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Abstract: This thesis examines the teaching styles employed by tennis coaches, the rationales
underpinning their use, and the extent to which these practices align with contemporary
pedagogical recommendations. Although educational theory generally rejects the notion of a
single best method, empirical investigations of coaching practice in tennis remain limited. A
mixed-methods design was adopted to compare coaches’ self-reports with observed behavior
and to explore the reasoning by informing their instructional decisions. Stage one comprised
a survey of 208 Junior Development and Club Professional coaches in China. Stage two
involved systematic observation of 12 coaches across three 30-minute sessions each,
alongside an extended 18-hour observation of one additional coach in a club context. Stage
three consisted of interviews with all 13 observed coaches. The Spectrum of Teaching Styles
(Mosston & Ashworth, 2008) served as the analytic framework. Survey data indicated
widespread self-reported use of multiple Spectrum styles across the year. Observational data,
however, revealed a markedly narrower repertoire: coaches operated predominantly within
the reproduction cluster, chiefly the Practice style and, to a much lesser extent, the Command
style, together with closely related canopy designs that retained the same decision structures.
No sessions demonstrated clear use of production-cluster styles that emphasize guided
discovery and learner decision making. Interviews highlighted two further patterns. First,
coaches used pedagogical terminology inconsistently and often interchangeably. Second,
many struggled to recognize or name the styles they enacted, suggesting limited
self-awareness of instructional behavior. Nonetheless, coaches articulated aspirational
learning environments that prioritized questioning, player decision making, and problem
solving. Most reported little or no adjustment of approach by player age or ability. Taken
together, the findings demonstrate a pronounced gap between espoused beliefs and enacted
practice, and between recommended pedagogy and on-court instruction. The results indicate
that coach education should place greater emphasis on The Spectrum’s decision structures,
develop questioning and learner-involvement skills, integrate mentoring more deliberately,
and employ video-supported reflection to align intentions with practice and broaden
instructional repertoires beyond reproduction-oriented methods.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Background

The study synthesizes coaching pedagogy and instructional practice literature, clarifying
often-confused terms (styles, methods, strategies, formats) and advocating a shared
conceptual framework to demystify practice and support research and coach education
(Ashworth, 1998; Bailey & Macfadyen, 2007; Mosston & Ashworth, 2008; Metzler, 2011;
Lyle, 2002). It contrasts direct and indirect approaches, noting the dominance but limits of
prescriptive instruction and the case for representative, constraints-led, and guided-discovery
designs moderated by context (Byra, 2006; Williams & Hodges, 2005; Davids, Button, &
Bennett, 2008; Renshaw et al., 2010; Ford et al., 2010). Coaches are urged to differentiate to
learners’ readiness, interests, and capabilities rather than adopt one-size-fits-all routines
(Tomlinson, 1999; Lyle & Cushion, 2010; Vygotsky, 1997).

Despite policy momentum and rich theory, empirical gaps persist coaching practice is often
belief-driven (Rushall, 2003), self-awareness can be low (Cushion, 2010), and most
behavioral studies concentrate on elite youth soccer, limiting transfer to tennis (Smith &
Cushion, 2006; Partington & Cushion, 2011; Harvey, Cushion, & Massa-Gonzalez, 2010).
The chapter therefore positions tennis coaching especially in China as under-examined and in
need of evidence mapping perceived versus enacted teaching styles and the rationales behind
them (Reid, Crespo, Lay, & Berry, 2007).

1.2 Theoretical Framework

The historical, pedagogical, and organisational foundations that inform tennis coaching in
China and frames the study’s theoretical lens. It first sketches tennis’s emergence and
coaching traditions, then outlines current coach-education pathways (Community, Junior
Development, Club Professional, Master Club Professional), noting a gradual shift in official
materials from technique reproduction to game-informed learning. The chapter then reviews
learning theories that underpin coaching choices: behaviourism and information-processing
models supporting explicit, skill-decomposed instruction; cognitive, constructivist, social,
experiential, and constraints-led perspectives supporting contextual, problem-solving, and
player-centred learning (Newell, 1986; Kolb, 1984; Rink, 1999; Light, 2013).

