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This paper addresses the question: Were the observed coaching styles of community cricket
coaches in alignment with their self-reported use of coaching styles of the Game Sense
approach (GSA)? Coaches practice was observed and analysed using the Spectrum of
Coaching Styles (Pill et al., 2022). Five styles were observed: Coaching by Task — Style B,
Individual Programming — Style D, Guided Discovery — Style F, Problem Solving — Style G
and Creativity — Style H. In the Spectrum of Coaching Styles, Style B and D are regarded
as coaching for reproduction of the knowledge, skills and understanding described and
prescribed by the coach, whilst Style F, G and H necessitate participants to solve problems
created by the coach and they are the styles most often associated with a GSA. The coaches
self-identified coaching practice as a GSA did not align with the observed coaching styles
during this study. Contextual to this study, Cricket Australia’s (CA) principles of coaching
espouse principles associated with a game-based approach such as the GSA. The ideas
coaches espoused regarding their coaching and their observed coaching suggests improved

pedagogical knowledge is required.

1. Introduction

This project investigated junior community cricket coaches
coaching styles. In this paper, coaching styles is synonymous with
pedagogies which some may also call instructional strategies
(Hewitt et al. 2016). Community cricket coaches are usually (if
not always) volunteers who receive no renumeration for their time
and effort and voluntarily participate in introductory and more
advanced coaching accreditation courses (Pill et al., 2022). As the
governing body of cricket in Australia, Cricket Australia (CA)
provides free online courses for coaches (Cricket Australia,
2022a). CA’s principles of coaching espouses a pedagogical
expression recognisable as a game-based approach (GBA)
(Cricket Australia, 2022b); however, unlike some other sports
(like Australian football/AFL) there is no requirement for
community coaches to have completed coaching accreditation to
coach junior cricket at community clubs.

CA’s junior coaching framework emphasises player problem
solving and playing games (Cricket Australia, 2022b). Since 1996,
the Game Sense approach (GSA) has been promoted by the

Australian Sport Commission (ASC) as the GBA to coaching
junior sport (Australian Sport Commission, 1996; 2023). In
contrast to directive instruction for specific reproduction of coach
prescribed movement explanations and demonstrations, a GSA
requires a coach to use questioning strategies in preference to
direct instruction (Australian Sport Commission, 1996) to
position the player as an active constructor of their understanding
(i.e., the coach developing thinking players; den Duyn, 1997).
Aligned with the key precepts of a GSA as a GBA emphasising
coach use of questions to engage players cognitive construction
of understanding, CA suggests the use of a coaching approach that
fosters player problem solving and game form practice, and
suggests this approach is motivational to young players continued
participation (Cricket Australia, 2022b).

Some have suggested that a GSA is frequently misunderstood
by coaches or remains an innovation to most (Pill, 2021). Coaches
observed coaching styles during practice sessions have been
found in some sports to not match their intention to be game-based
coaches (Hewitt et al., 2016). Coaches may attempt to create
game-like practice scenarios but have been found to fail to
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position the player as actively thinking about the game as the
coach is using directive pedagogy (Light, 2012) whereby the
coach tells the player ‘what’ to do, ‘how’ to do it” and ‘when’ to
do it, which may be called Coaching by Task or practice style
pedagogy (Pill et al., 2022). In this study, we refer to a coaching
style as those identified in The Spectrum of Coaching Styles
section that follows. Research with junior cricket coaches found
another GBA, Teaching Games for Understanding (Bunker &
Thorpe, 1982), challenging, particularly the use of questioning
strategies. The research reasoned that this may be a consequence
of insufficient pedagogical content knowledge and the inability to
access appropriate support material (Roberts, 2011). Impacting
coaches understanding of a GBA, Culver et al. (2019) research on
coach education found coach educators design courses
emphasising learner centred approaches to be used to coach
participants but lack the knowledge to design for learner-centred
approaches themselves. Furthermore, both coach developers and
coaches found a constructivist approach to learning too different
to the traditional lecture format of learning.

1.1. Game Based Coaching

Cricket coaches may struggle with the identification and
implementation of coaching styles that reflect CA’s goals of
practice as problem solving in game-like practice. Australian
community cricket training has recently been reported as
consisting of training practices that are ‘outdated, restrictive and
monotonous’ (Lascu et al., 2021, p. 1), and that attempts to use
GBAs so practice can more closely resemble the requirements of
the game of cricket have proven difficult for cricket coaches
(Lascu at al., 2020b). This suggests little has changed since Low
et al. (2013) found players spending most of their time in training
form or drill like activities typical of common ‘net’ practice
sessions, rather than in playing form or game-like activities. Low
and colleagues suggested that players participating in drill like
activities typical of common ‘net’ practice sessions were therefore
being perceptually, cognitively and motor skill underdeveloped
due to the lack of representativeness of practice to the game.
Exemplifying this idea about net sessions, Lascu et al. (2020a)
showed that in net sessions, batters had little opportunity to view
consequences of bat-ball contact or shot selection as would occur
in a game, and bowlers frequently did not get the opportunity to
bowl 6 balls in a row or practice manipulating the batter as would
happen in a game. Lascu et al. (2021) suggested the need for coach
development focused practice that represented to players the
demands of the game (i.e., representative learning). To date, little
research has examined the impact of game-like or representative
designs of cricket training environments.

