
As mentioned previous|
on the modification of
selective reinforcement.

¥, behaviourism is a theory that focuses
behaviour through stimulus-response and
through chap es in b S‘_‘CCCSSfu] learning, then, is determined
coaches’ meth%d lg eh.aV‘o'“r (Chambers, 2011). In relation t©
Method wh;cp, is’ chaviourism underpins the direct or command
61,4 directiye ZPOPUIar Arong coaches. As highlighted in Table
°Wledgeableon2vfz(})1?mand method positions the coach as the

3th]ete5/playCrs. The Cosgowdes the information and direction to the

h privileges demonstration and feedbac®

L

6.1 Coaches’ methods (based o
Table d Cassidy et al., 2009)

: ton &
e 3 Ashworth
zoom-——-——' Characteristics ’
Mt The coach
; . mMakes the dacic:
ective/ ; €Cisions 3p
D':mand are orgamsec'i..the subject Matter }?Ut how a‘h'EteS/playefs
co executed (privileges demonstrati oW the
and/or change. The coach SUpervn v
player errors. ISes and
« The athlete/play

subject matter).

er performs accordingly

Task-based « The session comprises Several different tasks (

which can be undertaken simult e.g. circuit
a )

« The coach makes decisio ey
accomplished and how (e
information, intervals), but provid
player to work individually. Th; oy ime for each athlete/
individual feedback.

« The athlete/player can work inde
. Pendently from th
has the opportunity to make some decisions (e.ge.cngcgfdnei
of the task, starting time, pace and rhythm, stopping time

interval, location, attire/appearance and to ask questions for
clarification).

Reciprocal » Requires .athletes/players to work with one another in
“instruction partnerships.

« The coach designs the session to suit the abilities and needs to
the athletes/players. The coach matches the athletes/players
so that one is more skilled/knowledgeable than the other. The
coach introduces the task, provides the performance criteria,
asks for clarification, observes the partnerships, listens to the
interaction and provides feedback to the group.

* In partnerships, one athlete/player takes the role of a ‘doer’
who performs the task, while an ‘observer’ offers immediate
and ongoing feedback (the roles reverse following achievement
of the behaviour).

Guided » Incorporates activities/tasks that encourages athlete/player
discovery independence. ' ' ;
+ Through a logical and sequential design of questions, the
coach attempts to gradually lead the athlete/player to d;cgvgr
the end result (i.e. a concept, movement, etc. which Is
unknown to the athlete/player). :
+ By responding to the coach’s questions, the athlete/player
engages in the discovery of concepts. i
Problem » The coach establishes a problem. (e.g..a sut_uatnic;r;l:ee;d il
solving team has experienced) or questpn/sntuatlt?nr{)
e psAmERIele) equipfment, tlrtni’ljol‘;; I?ﬂis‘covering and
Athlete/players. enaage .lo s ba' ation of movements,
producing solutions (e.g. comoin

e strategy).




6 \ETHODS AN e coach would like to see replic
mation = example is a fitness cogcl, \: . )and
me o down. The‘fitness coach dCCide 0 leads
ort order of activities and the time al > Wh;
fferentiating for each athlete/p|
h maximises learning 54
would argu® 1o logical progressions. Hovi/ever, others 4 itlmseS
information 7 unt of Jearner’s need's and interests Wwhich lim; B
akes little aCC?jassidY etal., 2009; Kirk et al., 1996). i

effectiveness ( Bl behaviourism is the task-baseq i
Anmh]ir dff’; mprises several different tasks, which . arr‘;thod.
i];i}lsl;rlilfiis (()e.g. a circuit). Such an approach enables athletes/pl:)icis
S Shghtly

rk more independently from the coach as it place
WO 1 han the directi
. the learner than the directive o
more rt‘fspomlblllty S : COmmgpy

method. There is space f'or the coach'to recognise.the diVersity ofthe
athletes/players by creating or a(flziptmg tasks which wil] meet the;,
needs (Cassidy etal., 2009). Addltioriall)r, a task—bnsed method coy)g
have social benefits. However, similar to the direct or COmmang
method, the coach still controls the flow of information (they
decide what tasks to include), which encourages athletes/players ¢,
reproduce the coach’s knowledge. As this method (and the direct of
command method) encourages athletes/players to memorise rather
than understand, there is limited opportunity for athletes/players to
understand the nuances of the game/activity.