Central to the review is the contrast between Technique-Centred Approaches (TCAs) and
Game-Centred Approaches (GCAs). TCAs prioritise explicit cues, demonstrations, structured
drills, and rapid consolidation of basic skills, offering efficiency, safety, and control but
risking weak transfer to dynamic match contexts and limited cognitive—affective engagement
(Rink, 2013; Williams & Hodges, 2005). GCAs embed skill inside modified games to
cultivate decision making, tactical awareness, and motivation; evidence shows benefits for
in-game execution, off-the-ball movement, and enjoyment, though results on pure skill
acquisition are mixed and successful delivery demands high pedagogical expertise (Bunker &
Thorpe, 1982; Griffin et al., 1997; Oslin & Mitchell, 2006; Harvey & Jarrett, 2013; Light,
2013).



According to Rushall (2003), coaches’ day-to-day practices and behaviours are driven chiefly
by beliefs rather than by systematically gathered evidence. Scholars have examined what
athletes do in training (Starkes, 2000) and, using structured observation, have analysed the
instructional moves coaches make during sessions (Lacy & Darst, 1985; Cushion & Jones,
2001; Mesquita, Sobrinho, Rosado, Pereira, & Milistetd, 2008; Ford et al., 2010). Other
studies have combined observation with semi-structured interviews to probe both the what
and the why of coach behaviour (Smith & Cushion, 2006; Partington & Cushion, 2011). Yet,
the bulk of this work has centred on elite professional youth soccer, which narrows the basis
for meaningful comparison and limits the defensible transfer of findings to other sports and
contexts (Cushion, 2010; Harvey, Cushion, & Massa-Gonzalez, 2010). Moreover, coaching
behaviours have often been explored as isolated elements rather than as parts of an integrated
pedagogical system (Ford et al., 2010). In sum, despite a growing volume of behavioural
research, sport-specific inference remains constrained, and extrapolation to tennis coaching
cannot be assumed (Rushall, 2003; Cushion, 2010; Harvey et al., 2010).

Foregrounding teaching styles provides one practical route to heighten coaches’ awareness of
what they actually do in sessions and why they choose those actions. As Cushion (2010)
cautions, even the most refined theories of coaching and the most innovative coach-education
initiatives will have limited impact if coaches lack basic levels of self-awareness about their
own practice (p. 44). Making teaching styles explicit gives coaches a language to monitor
their decisions, interrogate the assumptions that guide them, and relate instructional choices
to intended learning outcomes and athlete needs (Cushion, 2010; Mallett, 2005).

1.3 Research Gap

This thesis addresses a significant and multi-layered gap in the literature on sports pedagogy,
particularly within the context of tennis coaching. While The Spectrum of Teaching Styles
(Mosston & Ashworth, 2008) provides a robust, theoretically grounded framework for
analyzing instructional methods, its application in empirical, practice-based research remains
underdeveloped. Specifically, three critical discontinuities constitute the research gap this
study aims to bridge.

First, there 1s a pronounced gap between established pedagogical theory and documented
coaching practice. Educational theory advocates for a diverse, learner-centered repertoire of
teaching styles to foster holistic development (cognitive, affective, and psychomotor).
However, a comprehensive understanding of what coaches actually do in authentic, ongoing

training environments is limited. The literature lacks fine-grained, systematic observational
studies that move beyond self-report data to objectively classify and quantify the teaching
styles employed by tennis coaches across multiple sessions. Without this empirical baseline,
it is impossible to meaningfully evaluate the alignment of practice with pedagogical
recommendations or to identify specific areas for intervention.




Second, a gap exists between coaches' espoused theories (what they believe and report they
do) and their theories-in-use (what they can be observed doing). Prior research often relies on
surveys or interviews, capturing coaches' intentions, perceptions, and self-assessments. While
valuable, this methodological focus risks overlooking the potential disconnect between belief
and action. There is a scarcity of mixed-methods research that directly and systematically
triangulates self-report data with behavioural evidence. Understanding the nature and extent
of this potential belief-practice gap is crucial for designing effective coach education, as it
shifts the focus from merely imparting knowledge to addressing the barriers of application
and self-awareness.