Representative learning requires practice based on realistic
learning contexts that simulate the demands of the performance
environment (O’Connor et al., 2020; Hodges & Lohse, 2022), or in
other words, provide representation of the action logic (Gréhaigne,
Godbout, & Bouthier, 1999) of the play. In the context of cricket, a
representation of the action logic would require the same
movements (i.e., shot play) and decision-making processes (i.e.,
hitting away from the fielders, deciding when to run) that would
occur during match play, and achieved by simulating the key
sources of information available to the players (i.e., where the ball
is bowled, where fielders are standing). To this end, Vickery et al.
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(2013) trialled a small-sided game format called ‘Battlezone’
concluding that it provided suitable training replication of the
physiological, physical and technical demands of one-day cricket.
Connor et al. (2016) and Connor et al. (2018) used representative
training scenarios with professional, amateur and junior level
cricketeers to assess the emergence of skilled batting over a 12-
week period. Batters were given a scenario (e.g., score as many runs
as possible without being dismissed) and mannequins were placed
on the field to create an environment requiring players to hit to
places where fielders are not. This external outcome focus of
players resulted in improved run scoring ability, bat-ball contact,
and technical efficiency (Connor et al., 2018).

1.2. Player retention

A premise of this research is that ‘good coaching’ is imperative to
player learning and retention (Agnew & Pill, 2023). It is argued
good coaching entails creating practice tasks which are congruent
with the needs of the player as a learner (Pill et al., 2021) to
‘connect learners in consequential goal-orientated activities with
the aim of achieving instructional outcomes specific to an
individual lesson or group of lessons’ (Hewitt et al. 2017, p. 1).
Further to this, we suggest good cricket coaching would align with
CA’s goals of creating environments which foster problem
solving in game like environments or game forms.

1.3. The Spectrum of Coaching Styles

This study used The Spectrum of Coaching Styles (The Spectrum:
Table 1) to assess coaches observed coaching behaviour. The
Spectrum is an adaptation of The Spectrum of Teaching Styles to
sport coaching (Pill et al., 2022). Here, coaching styles is
synonymous with teaching styles in the belief that the sport coach
is an educator (Jones, 2006). The Spectrum contains two clusters
of coaching styles, the Reproduction cluster where the coaching
style requires the player/s to reproduce requirements prescribed
by the coach, and the Production cluster where players have
greater ownership for thinking and enacting practice as
independent or self -regulated learners. The Spectrum has been
used in Australian sport coaching research by others to observe
coaches and their coaching styles used during practice sessions
with players (e.g., Hewitt et al., 2016; Pill et al., 2016) and with
physical education teachers (Cothran et al., 2005; SueSee et al.,
2018; SueSee & Barker, 2019) recording self-reported teaching
styles. The studies of The Spectrum with sport coaches report that
coaches predominantly use Coaching by Task — Practice Style B
from The Spectrum, despite coaches self-reporting that they use a
range of styles congruent with the ASC advice to be game-based
in their coaching. Reasons given for the lack of congruence were
coaches lack of understanding of GBA teaching/coaching styles,
lack of coach development support in GBA’s and the influence of
previous experiences. Researchers (Hewitt, 2015; Pill et al., 2022)
suggested that The Spectrum could assist improving alignment
between the coaching styles used by coaches and with that desired
by relevant bodies for junior coaching to be game-based by
identifying ‘how and what learning the coach pedagogy facilitates
during practice sessions and enable dialogue with coaches about
the application of teaching styles during practice sessions for
purposeful outcomes’ (Pill et al., 2022, p. 143).
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Table 1: Spectrum of Coaching Styles (Pill et al., 2022).

Coaching Style

Description

Coaching by Command: Style A

Coaching by Task (Practice)
Style B

Reciprocal Coaching (Peer
Coaching): Style C

Coaching by Individual
Programming (Self-Check):
StyleD

Small Group Coaching
(Inclusion): Style E

Coaching by Guided Discovery:
Style F

Coaching by Problem Solving
(Convergent Discovery):
Style G

Coaching for Creativity
(Divergent Discovery): Style
H

Player Designed—Coach
Supported: Style |

Player Initiated—Coach
Supported: Style J

Player Self-Coaching: Style K

The coach selects the task that the player/s perform in a unison, choreographed or precision performance
image following the exact pacing and rhythm (cues) set by the coach.

The coach selects the subject matter tasks, the quantity, and the time limits so that player/s can practice
individually and privately. The coach circulates among all player/s and offers private feedback. The
player/s learn to set a pace to practice tasks within an allocated time frame.

The coach selects the subject matter tasks and presents the expectations for player/s to work with a
partner. One player (the doer) practices the task, while the other player (the observer) uses coach
prepared criteria (checklist) to offer immediate feedback about the performance to the doer. When
the first set of tasks are finished, the players switch roles and continue to the second set of tasks. The
coach interacts with the observer to affirm the use of the criteria and the accuracy of the feedback
comments and/or to redirects the observer’s focus to specific performance details on the criteria.

The coach selects the subject matter tasks and designs the criteria (performance checklist) for player/s.
Player/s individually practice the tasks and check their own performance using the checklist. The
coach privately communicates with player/s to listen to their self-assessment comments and either
reinforces the player’s use of the criteria or redirects the player’s focus to specific performance details
on the criteria.