lOCat lci]

a 3 foy
yer,

VIZ that this approac

CONSTRUCTIVISM AND COACHES’ METHODS

Recent. work in coaching has endorsed methods which are
underpinned by constructivism. These methods appeal to coaches
whn believe that athletes/players should be primarily responsible for
;};:;;:W“ 'T;ming. That is, in contrast to being a passive sponge
fee]ingg :npd ;J]wl_edge, the athlete/player is viewed as ‘a thinking
learning e e}:- ysical being that interprets and makes sense of
[s/he] bril)izs :en;es S44p ed by the knowledge and inclinations that
104). Three m‘;t;] edleammg experience’ (Light & Evans, 2010, P
e [ that are underpinned by constructivism
» guided discovery and problem solving.
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1.p to directive/command apg
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.Slzzruction still involves the coacp
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task-baseq

¢ selectin
sbject matter. However, it Moves beyondgbaﬁd
5 e

ing becomes SO'Cl]al as aihletgs/players work togeth
& develop the material to suit their neeq (Kirk et Iget(er to discuss
pproaCh enables athletes/players ¢ al., 1996). Such an
a

el undertake ¢},
the coach may haye initial Involvement iy, teac}:?f] ml;s (although
erfOrm them) (Klrk €t al., 1996) It also enables Coafhz em how to
: S

pthlet es/players according to ability
:]16 sport. Eor example, putting the less €xperienced ath]
.th those who are more experienced (i.e. a more capable peer). Thj
would allow athletes/players to appreciate the skills 4 g pzrs 2' S
imprOVCd unders.tandmg nfskill execution, enabling athletes/pla crz
{0 improve their analytl.czil, physical and communication Sii”g
(Cassidy et al., 2009). Addltlo.na“}’, pairs could be joined together %
form small groups, encouraging co-operative learning (Kirk et al.
1996). However, it may be naive for a coach to think that all athletes}
players want to help one another. Rather, a more experienced athlete/
player may view sharing their knowledge and helping another player
as threatening to her/his position on the team.

etCS/players

GUIDED DISCOVERY AND PROBLEM SOLVING

Guided discovery, as a method, requires helping athletes move
through a series of tasks in response to a number of questions.
These questions are carefully aimed at helping the athletes discover
a concept or a solution. For example, rugby coach Wayne Smith —
former coach of the New Zealand men’s rugby team,.the {Xll Blacks
- provided an example of how he used questioning with ius players.
He described a scenario used in a training session 1n V\‘lthh he puts
three attackers against two defenders (Kidman, 2005). “The obwouds
thing would be for the second attacker to draw the last defender an

1 1 ’ (Kidman, 2005,
Pass to the outsi because he is the one in space’ (
i to the scenario, the coach can

P- 197). Based on the players’ responses scer o
ask questions regarding their understanding (i.€. if the gtlaggcu?:i i
does not understand what needs to be done, but cann
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A
98 werHooS Gmith (in Kidman, 2005, p. 197) talkeg o
gll)- For e,\”Ar"Pm’i ght have with oné of the attacking bk o - a
ieandte TR0 |
conve
. What did you do?
Coad: | held ont@ the ball.
i the space
. \Wherewas
Coach:

?

ide.
player: \?/:;Sliid you hold onto the ball?
Coach: ' couldn’t get the pass away.
player: e couldn't you get the pass away?
Coach: too quick.

gt | Hewas O :
ayer: How could you give yourself a bit more time»

ch:
5 | could slow down?