Third, there is a contextual gap concerning the coaching practices in non-Western and
development-focused settings. Much of the existing research on coaching behaviours
originates from high-performance or Western cultural contexts. The pedagogical approaches,
institutional constraints, and coach education pathways for Junior Development and Club
Professional coaches in contexts like China are distinct and underexplored. The lack of
empirical investigation within this specific population leaves a void in our understanding of
how global pedagogical theories manifest in different cultural and developmental ecosystems.

Therefore, this study does not merely apply an existing framework to a new sample. It seeks
to fill these interconnected gaps by employing a mixed-methods design to: (a) empirically
establish the objective profile of teaching styles used in practice via systematic observation;
(b) directly compare this profile with coaches' self-reported practices and beliefs to quantify
the belief-practice gap; and (c) explore the cognitive rationales behind instructional choices
within a specific, under-researched contextual setting. By doing so, it provides the nuanced
evidence necessary to move the field from theoretical prescription towards targeted,
context-sensitive improvement of coaching practice.

1.4 Research Purpose and Questions
What teaching styles do Junior Development (JD) and Club Professional (CP) tennis coaches
in China perceive they use across the coaching year?

What insights and rationales do JD and CP coaches report for selecting and adapting these
teaching styles during sessions?

Overall, the study aims to identify, compare, and explain the teaching styles used by Junior
Development (JD) and Club Professional (CP) tennis coaches in China across an annual
coaching cycle, and to understand the beliefs and rationales that inform those choices.

Determine and compare the perceived teaching styles used by JD and CP coaches across an
annual cycle.

Explore and explain coaches’ insights, beliefs, and decision rules underlying style selection
and in-session adaptation.



2. Methodology

2.1 Participants

Tennis China (TC) delivers three formal accreditation courses within the National China
Coaching Accreditation Scheme (NCCAS). Participants for this study were recruited from
two of these courses: Junior Development (JD) and Club Professional (CP). These courses
were selected because they address different levels of coaching knowledge and experience. In
general, JD enrollees are novice coaches with limited prior training who are beginning their
coaching careers, whereas CP enrollees are expected to possess more extensive coaching
knowledge and experience.

Recruiting across both accreditation pathways provided a broader perspective on the teaching
styles that coaches report using across a typical year of practice. All coaches enrolled in JD
and CP courses in China between 2009 and 2011 were invited to participate in Stage 1
(survey questionnaire), Stage 2 (observation), and Stage 3 (interview). In total, 208 coaches
consented to Stage 1: 130 from JD and 78 from CP. Of these respondents, 171 were male and
37 were female. The mean age for JD respondents was 23 years, for CP respondents 31 years,
and for the full sample 27 years.

From the 208 survey participants, 56 volunteered for Stages 2 and 3. Of these, 37 were
enrolled in JD and 19 in CP. Among the JD volunteers, 20 resided in China, 10 in Xinjiang,
and 7 in Yuhan. Among the CP volunteers, 15 resided in Beijing and 4 in Xinjiang. Thirteen
volunteers were then purposively selected for observation and interview. Twelve were
observed during three coaching sessions of 30 minutes each conducted within their
accreditation course, and one additional coach was observed in the workplace for 18 hours
over six days to provide an extended view of teaching style usage. Thus, 13 coaches
contributed data to Stages 2 and 3.

2.2 Research Design

The principal aim of this study was to document the teaching styles that Junior Development
and Club Professional tennis coaches in China report using across the year and to analyse the
styles they actually employ in practice. The Spectrum of Teaching Styles (Mosston &
Ashworth, 2008) served as the guiding theoretical framework for identification and analysis.
The research questions were:

1. What teaching styles do Junior Development and Club Professional tennis coaches in
China believe they are using during coaching sessions throughout the year?