The coach selects the subject matter tasks and designs multiple levels of difficulty for each task. Player/s
select the level of difficulty that is appropriate to their performance. If inappropriate level decisions
are made, the player may change the level choice. Players check their performance using the coach
prepared performance checklist (criteria sheet). The coach circulates to acknowledge the choices the
players have made and to ask questions for clarification to affirm the accuracy of the player’s
assessment process and/or to redirect the learner’s focus to specific performance details on the
criteria.

The coach asks one player a series of specific questions; each question has only one correct answer. The
questions are sequenced in a logical pattern so that each answer leads the player step by step to
discover the anticipated concept, principle, relationship or solution.

The coach designs a situation or one question that has only one specific correct response—the situation
or question is new, and the response is not previously known to the player/s. The players are given
individual and private time to use their thinking and questioning skills to sequentially and logically
discover the anticipated answer.

The coach designs a single or series of problems, situations or questions that seek multiple solutions to
the same problem. The task is new to the player/s; therefore, each player is invited to discover new
possibilities, as they produce multiple responses to the specific problem. The coach acknowledges
the production of multiple ideas, rather than any singular idea.

The coach designates a broad subject matter/topic. Within that topic each player is responsible for
producing an individual learning program that includes setting goals and the process for
accomplishing the goals. The player/s design, implement, refine the program, and create
performance criteria for their individual learning programs. The coach acknowledges the production
of ideas and asks questions for information or clarification about the learning program.

A player initiates a request to the coach to plan his/her own learning experience. In this experience the
player makes all the decisions: selects the subject matter intent, designs, executes, and identifies the
assessment criteria for the learning experience. The coach participates when and how the player
requests. The coach acknowledges the learner’s successful implementation of the plans and initiates
questions where discrepancies emerge between the learner’s intent and actions. It is not the coach’s
job to evaluate, rather to act as a reference source between the indicated intent and action when asked
by the player.

The learner takes the role of both student and coach setting all learning objectives. The learner makes
decisions about subject matter intent, design, execution, and assessment of the learning experiences.
This style is independent of a coach and not initiated by a coach. Feedback from others occurs only
IF the learner seeks it.
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In our study, The Spectrum was used to view the coaching
practices as it provided a common pedagogical language for
coaching styles and helped give the behaviours and deliberate
decisions of the coach and players clarity (Pill et al., 2022). It did
this by describing ‘who is doing what’ and what the cognitive
intentions or behaviours are of both the players and coach during
the observed practice session.

This paper makes a distinctive contribution to the literature
by developing understanding of the congruence between the
everyday pedagogical endeavour (Jones, 2007) of the community
sport coach and this alignment with advocacy of a GBA by the
national body of the sport. It also highlights the need to question
the likelihood of coaches using GBA’s if the content of coaching
courses does not reflect these coaching styles and on-going coach
development in a GBA is not available to the coaches.

2. Methods

The paper aimed to address the research question - Were the
observed coaching styles of community cricket coaches in
alignment with the coaches self-reported belief about their use of
coaching styles? This investigation used a mixed methods
approach to collect data. Three 1-hour interviews were used to
generate data about how often a sample of community cricket
coaches reported using coaching styles to coach their participants.
Coding of three 1-hour coaching sessions (three coaches times
three 1-hour sessions n = 9 sessions) was used for the second part
of the investigation. The value of observational research of
coaches practice sessions to enrich our understanding of the
coaching process and to identify the teaching styles of coaches
within practice environments have been demonstrated by others
(Potrac et al., 2000; Hewitt et al., 2016). The use of observation
has been acknowledged as a valuable tool for delivering
quantitative descriptions of coaching behaviour (Darst et al., 1989;
DeMarco et al., 1996) as observation can provide data of
demonstrated coaching styles in the authentic or ‘natural’
coaching environment.

2.1. Participants and setting
2.1.1. Ethics

The research project followed the ethical guidelines outlined by
the University of Southern Queensland and ethics approval code
H21REA162. Consent for the research was obtained from the
participants. Any player who did not wish to be filmed was not
filmed. Confidentiality was assured to all participants with
anonymity guaranteed. All videos are stored on a password-
protected computer and deleted after the coding were completed
for the second time.

Coaches from a community cricket club in a large Australian
city were sent an email from the club president asking if any were
interested in being participants in a study titled ‘Making Net
Sessions more game-like’. Convenience sampling was used, and
numerous coaches (n = 9) expressed interest, and three coaches
were purposively selected from the initial group to represent a
range of variables including age of participants being coached,
years coaching and ability level, and the time available for the
study. The three coaches chosen represented novice, intermediate
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and experienced and the age groups coached included u/12 club
team, u/16 representative team and u/17 club team. This sample
represented a range of player abilities, range of reasons for
coaching (competitive, representative and social) and a range of
experience (in terms of years and qualifications) with coaching.
Participant 1 was a Level 1 coach, Participant 2, a Level 2 Coach
and Participant 3 a Level 3 coach. A Level 1 qualification (or
Junior Cricket Course) prepares the coach for junior coaching at
a community or club level, whilst a Level 2 course is
Representative Coaching for representative teams (such as state
team). The Level 3 course, or High-Performance Coach is an
invitation only course for aspiring high-performance coaches. The
participants self-identified as interested and were ‘biased’ towards
making net sessions more game-like and working to improve their
coaching.