EEY:; What would you need to do to slow down?
ach:
player: Take shorter steps.

rratedin thisexample, the athlete requires cognitive Processing
he questions posed by the coach. However, ¢,
outcome has been determined by the coach, so her/his expertise s
still paramount to the approach (Kirk etal., 1996). This differs to the
problem-solving method which allows for a more varied outcome,
Continuing with an example from rugby, a coach might use the
following scenario: ‘There’s 15 minutes remaining, you’re leading
by 2 points and playing into the wind. The opposition has one
front row forward suspended for 10 minutes and it’s a lineout on
the halfway line.’ The coach gives the players 10 minutes to discuss
options. After that time, the coach calls the group together and asks
them about the scenario, their options (e.g. their priorities with
respect to applying pressure, pitch position, penalty or possession
of the ball) and, as a group, discusses how this information could be
useful in future matches,
), -
athicrt‘;'z/];l':y;(:]zgfr places less emphasi's on the coach, as fhe
problems reqies g zslzﬁ;mblhty for solving the problems. SOl}’“;f
knowledge, preferre ; Cte/player to draw upORIESE prc'vlloirl
taking responsibility fpac}i 7 Wthh to work and SIS Skll"Ifhis
method woyld suit tzljkser/hls learning (Kirk et al., 1996). o
Processes, such 46 ¥ g that require more complex cogmﬂ_,,,
pung game play.

Asillus
to work through t
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NG GAMES FOR UNDERSTANDINC (TGFU) R LEARNING

t well-known :
giof the mos , Constructiy;
s for Understanding (TGFU), g, TP o%hes is Teaching

2010). Therefore, at its core, TGfU placwcre Playmg (Almond.
dcvelopi“g an understanding of the game
within contexts th;lt resemble the full g,
thenticity. In contrast to tellin

andr(j:Ch challenges them to find out.gkﬁ:l:ersar: ionie do, this
resent problems t'o.partici}.)ants regardless of: tieire;gzrea;?ictul to
experience- In addlthn to improving understanding of ty and
athlete/Player mOthéltl.Ol’l may also be influenced

TGfU is useful as it allows for a range of learning strategies. For
example, offence and defence strategies can be developed through

ided and progressiv? practice conditions that more appropriatcgly
simulate the game environment (Hubball, Lambert & Hayes, 2007)
some coaches believe that TGfU does not provide oppormnitie;
to learn skills; however, it has been argued that skill acquisition is
best developed in circumstances that most resemble the situations
in which it will be used (as opposed to teaching it in isolation)
(Almond, 2010). Therefore, a games-based approach enables
athletes/players to improve the cognitive dimensions of their play
without detracting from skill development (Light, 2006).

In Australia, TGfU developed into Game Sense in the mid-
1990s. Similar to TGfU, Game Sense is a player-centred, games-
based approach which aims to promote game appreciation, tactical
awareness and decision making, and is premised on the belief that
skills learnt within the context of games or game-like situations
are more easily transferred to competitive matches (Light, 2006).-
Furthermore, athletes/players who understand the dynam1c§ of the
sport and are disposed towards independent problem solving are
likely to learn more effectively (Light &Wallifan, 2008). "

While TGfU and Game Sense are appealing 1 that they cou
contribute toward, for example, an improve s
the game, better game play ang increased athlete/pla}’efdf:;:“}‘l?;g;
(Light & Wiallian, 2008), the success of these approa

5 :
mcnd t}‘lf? lcarmng of skills
o give them meaning

g Of [hC game,

d understanding of
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i lity to ask meaningful and probjy, u

A = as‘lf‘ljt}io extend the athlete’s/playerg knoestions.
}P]Dlese : lon:hg athletes/players tO reSp‘ letd (I{ldman, 2()05]ed8c
nd enco az‘?’cv ese alms, coaches lneL # the "
s aChlehCY e CXam‘p o O,Wef or fjer qllestion PQS
e onhsttend where’) require little .~ (e,
chose that f ”Swould not be of use in extending athjegeg ol tive
T o ntrast, questions that encourage athlete, ]Yer’s
e it ate previous knowledge or encour, ed Yerg
e o mfcﬁem solving (i.e. those that focus o, « ec,nsnon
making and/or Ploorc cognitive involvement. Therefore s

how’) require m : : > “Oacheg

ho:/ Zo egsure they are using relevant and meaningfy] Question,

‘ot engage and challenge as opposed to asking questions g, the
a

. ith, rugby coach, cautioned that some

sake ?f ;téx:;yen; Stglover_qlglestion athletes/players (Kidmanf;:z)cohles
Rlﬁitsﬂau% there is a dang.er that the coach could set irrelevarft‘
problems or accept any solution (Cassidy et gl., 2009). This may be
due to an uncertainty of how to create meaningful problems, , lack
of clarity of the types of questions to use, when to ask questions, or
feel the need to advise rather than let the athletes work through the
scenario/situation (Kidman, 2001). Here, coaches need to read the
situation as it unfolds.