2. What are coaches’ insights into the teaching styles they employ during coaching
sessions?




2.3 Procedure

This study employed an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design (Creswell & Clark,
2011), conducted in three phases to deepen and extend the quantitative findings. First,
quantitative data were collected and analyzed to establish general patterns and identify
specific results for further exploration. These results directly informed the second, qualitative
phase—guiding the refinement of research questions and the sampling strategy—to ensure
the qualitative inquiry was contingent upon the initial quantitative outcomes. Finally, the two
strands were integrated. The qualitative findings were interpreted to elaborate on, explain,
and illuminate the initial quantitative results, thereby addressing the study's overarching
research objective.

The integration of methods was guided by four complementary logics: elaboration (extending
understanding from one method with the other), development (using findings from one
method to inform the subsequent method), complementarity (seeking depth and breadth
through juxtaposition), and corroboration (strengthening inferential wvalidity through
convergence of distinct perspectives) (Brannen, 2005). This process yielded a comprehensive
account of the phenomenon under investigation.

2.4 Data Analysis

This study employed an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design (Creswell & Clark,
2011), conducted in three phases to deepen and extend the quantitative findings. First,
quantitative data were collected and analyzed to establish general patterns and identify
specific results for further exploration. These results directly informed the second, qualitative
phase—guiding the refinement of research questions and the sampling strategy—to ensure
the qualitative inquiry was contingent upon the initial quantitative outcomes. Finally, the two
strands were integrated. The qualitative findings were interpreted to elaborate on, explain,
and illuminate the initial quantitative results, thereby addressing the study's overarching
research objective.

The integration of methods was guided by four complementary logics: elaboration (extending
understanding from one method with the other), development (using findings from one
method to inform the subsequent method), complementarity (seeking depth and breadth
through juxtaposition), and corroboration (strengthening inferential validity through
convergence of distinct perspectives) (Brannen, 2005). This process yielded a comprehensive
account of the phenomenon under investigation.




3. Results

3.1 Descriptive Statistics

Teaching style frequency was captured on a five-point scale (I = not at all, 2 =
minimally, 3 = here and there, 4 = often, 5 = most of the time), from which mean
scores were computed. Descriptive statistics in Table 1 show that, when treated as a
single sample (n = 208), coaches most frequently reported Practice Style B (Mean =
3.54), Command Style A (Mean = 3.36), Guided Discovery Style F (Mean = 3.21),
and Divergent Discovery Style H (Mean = 3.13), all averaging between “here and
there” and “often.” In contrast, Learner Initiated Style J (Mean = 2.04) and Self
Teaching Style K (Mean = 2.04) were least frequently reported, averaging between

“minimally” and “here and there.”

Table 1: Means, Standard Deviations, Medians and, 25th and 75th Percentiles
for JD and CP tennis coaches’ self-identified use of teaching styles recorded on a
rating scale from not at all (1) to most of the time (5) (n=208).

25th 75th
Teaching Style Mean SD Median . .
Percentile Percentile

Command Style-A 3.36 0.906 4 3 4
Practice Style-B 3.54 0.889 4 3 4
Reciprocal Style-C 2.43 1.047 2 2 3
Self-Check Style-D 2.54 1.049 3 2 3
Inclusion Style-E 2.54 1.154 2 2 4
Guided

. Style-F 3.21 1.078 3 2 4
Discovery
Convergent

. Style-G 2.77 1.019 3 2 3
Discovery
Divergent

. Style-H 3.13 0.917 3 3 4
Discovery
Learner
Designed Style-1 2.19 0.964 2 1 3
Individual




Program
Learner

. Style-J 2.04 0.873 2 1 3
Initiated
Self-Teaching Style-K 2.04 0955 2 1 3
3.2 JD coaches

Descriptive statistics shown in Table 2 indicate that when looking at JD coaches as a
single group (n=130) they reported very similar responses to all participants in the
study (n=208) (Table 4.1). The mean self-identified usage was again highest for
Practice Style-B (Mean=3.51), Command Style-A (Mean=3.40), Guided Discovery-F
(Mean=3.25) and Divergent Style-H (Mean=3.03). The mean self-identified usage
was lowest for Learner Initiated Style-J (Mean=2.12) and Self- Teaching Style-K
(Mean=2.22).