2.2. Data collection

The mixed methods approach used interviews to establish the self-
reported styles of the coach and observations being analysed to
determine congruence of the self-reported coaching styles and the
coach's observed coaching styles. All interviews and coaching
sessions were video recorded with a GoPro digital video camera.
For the interviews the camera was placed on a surface and the
conversation was recorded along with the dictation function on
the researcher’s computer. For the three 1-hour coaching sessions
a chest strap was attached to the GoPro and the participants wore
the camera. This method of recording proved sufficient for the
coding process. The GoPro worn by the coach showed the coach’s
view of the coaching sessions. The researcher was positioned
approximately five metres from the coach during most of the
session. All video recording began with the first instruction by the
coach about the session activities and purpose. These procedures
have been used by others (SueSee & Barker, 2019; Hewitt et al.,
2016) to observe teaching styles in physical education and
coaching.

2.3. Procedure

Interview: The 1-hour interviews recorded the three coach’s
beliefs about their coaching styles and were done after three 1-
hour coaching sessions (9 sessions in total) were completed and
recorded. Firstly, participants were asked questions to confirm
their coaching experience, qualifications, age group and level or
grade. The participants were asked to describe their coaching
philosophy in terms of what they were trying to achieve, how they
would achieve these goals and to describe examples of what a
session looks like, and what are the players doing? The three 1-
hour coaching sessions that were completed before the interviews
were used as scenarios to ask the participants what they were
doing in specific situations and to confirm if these were ‘usual’
coaching sessions for them. In comparison to others (Hewitt et al.,
2016; SueSee & Barker, 2019) who have used a specific Spectrum
questionnaire, the researchers decided not to use The Spectrum
specific coaching styles definitions during the interviews for two
reasons. Firstly, the researchers did not wish to influence the
participants answers in any way by suggesting specific styles. The
second reason was the researchers did not wish to create confusion
as the participants potentially did not know specific coaching
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styles. The participants did know that the title of the research
project was ‘Making Net Sessions more game-like’ and that the
purpose of this pilot was to establish a baseline of their coaching
styles. Interviews were chosen as a method of data collection
based on the research question and as the researchers was
attempting to establish the coaching styles community cricket
coaches identified using and the coaching styles they were
observed using. Therefore, the interviews were not analysed, or
themes identified. The responses to what the coaches said were
recorded and accepted. If the researchers were unsure of answers
or required more information for clarification, they would ask the
participants to elaborate or explain in more detail.

Observation: Observations of a coach’s practice session can
be a means through which to understand a coach’s coaching
process and to identify the coaching style of the coach (Hewitt et
al., 2016; Potrac et al., 2000). Observation assessment is
acknowledged as a method providing quantitative descriptions of
coaching behaviour (Hewitt et al., 2016). Observation provides
baseline data of actual (demonstrated in the coaching environment)
instructional strategies used by the coach, which provides insights
into their coaching style. We acknowledge that observational
tools can only measure what the tool is designed to ‘see’ (Hewitt
et al., 2016). Observational research was used to collect the data
to establish the coaching styles used by the coaches.

2.4. Data analysis

Nine coaching sessions (three sessions per participant) were video
recorded with the coaches wearing a GoPro so that instructions
and images were collected. Two coders were used. Both coders
had extensive knowledge of The Spectrum with regards to The
Spectrum styles and both have extensive experience coding
Physical Education Teachers. The researchers used The Spectrum
styles to define 11 coaching styles (Table 1).

2.5. Coding instruments and procedures

Previous studies (Cothran et. al., 2005; Hewitt & Edwards, 2015;
Hewitt et al., 2016; SueSee et al., 2019; SueSee & Barker, 2019)
recorded teacher self-reported teaching (physical education)
styles, sport coaching styles and the observed teaching (physical
education) and coaching (sport) styles used. In this case the
researchers were attempting to observe the coaching behaviour of
community cricket coaches and record if this aligned to their self-
reported beliefs regarding their coaching styles. The video
recordings of sessions were reviewed and coded using four tools:
(1) Ashworth’s (2002) Identification of Classroom Teaching
Learning Styles (see also Hewitt & Edwards, 2011; SueSee, 2012);
(2) the Identification of Classroom Teaching Learning Style (Byra
et al., 2014; Hewitt et al., 2016; SueSee & Edwards, 2011); (3)
Sherman’s (1982) Style analysis checklist for Mosston and
Ashworth’s spectrum of teaching styles (Byra et al., 2014); and
(4) the Style analysis checklists for Mosston’s spectrum of
teaching styles (Sherman, 1982).

Two coders used terminology from The Spectrum of Coaching
Styles (Pill et al., 2022) as a basis to identify the observed styles
being used by the coaches. Coding involved using the Instrument
for ldentifying Coding Sheet (IFITS), which involved a ten
second observation followed by a ten second recording of this
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observation (i.e., a decision every 20 seconds). The decisions the
coders were making involved determining which coaching style
was being used in the previous ten second period. This process
has successfully been used by others using The Spectrum to code
coaching behaviour and teaching behaviour (SueSee et al., 2019;
SueSee & Barker, 2019; Hewitt et al., 2016) and the use of a
similar protocol allows comparison between research with similar
methods. The coders used the four tools to make the decision
(based on the coaches’ and students’ behaviour) about which
coaching style was being used. Where two or more coaching
styles were employed in a period of observation, the style would
be coded as the style closest to the production end of the Spectrum.
Research by others (SueSee & Barker, 2019; Hewitt et al., 2016)
have coded in the same manner when observing physical
education teachers and tennis coaches. The application of this
procedure allows comparison between this research and others.
Reliability of coding is important when decisions are being made
based on observations. Inter-observer reliability was calculated
using the formula:

Inter-observer agreement

Agreements
X 100

" (Agreements + Disagreements)

By using this formula, inter-observer agreement was
calculated across the six observed sessions using the three tools
and coding sheet. 100% agreement was the highest agreement
recorded; the lowest was 94.8%. Researchers have suggested that
85% or higher needs to be achieved to be considered an
appropriate level of reliability (Rushall, 1977; van der Mars,
1989).