TGfU and Game Sense have been adopted by coaches working
with athletes/players of all levels and domains. As mentioned earlier,
Wayne Smith utilised the Game Sense approach with the Canterbury
Crusaders and the All Blacks. While some coaches, clubs and/or
SPOrts organisations have embraced TGfU and Game Sense, not
all have been a5 accepting, Some have argued that coaches may be
?(lect}?ir:: 0 engage With these methods as they challenge ‘traditional’
s (e 2015, That i, TR and Ga
g e ofitt f. C}C:ach acts as a fac111tat9r of learning rat]l:er
uncomfortabe g5 i (fh 1:(lgl i Evar%s, 2010), Thl.s maay. s coaChC:
do’ (i, the coach is t};a e‘ﬂges t{lelr under.standmg of i o es
about what comprises i ex})ert) 3‘nd their beliefs and assumptlor,ld

good” coaching (Harvey & Jarrett, 2014; Rel

& Harvey, 9
have 4 dey,ep?}:(;ér W .TGfU and Game Sense require that coaches
0 not knqy, “randing of the game, but many coaches feel they

e ; g
games we]] enough to deliver sessions in this W4

T

‘
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coaches fllSO Q?C%ts consider the eXpectat
entionedin Cha ons of
fayers (asm : i Ptcr.4). If coaches & Wm_ot the athletes/
. gme-honoured methods which py,. Prevaileq ; "8 to challenge
th e &

en e S}?ntsfhor TG{U’,it would be usefu;r:otheir *Portand
e D e tothe S 21 why, ol PO e
become used to the differen approach ((‘ass?ciqym: l;uhlctw
“iSSidyetal,, 2009

pinally:

pla}’er o

SUMMARY

The methods coaches use often link to thejr ideas of hoy ¢
Jayers learn, the ctfltur'e .of the sport (je. what coach: athletes/
like', what a ‘normal tram.mg. session looks like), their e\ng .|‘00k5
of coaches whq used similar methods and athlctc;?j;lr'ltrfcﬁj
arents’ expectations. HOWCYCT’ these ideas appear to bc‘g:s‘md
on assumptions tba}t the familiar or obseryed behaviour ase
problematic. Additionally, coaches might know that something
works, but do not know why. In an effort to provide a ‘foundation
for coaches’ dec1s'1ons regardmg the methods they use, this chapter
has drawn attention to behavioural, cognitivist and constructivist
learning theories. This was followed by a discussion of five
methods used by coaches (i.e. direct/command, task. reciprocal,
guided discovery and problem solving) which require various
levels of coach involvement, but have differing implications on
athlete/player learning. For example, a rote-drill practice, which is
characteristic of coaches who use the directive/command approach,
would not be productive if the coach’s aim is to develop athlete’s/
player’s decision making and problem solving. This aim would be
better met by constructivist approaches such as Teaching Games
for Understanding (TGfU) and Game Sense which provic.le
problem-based learning, encouraging athletes to find r§levance in
existing knowledge and experience, and make connections to the
outside world (Gore, Griffiths & Ladwig, 2004). Additionally, "thlle
scholars are increasingly arguing that the most effectlye way]tq Caftz
is via constructivism, readers can consider the practices rehgtl}rfétill
behaviourism and cognitivism (e.g. feedback, evaluatx}cl)n) W nllce i
*1ve a useful purpose in training sessions. The take ;)mt; S
here is that coaches need to consider how the methods they

nfluence athlete/player learning.

S are not
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