Table 2: Means, Standard Deviations, Medians and, 25th and 75th Percentiles
for JD tennis coaches’ self-identified use of teaching styles recorded on a rating
scale from not at all (1) to most of the time (5) (n=130).

75th
Mea Media | 25th
Teaching Style SD .. | Percentil
n n Percentile
e
Command Style-A | 3.4 0912 |3 3 4
Practice Style-B | 3.51 | 0.925 |4 3 4
Reciprocal Style-C | 2.33 | 1.059 |2 1 3
Self-Check Style-D | 2.51 | 1.073 |2 2 3
Inclusion Style-E | 2.43 | 1.174 |2 1 3
Guided Discovery Style-F | 3.25 | 1.05 |3 3 4
Convergent
. Style-G | 2.75 | 1.044 |3 2 3
Discovery
Divergent Discovery | Style-H | 3.03 | 0.906 |3 2.75 4
Learner Designed
. Style-I | 2.08 | 1.004 |2 1 3
Individual Program




Learner Initiated

Style-J

2.12

0.937

Self-Teaching

Style-K

2.22

0.996

3.3 CP coaches

Descriptive statistics shown in Table 3 indicate that when looking at CP coaches as a

single group (n=78) they reported very similar responses to all the participants in the

study (n=208) (Table 4.1) with respect to the teaching styles used most frequently:

Practice Style-B (Mean 3.60) the most frequently reported, followed by Command
Style-A (Mean=3.29). Guided Discovery Style-F (Mean=3.15) and Divergent Style-H
(Mean=3.31). The average self-identified usage of Learner Initiated Style-J
(Mean=1.91) and Self-Teaching Style-K (Mean=1.76) were lower for CP coaches

than the group as a whole, i.e., between not at all (1) and minimally (2).

Table 3: Means, Standard Deviations, Medians and, 25th and 75th Percentiles
for CP tennis coaches’ self-identified use of teaching styles recorded on a rating
scale from not at all (1) to most of the time (5) (n=78).

. . 25th 75th
Teaching Style | Mean | SD | Median ) .
Percentile | Percentile
Command Style-A | 3.29 | 0.899 4 3 4
Practice Style-B 3.6 0.827 4 3 4
Reciprocal Style-C | 2.6 1.011 2.5 2 3
Self-Check Style-D | 2.59 | 1.012 3 2 3
Inclusion Style-E | 2.73 | 1.101 3 2 4
Guided Discovery | Style-F | 3.15 | 1.129 3 2 4
Convergent
. Style-G | 2.81 | 0.981 3 2 3.25
Discovery
Divergent Discovery | Style-H | 3.31 | 0.916 3 3 4
Learner Designed
. Style-I | 2.37 | 0.87 2 2 3
Individual Program
Learner Initiated Style-J | 1.91 | 0.742 2 1 2
Self-Teaching Style-K | 1.76 | 0.809 2 1 2
9



To assess differences in self-reported teaching style use, independent-samples t-tests
were conducted for each style comparing Junior Development (JD) and Club
Professional (CP) coaches. Statistically significant mean differences (p < .05)
emerged for Divergent Discovery Style H (JD: M = 3.03; CP: M = 3.31),
Learner-Designed Individual Program Style I (JD: M = 2.08; CP: M = 2.37), and
Self-Teaching Style K (JD: M = 2.22; CP: M = 1.76). Non-parametric Mann—Whitney
tests, which compare medians rather than means, corroborated significant differences
for Style I and Style K (p < .05) but not for Style H (p > .05). Although some
contrasts reached statistical significance, the absolute effect sizes were small; for
Style H and Style I, the mean shifts did not change the categorical interpretation on
the original five-point frequency scale (1 = not at all, 2 = minimally, 3 = here and

there, 4 = often, 5 = most of the time).