3. Results

Participant One’s coaching philosophy indicated a desire to
improve both physical and social skills:
| suppose my coaching philosophy is around fun and
getting them engaged with the game so they come back
again next year... yeah making them that little bit better
than the year before and making them better human beings
than teammates.
He suggested he achieved that through:
...a lot of game play around where we discuss the
scenarios if we set a challenge of a certain amount of runs
to score or do we take the run or where do we throw the
ball shouldn't we be back up all of that will be discussed at
the time yeah so that people get a better picture of what we
are trying to achieve.
Participant Two suggested:
I want to see the kids improve with me it is trying to work
on their strengths rather than their weaknesses.
Participant Two suggested the players he was coaching (15 years
of age) were at a level of ability that further improvement was not
required:
...with the 15-year olds you're a batsman and we will focus
on you as a batsman. | don't need you bowling in again
because we've got plenty of other kids to bowl so therefore
you don't have to practice bowling. We're not going to pick
up on your technical abilities with bowling unless we see
12



SueSeee et al. / The Journal of Sport and Exercise Science, Journal Vol. 9, Issue 2, 8-18 (2025)

something. You'll always be a bowler; you're just a hack
as a batsman sort of thing so... and I try to do that in the
games as well.
Participant Two appeared quite traditional (Low et al., 2013) in
the ways they tried to develop teamwork when fielding:
...we work as a unit when fielding and they suffer the
consequences of fielding as a unit. So now it's when they
drop a catch in the catching drills everybody does five
pushups not just one person drops the catch everyone does
it and it's amazing how the focus and the distractions
disappear when they work as a team when they're all
suffering together.
Participant Two valued the incorporation of competition into
drills and was very positive towards net sessions:
I think the nets are fantastic in the way of if | can do one
on one with the batsman. I will get them working on their
footwork, not necessarily their technique, it doesn't matter.
It's all about footwork and body position for me. ...The
volume is the key thing right. Like I (don’t) have a pop-up
net and a pop-up cricket net where | can set up on a centre
wicket and (also) we just haven’t got the time to set that
up.
Conversely, Participant Two did not believe net sessions were
great for bowlers, attributing this belief to something he read:
...because they're intimidated by the claustrophobic feel of
it—particularly spinners...I read a book by Ashley Mallet
on Clary Grimmet, Australian leg spinner. He refused to
bowl to batsman in the nets because it never replicated a
match situation, because batsman in the nets have more
bravado, no repercussions, just whacking the ball, so
therefore they never played him properly as if they were
out in the centre wicket.
Participant Three’s philosophy was specific about his goals with
an emphasis on cognition, reflection and learning.
...the one underlying theme or philosophy is that you
know the best coach you need or are going to ever have is
the one that's inside your head. It's about them being able
to be reflective and thinking cricketers and that's probably
more the goal of everything I try and do is that you know
provide an environment that's safe and supportive but
allow them to challenge themselves with their learning
regarding cricket so being reflective.
Participant Three emphasised the need for player autonomy.
When they were asked to elaborate on how they developed these
reflective and thinking cricketers Participant Three suggested:
...Setting up new environment for your group of kids and
really, it's doing that... setting it up and getting out of the
way and letting you know | try to let the players run both
the drills and the scenarios themselves....so really, it's
setting up the scenario or the drill he's still being clear with
the constraints and then getting out of the way and letting
it unfold and then jumping in for you know when there's
those teachable moments or they reflective questions and
try and get them to debrief it at the end.
To summarise, Participant One suggested they used a lot of game
play and scenarios with an emphasis on fun, engagement and
improvement. Participant Two also desired improvement through
working on strengths rather than weaknesses and valued drills
(training form), volume of practice, and one-on-one opportunities
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with players where possible. Participant Two believed net
sessions were great for batters in terms of volume but not as
beneficial for bowlers. Participant Two did use centre-wicket
scenario type training in their coaching practice. They did,
however, express a view that they valued net sessions due to the
volume of practice you could get with batters. Finally, Participant
Three emphasized the importance of developing each
participant’s ‘inner coach’ and coaching in a way that required the
players to develop their own player-centered goals through game-
like practice experiences and reflection on what has happened
during play. This belief seems informed by constructivist views
and valuing of learner autonomy during practice.

3.1. Coach observations

The results in this section describe the observed coaching styles
of the three coaches during their three 60-minute coaching
sessions (three coaches times three 60-minute observations = 540
minutes total observation time). All three coaches, when observed
through the lens of the Spectrum, were coded as Coaching by Task
(Practice) Style B as the dominant coaching style with Participant
Two exclusively using Style B. While Style B may be thought of
as closed skills or drills practice under control of the coach, we
argue that this is not the only case. Style B is from the
reproduction cluster and can require the participant to use memory
of the coach demonstration and explanation as the cognitive
operation. An example of Style B being used in a game like
environment was used by Participant Three. Participant Three told
the batter his target was 16 runs off 6 deliveries. Participant
Three’s questioning is below:

Participant Three: ‘What’s the field?’

Bowler: ‘Normal ring field.’

Participant Three: ‘What’s a normal ring field’? So,

everyone’s up?’

Bowler: ‘Yeah...a mid-wicket.’

Participant Three: ‘He’s got everyone up...and you need

16 off the over.’

These are examples of how open-ended questioning can require
the participant to recall known knowledge and is therefore not
Guided Discovery — Style F. We are not arguing recalling
knowledge is not valuable, we are merely suggesting open-ended
questioning in this form is not requiring the learner to discover
knowledge and would not meet the CA coaching goal of solving
a problem. Coaching by Guided Discovery Style F was minimally
used by Participant 1 (1.5% of the time) and Participant Three (2.7%
of the time) when coaching.

Participant One was also observed using Coaching by Problem
Solving (Convergent Discovery) Style G (0.8%) with their players,
meaning in the observed sessions they used three coaching styles
(Styles B, F and G). Participant Two used one coaching style
throughout — Coaching by Task (Practice) — 86%. Participant
Three used four coaching styles during the observations, creating
learning experiences for their players using Coaching by
Individual Programming (Self-Check) Style D (0.4% of the time),
Coaching for Creativity (Divergent Discovery) Style H (1.7% of
the time) when coaching, Coaching by Guide Discovery Style F —
2.7% and Coaching by Task (Practice) Style B — 82.6%.
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Table 2: Coaches observed coaching styles.

Participant

Coaching style used during three 60-minute coaching sessions

Participant 1

Coaching by Task (Practice) Style B — 82.2%

Coaching by Guided Discovery Style F — 1.5%
Coaching by Problem Solving (Convergent Discovery) Style G — 0.8%

Management — 15.5%
Participant 2
Management — 14%

Participant 3

Coaching by Task (Practice) Style B — 86%

Coaching by Task (Practice) Style B — 82.6%

Coaching by Individual Programming (Self-Check) Style D — 0.4%
Coaching by Guide Discovery Style F — 2.7%
Coaching for Creativity (Divergent Discovery) Style H — 1.7%

Management — 12.6%

From the nine 1-hour observations (three coaching sessions
per participant) the coaching styles used in descending order were,
Style B, Style F, Style H, Style G and Style D (Table 2). However,
whilst a range of styles were observed, the dominant style
observed being used by all three participants was Style B. Further,
Style B dominated all nine sessions observed being observed
between 82-86% of the time.

4. Discussion

Consistent with CA’s desire for game play as a coaching approach
that fosters player problem solving using game forms (CA, 2022),
from the participants’ interviews there was a general description
of game play being evident in all their self-reported philosophies
of coaching. Even though Participant Two indicated a valuing of
net sessions, they still made a point of emphasising centre-wicket
practice which generally could be assumed to resemble game-like
scenarios. Including a lot of game play or game like environments
in practice sessions were included in the common coaching
philosophy of the coaches. However, there was no mention in the
interviews of CA’s coaching philosophy of using game play to
solve problems, nor of a GSA to coaching. Participant One used
words such as scenario and challenge, and Participant Three
mentioned using reflection and thinking but not specifically the
phrase problem solving. The failure by all three participants to
mention CA’s philosophy influencing their coaching may reflect
coaches not being cognisant of their coach education programs
influencing their coaching (Ferner et al., 2023).

Whilst a range of coaching styles were observed, the dominant
style observed by all three participants was Style B, observed
between 82-86% of the time. Style B requires participants to use
the cognitive operation of memory in the reproduction of
movement demonstrated and explained by the coach. Research
(Hewitt et al., 2016; Pill et al., 2015) has shown that Style B is the
most used sport coaching style. Style B is termed Coaching by
Task (Practice) and it is not limited to closed or isolated
movement skills practice as it may take the form of a game if the
players are being asked to replicate known movements and
strategies (Pill et al., 2022); that is, practice in context existing
skills, knowledge and understanding. The dominant use of Style
B in this study is similar to Low et al. (2013) findings that
traditionally coaching in cricket involved players spending most
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of their time in training form or drill like activities typical of
common ‘net’ practice sessions, reproducing existing skills,
knowledge and understanding in a relatively stable practice
context rather than practicing in the dynamic and more
contextually variable situation of playing form or game-like
activities. Training Form activities are described ‘as activities
practised in isolation or in small groups that were devoid of a
game play context’ (Low et al., 2013, p. 1244) whilst match form
is game like or match like conditions. The Spectrum differs from
Low et al. categorisation in that it bases the coaching styles
definitions around the cognitive requirements of the coaching
style. In particular, participants being asked to reproduce skills or
knowledge or are they being asked to produce new knowledge (by
creativity or discovery) to a problem they have not previously
encountered. Participants in Low et al. (2013) research were being
perceptually, cognitively and motor skill underdeveloped because
most of the coaching activities were training form activities.
While in our study, Participants One and Three were observed
using some games which required problem solving, some other
games were coded as Style B as the participants were not directed
to solve a problem or the game required the recall of already
known movements to play (memory) the game and not solve an
unknown problem.