Group differences were also examined across participant characteristics using
one-way ANOVA with LSD post hoc tests on the full sample (n = 208). Significant
variation (p < .05) was found for Command Style A by age group coached, with
higher use reported when working with 6-8-year-olds (M = 3.61) than with 9-
11-year-olds (M = 3.00). Divergent Discovery Style H differed by weekly coaching
hours: 1-4 hours (M = 2.87), 21-30 hours (M = 3.45), and 31-40 hours (M = 3.69),
with similar significant contrasts between 5—10 hours (M = 2.88) and the 21-30 and
31-40 hour groups (both p < .05). Years of coaching experience were associated with
Self-Teaching Style K, with coaches in the 0-3 year category reporting higher use (M
= 2.25) than those with 4-10 years (M = 1.76; p < .05). In addition, use of
Learner-Designed Individual Program Style I varied by player level coached, with

lower reports for beginners (M = 1.98) than for advanced players (M = 2.70; p <.05).

Associations between accreditation level (JD, CP) and categorical coaching
characteristics were tested with chi-square analyses. Coaching qualification was
significantly associated with weekly coaching hours (> = 44.90, p < .001), player
level primarily coached (y*> = 30.32, p < .001), years of coaching experience (¥* =
101.97, p < .001), and age group primarily coached (}* = 16.56, p < .001).
Descriptively, JD coaches most often worked 1-10 hours per week (n = 72, 34.62%),
primarily with beginners (n = 82, 39.42%), had 0-3 years’ experience (n = 98,
47.12%), and most frequently coached 4-5- and 6—8-year-olds (both n =45, 21.63%).
CP coaches most often worked 11-30 hours (n = 60, 28.85%), primarily with
intermediate players (n = 34, 16.35%), had 4-10 years’ experience (n = 44, 21.15%),
and most frequently coached 6—8-year-olds (n = 34, 16.35%).

10



3.4 Summary of Findings

The results indicate that coaches believe they employ a broad range of teaching styles
across the year. However, observation of twelve coaches across three thirty-minute
sessions each, and one coach over eighteen hours, showed only two landmark styles
in use. In addition, variations that approximated the decision structures of Command
Style A and Practice Style B were evident throughout all observed sessions. Despite
the diversity of self-reports, these were the only styles and approximations recorded.
The findings therefore reveal a clear discrepancy between intent and action. In the
thirty-six video recorded sessions, both observed styles fell within the reproduction
cluster. As a proportion of total observed time, Command Style A accounted for 0.18
percent and Practice Style B for 12.87 percent. A canopy design approximating
Command Style A was present for 10.40 percent, and behaviour approximating
Practice Style B for 71.38 percent. No other landmark styles or canopy designs were
identified.

Overall, Stage 3 highlighted limited knowledge of the theoretical and practical
application of different teaching styles for junior tennis and constrained
self-awareness regarding enacted coaching. Coaches used multiple overlapping labels

for their practice and reported little adaptation of approach by age or ability.

4.Discussion

4.1 Teaching Styles theoretical framework

This mixed-methods study investigated the teaching styles of tennis coaches in China,
grounded in Mosston and Ashworth's Spectrum of Teaching Styles theoretical
framework. The research incorporated a survey of 208 junior development and club
professional coaches, systematic observation of 36 coaching sessions across 12
coaches, an in-depth case study of one coach, and follow-up interviews. It aimed to
examine the styles coaches believe they use versus those they actually employ, and

the cognitive reasoning behind their choices.

1. The key finding reveals a significant discrepancy between self-reported and
observed practice. While coaches reported using a variety of styles from both
the reproduction and production clusters throughout the year, direct
observation documented the use of only two landmark styles from the
reproduction cluste—Command Style A and Practice Style B—with no
production cluster styles observed. Furthermore, the study provided the first
empirical account of "canopy design" variations in live tennis coaching.

Interviews indicated coaches often used pedagogical terminology

11



inconsistently, demonstrated limited metacognitive awareness of their own
in-session behavior, and showed little adaptation of methods based on learner

age or ability.