While Style B coaching dominated in our study, Participant
Two was the only coach to use Style B the entire time of their
three 1-hour observed coaching sessions. Participant One used
three styles (B, F and G) and Participant Three used the most
styles (B, D, F and H) of the three coaches involved. The
dominant use of Style B may have been influenced by Participant
Two ’s desire for volume and seemingly valuing time and
efficiency. However, the view that volume can only be achieved
through traditional cricket coaching may be a misconception.
Vickery et al. (2014) suggested game-like environments
(Battlezone) have a similar or greater training load to traditional
training methods. Participant Two’s view that efficiency and
volume can only be achieved through net sessions (and not CA
suggested approaches) maybe an example of what Jones (2007)
described as an everyday coaching philosophy and that coaches
are aware of where to find coaching knowledge but fail to see its
relevance in their everyday coaching.

Style F (used by Participants One and Three — see Table 1 for
definition) was the second most frequently used coaching style
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observed being used. However, at other times, Participant One
and Three also used open ended questions (a characteristic of
Style F) with their participants where the players were retrieving
or recalling knowledge or answers previously known, meaning by
Spectrum definition, Style B.

Divergent Discovery Style — H was only used by Participant
Three. Divergent Discovery Style — H learning episodes are
created with the intention for ‘players to discover or generate
multiple possibilities that satisfy a question or situation’ (Pill et
al., 2022, p. 80). That is, the coach sets a problem or scenario for
the player to solve that has multiple solutions. The player will use
creativity or discovery (not recall or memory of a known solution)
to produce two or more solutions. Divergent thinking requires
idea generation where more than one solution is workable.
Divergent thinking is often applied to ‘open’ problems and
challenges where creative solutions are sought (Benedek et al.,
2014; Pill et al., 2022). An example of a Divergent Discovery
Style — H used by Participant Three was a challenge called ‘Hit
the clock’. An area was set up on a synthetic cricket pitch with
targets (1 o’clock, 3 o’clock, 5 o’clock) represented with markers.
One player would under-hand toss a ball which would bounce
once before reaching the batter. The batter was tasked with the
problem of hitting the targets which they nominated. The coach
instructed the batters to ‘solve the problem of hitting the target
even if the ball is not exactly where you want it. What can you
do?’ This situation is an example of the researchers seeing that
this could be also an example of Coaching by Task (Practice) -
Style B if the players already possessed the skill to solve this
problem or had solved this problem before. Despite this, the
researchers coded this coaching episode as a Production Cluster
style as when two styles emerged, the one closest to the
Production Cluster was recorded.

Considering all nine hours observed, 6.7% of the coaching
styles (Styles F, G and H) required learners to use discovery or
creativity as the cognitive operation. Using discovery or creativity
is in line with CA’s desire for players to learn through problem
solving. This 6.7% would represent 36 minutes total time where
coaches (Participant One and Three) used coaching styles that
required problem solving to be used by the players. We argue that
this does not represent a significant amount of time and that the
coaches are not meeting CA desired outcomes. CA does not
specifically suggest an amount of time that coaches should use a
coaching style encouraging player problem solving, nor would we
suggest that there is a specific or ‘right’ number. However,
considering Participant Two went the entire time using one style
(Practice Style B), it is hard to believe that this would meet CA’s
desire for coaches to be game-based in their coaching (Cricket
Awustralia, 2022).

The discrepancy between the coaches self-reported coaching
styles and what was observed (dominance of Style B) is similar to
findings by others (Hewitt et al., 2016; Pill et al., 2016; SueSee &
Barker, 2019; SueSee et al., 2019). This suggests that the tenets
of GBA coaching, in the Australian context a GSA, may have
recognition but lack wide-spread understanding despite being
continually being asserted as the underpinning pedagogical
expression for junior sport coaching and playing for life (Australia
Sport Commission, 2023). Whilst the researchers observed games
frequently, what they did not see as often (6.7% problem solving)
were games requiring the solving of unknown problems and the
use of questioning to encourage players into thinking (reflecting)
JSES | https://doi.org/10.36905/jses.2025.02.02

on their practice. CA’s coaching philosophy values solving
problems through games however it does not speak about the role
questioning plays in a GSA. Others (Ferner et al., 2023) suggested
many current coaching education programs speak about coaching
styles or methods, however, they fail to show coaches how to
effectively implement a coaching philosophy congruent in
practice with the coaching styles they promote for coaches.

Another factor that may have influenced the styles used was
pedagogical coaching knowledge. Participant Three was the
highest qualified (Level 3) coach and a high school teacher. This
participant used the greatest number of coaching styles (n=4), had
the lowest amount of time coded as management, and spent the
most time using coaching styles that required players to solve
problems. Whilst the sample size is too small to make causative
claims, we suggest this participant’s pedagogical content
knowledge (PCK) was the highest given their qualifications and
may have had some effect. This is in line with others (Roberts,
2011) who recorded cricket coaches desiring more support to
implement Teaching Games for Understanding in the United
Kingdom when attempting to implement player-centred coaching.
The ASC suggests a GSA is a way to modify game strategies and
concepts so there are opportunities to develop both skills and an
understanding of the tactics of the game’ congruently and thereby
help develop thinking players (Australia Sport Commission,
2023). The use of inquiry strategies by coaches using a GSA is
accordant to coaches creating practice episodes that include using
Coaching by Guided Discovery — Style F, Coaching by Problem
Solving (Convergent Discovery) — Style G and Coaching for
Creativity (Divergent Discovery) — Style H from The Spectrum of
Coaching Styles (Pill et al., 2022). The three coaches in this
research self-reported using Playing Form (O’Connor et al., 2020)
type activities at times (or game-like environments), and in some
cases the learning experiences were game-like where participants
were required to use perceptual motor skills. However, this is
where The Spectrum positions learning episodes differently by
defining the coaching styles used based on decision making
between the coach and participant to help define the coaching
style. We argue that The Spectrum can provide the knowledge,
skills and language to assist coaches in creating learning episodes
which reflect the tenets of GBA’s. This research did not set out to
prove that coaches lacked knowledge to implement a GSA, rather
than to confirm if their coaching philosophies aligned with their
coaching practice. As all three participants, in some capacity,
verbalized a valuing of a GSA then it may be presumed, they
would use a GSA where and when appropriate. Based on this
premise, knowledge of The Spectrum could assist with greater
alignment between the assumed coaching style and enacted
coaching style (Hewitt, 2015). The Spectrum can provide an
integration of declarative (what needs to be done) and procedural
knowledge (how it needs to be done) which links back to the
coach’s pedagogical judgement and decision-making intentions
towards implementing a GBA (Pill et al., 2021).

While suggesting supporting coaches’ development and
improving PCK may assist coaches alignment procedural
knowledge relative to using a GBA with declarative knowledge
relative to implementation, we note the multi-dimensional nature
of coaching children in community cricket. If a coach was using
any coaching style, but they believed a participant was not
engaged, they very likely would change the coaching episode in
the hope of re-engaging the participant. To put this in a context,
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CA has its intentions that coaches be game-based, the coach may
attempt to apply a version of that through coaching (pedagogical)
style and the participant has their own agenda for participating in
community cricket —which may or may not align and lead coaches
to utter the ‘it’s fine in theory, but...” (Jones, 2007) disposition
towards a GBA. Other research has suggested barriers to coaches’
using GBA’s include a reluctance to ‘let go’ of direction and
control (Light & Evans, 2010), lack of clarity in coach education
as to what a GBA is in practice (Reid & Harvey, 2014), challenges
adapting their session plans to the format of a GBA (Thomas et
al., 2013), and under-developed PCK regarding questioning skills
(O’Leary, 2014), a tenet of a GBA. Specific to cricket coaching,
a factor which has been suggested is the excessive reliance on
reproductive or direct teaching methods due to the traditional
culture associated with the sport (Cassidy et al., 2008; Williams
& Hodges, 2005). This includes cricket training frequently
occurring in enclosed nets (Low et al., 2103). These factors must
also be considered as potential influences on the pedagogical
choices of participants in this study.

Conclusion

This research aimed to identify the coaching styles used by three
community cricket coaches and if they aligned with their own
beliefs about the styles they used, and the goals suggested by
Cricket Australia of coaching using an approach that requires
problem solving through games. Style B was the most used style
and used by all participants in this study. All three participants
used Style B over 80% of their coaching time. All the participants
reported using games and problem solving (which are suggested
components of GBA’s) during interviews but only two
participants were observed using coaching styles that could create
learning episodes that may lead to discovery and problem solving.
The results indicate that in some cases, coaching style alignment
was observed indicating congruence with self-reported coaching
styles or philosophies between Participants One and Three. Whilst
Cricket Australia does not stipulate the amount of time coaches
should use GBA’s, the researchers suggest that 6.7% of the time
using a GBA (to create learning experiences requiring problem
solving - approximately 36 minutes) out of 9 hours of coaching,
will most likely not achieve the aims of player problem solving
games (Cricket Australia, 2022). What can be claimed with
certainty is that the majority of time players with the coaches in
this study were not in environments representing the suggested
coaching approach of CA. A lack of alignment exists with Cricket
Australia’s stated coaching preference (problem solving) and the
coaching styles observed during this research. Whilst this research
is not a critique of CA’s suggested coaching desires, perhaps what
is needed is more specific and common language used to describe
the coaching styles CA desires community coaches to use. For
example, no one coaching style can achieve all aims and some
scholars (SueSee et al., 2016; SueSee & Pill, 2018; Pill & SueSee,
2021) have argued that GBA’s are more than one style, and a
common language is required to diminish confusion. We suggest
the Spectrum can play a part in providing coaches with coaching
knowledge that assists in alignment of coaching intention and
coaching style. Pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) may
predict the quality of teaching and the quality of student learning
(Baumert et al., 2010; Iserbyt et al., 2020; Meier, 2021). Further,
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we argue this knowledge may assist coaches to construct coaching
episodes that others (Lascu at el., 2021; Low et al., 2013) have
suggested are required for the development of cricketers. The
Spectrum has been suggested as a way of providing this common
language to help understand ‘that broad terminology such as
GBAs and Direct Instruction do not adequately describe the
teaching-learning decisions being made by the coach and player/s
(SueSee & Pill, 2022, p. 132). Currently, CA’s ‘The Australian
Way’ does not provide this common language to help coaches see
the complexities of being a GBA coach and CA’s approach to
coaching needs to be revisited if they wish to achieve the
outcomes they state.
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