2. The findings highlight critical gaps in coach education: a theory-practice
divide, a narrow pedagogical repertoire, and a lack of skill in aligning teaching
styles with specific learning objectives and learner characteristics.
Consequently, the study proposes targeted directions for professional
development. These include explicit instruction on the decision structures of
the Spectrum, integrating video-assisted guided reflection to bridge belief and
practice, and systematic training to empower coaches to deliberately employ a
diverse range of styles that foster cognitive and affective outcomes alongside

physical skill development.

4.2 Limitations

Considerable care was invested in framing the research questions, selecting methods
suited to answering those questions, performing the analysis, and interpreting the
results. Even so, the researcher openly acknowledges several limitations that

accompany the work. These are listed below.

1. The extent to which the sample represents the broader population of tennis

coaches in China.
2. The reach of generalisations drawn from the observation and interview data.

3. The relative inexperience of some coaches as indicated by age and related
characteristics.

A larger sample for Stage Two observations and Stage Three interviews would likely
have improved the strength of inferences about the full population of Junior
Development and Club Professional coaches in China. The researcher nevertheless
worked actively to recruit as many participants as possible into these phases. It
remains reasonable to argue that the participating coaches present a fair snapshot of
the charact

4.3 Future Directions
Based on the core findings of this study, future research should progress along three
key trajectories:

1.  Explain the Gap: Investigate the systemic and cognitive causes of the
theory-practice disconnect, using qualitative methods to understand coaches' real-time
decision-making and the constraints they face.

12



2. Expand the Scope: Test the generalizability of findings across different coaching
contexts (e.g., performance vs. participation, different cultures) and analyze practice

through complementary theoretical lenses.

3. Bridge the Gap: Design and evaluate targeted coach-development interventions,
and critically, assess their impact on long-term athlete learning outcomes, moving

from description to transformation.

This study maps the current pedagogical landscape, revealing a consistent reliance on
reproduction-oriented instruction. Future work must now shift from describing the
gap to actively bridging it. This requires explanatory studies to diagnose the root
causes, expanded inquiry to test the generalizability of these findings, and most
critically, interventionist research to translate theoretical frameworks like The
Spectrum into scalable tools that transform on-court coaching practice and, ultimately,

athlete learning.

5. Conclusion

Based on the findings of this mixed-methods study, a clear and consequential
conclusion emerges: there exists a significant and multifaceted gap between the
pedagogical principles endorsed for contemporary sports coaching and the actual,

observed practices of tennis coaches in this context.

The study conclusively demonstrates that the instructional repertoire of the
participating coaches is predominantly confined to a narrow band of
reproduction-oriented teaching styles, primarily Practice Style B and its variants. This
stands in stark contrast to both their self-reported annual use of a wider spectrum of
styles and their espoused beliefs favoring learner-centered, problem-solving
environments. The near absence of production-cluster styles, which are theoretically
linked to the development of tactical understanding and decision-making, indicates a

systemic limitation in current coaching practice.

Furthermore, the discrepancy between coaches' verbal accounts and their observed
behaviors, coupled with their inconsistent use of pedagogical terminology and limited
self-awareness, points to a deeper issue within coach development. It suggests that
simply introducing theoretical concepts is insufficient; there is a critical breakdown in
translating knowledge into intentional, adaptable practice. Coaches appear to lack the
specific framework, reflective tools, and perhaps the institutional support necessary to

align their aspirations with their on-court actions.

13



Therefore, this research concludes that enhancing coaching effectiveness requires a
fundamental shift in coach education. Moving forward, efforts must extend beyond
imparting knowledge to deliberately fostering **pedagogical literacy** and
**reflective competence™**. Professional development must provide coaches with
explicit tools—such as the decision-based framework of The Spectrum, structured
video analysis, and mentored practice in questioning techniques—to critically
examine, plan, and vary their teaching styles with purpose. Ultimately, closing the
identified gaps is essential not only for improving the quality of instruction but for
ensuring that coaching practice genuinely fosters the comprehensive cognitive,
affective, and physical development of athletes, as advocated by modern pedagogical

theory.
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