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Abstract

The aim of the current thesis was to critically examine the reflection and
experience-based learning of professional football players and coaches at a
football club. Specific attention was paid to the influence that the social
environment had on players’ and coaches’ experiences and the extent to
which they influenced each others experience-based learning and reflective
practice. A case study approach using semi-structured interviews and
ethnography including participant observation, informal interviews and
audio/video recordings informed the current research. Schon’s (1983)
experience-based theory of learning and reflective practice was used to
represent coaches’ and players’ reflective practice prior to the application of
Foucault (1972, 1979, 1988, 1991a) as social theory. It was found that an
institutionally reproduced discourse, which emphasized the importance of
winning, governed both coaches’ and players’ experience-based learning at
the club. Positive discourses of reflection were introduced by coaches and
embodied by willing and docile players due to the added legitimacy that was
associated with their knowledge. Players’ reflective practice represented a
technology of power as it was dominated by their coaches’ presence and
resulted in players’ interpretations being normalised to the extent that they
became self-surveillant. Players’ compliance contributed to the construction
and reproduction of an overarching disciplinary culture of surveillance that
was initially introduced by the club’s coaches and made possible through the
constant assimilation of data and different forms of performance monitoring

(i.e. GPS, video-based PA, physical testing).
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Chapter 1. Introduction

1.1 The Current Research Landscape

Historically, reflection has been conceptualised as “an active persistent and
careful consideration of any belief or supposed form of knowledge in light of
the grounds that support it and the further consequences to which it leads”
(Dewey, 1933, p.9), and this conceptualisation has informed subsequent
interpretations of reflective practice (e.g. Gibbs, 1988; Ghaye & Lillyman,
2000; Lynch, 2000; Dimova & Loughran, 2009). Therefore, an understanding
has been developed that “through reflection, he [an individual] can surface
and criticise the tacit understandings that have grown up around the repetitive
experiences of a specialised practice, and can make new sense of the
situations of uncertainty or uniqueness which he may allow himself to
experience” (Schon, 1983, p. 61). Thus, in sport a consensus has been
established that learning occurs as a result of experience (Salmela, 1995;
Gilbert & Trudel, 2001; Jones, Armour & Potrac, 2003; Irwin, Hanton &
Kerwin, 2004; Jones, Armour & Potrac, 2004a; Abraham, Collins &
Martindale, 2006; Erickson, Bruner, MacDonald & Cété, 2008) and learning
only occurs when an individual actively reflects upon their experience and
changes their perspective when encountering similar situations again.

A range of sport related studies investigating reflection have
considered how coaches frame their own roles (e.g. Wilcox & Trudel, 1998;
McCallister, Blinde & Weiss, 2000; Gilbert & Trudel, 2004a; Lemyre, Trudel &
Durand-Bush, 2007), sport coaches’ reflective practice (e.g. Borrie & Knowles,
1998; Borrie et al., 1999; Knowles, Gilbourne, Borrie & Nevill, 2001; Knowles,

Tyler, Gilbourne & Eubank, 2006; Ghaye, 2008; Knowles & Gilbourne, 2010)



and how coaches learn from their experiences (e.g. Gilbert & Trudel, 2001).
These studies have tended to rely either on Kolb (1987, 2005) (e.g. Irwin et
al., 2004; Abraham et al., 2006; Turesky & Gallagher, 2011) or Schon’s
(1983) theory of experience-based learning and reflective practice to interpret
coaches’ experiences (e.g. Gilbert & Trudel, 2004a; Lemyre et al., 2007),
while Gilbert and Trudel (2001) built on Gilbert’s (1999) reflective conversation
interpretation of Schon (1983) to locate how youth sport coaches learnt from
dilemmas where the outcome was unexpected.

Despite the considerable research that has investigated reflective
practice in sport, however, the conceptual lens has remained largely
consistent and accepted uncritically (Fendler, 2003). Moreover, current
conceptualisations and models of the reflective process have portrayed it as a
relatively simplistic and sequential process that operates largely uninfluenced
by the social context in which it occurs. As a result, little attention has been
paid to how individuals establish their own definitions and understanding of
reflection and the impact that this may have on their reflective practice.
Therefore, the social factors that influence the process and the individual have
tended to be neglected. Reflection has been portrayed as an unbiased and
objective process that occurs in a politically neutral environment (see Cotton,
2001; Fendler, 2003). As a result, reflection’s position as an “academic virtue
and source of privileged knowledge” (Lynch, 2000, p 26) has remained
unchallenged. While previous research has acknowledged the importance of
the learning environment (e.g. Hodkinson, Biesta & James, 2008) it has done

so in relation to an individuals access to learning opportunities, rather than
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considering the influence of context upon an individual and the lens through
which they reflect (e.g. Gilbert & Trudel, 2005).

One resource that has become especially prominent within many
professional sporting environments in recent years is video-based
performance analysis (PA) — (see Hughes & Franks, 2004; Lago, 2009). As a
result video-based PA “is now widely accepted among coaches, athletes, and
sport scientists as a valuable input in the feedback process” (Drust, 2010, p.
921) partly due to the development of computer and video aided analysis
systems, which have allowed for the efficient and accurate objectification of
sporting performance (Mackenzie & Cushion, 2013, p. 1). In the knowledge
that athletes learn as a result of their experience (Salmela, 1995; Gilbert &
Trudel, 2001; Jones et al., 2003; Irwin et al., 2004; Jones et al., 2004a;
Abraham et al., 2006; Erickson et al., 2008), the ability to immediately or
retrospectively re-examine previous experiences may have significant
implications for the manner in which athletes learn from and reflect on their
experiences. Little research to date, however, has considered the role of
video-based PA within athlete learning.

Moreover, video-based PA delivery, like coaching, is a socially located
activity where interaction between player and coach are fundamental to its
potential effectiveness (Cushion & Jones, 2006; Potrac & Jones, 2009;
Thompson, Potrac & Jones, 2013), yet little is currently known about the
dissemination of video-based PA from a social perspective. It has also been
proposed that our knowledge about the role and function of video-based PA in

the applied setting is relatively limited (Groom, Cushion & Nelson, 2012).
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Traditionally, video-based PA has been portrayed as a positive addition to the
coaching process by coaches and athletes (e.g. Carling et al., 2005; Drust,
2010; Groom et al., 2011; Wright, Atkins & Jones, 2012; Reeves & Roberts,
2013), but the mechanisms through which individuals’ practice is influenced
remain unknown. Studies have investigated the perspectives of individuals
involved in the compilation, dissemination and receipt of video-based PA
(Groom & Cushion, 2005; Groom et al., 2011; Reeves & Roberts, 2013) but
research has not yet considered locating video-based PA within a theoretical
learning framework. As a result, our understanding of the relationship
between video-based PA, experience-based learning and the reflective
practice of both coaches and athletes is limited. At the same time, the
perceived positive benefits of video-based PA remain critically unchallenged.
However, recent work by Groom et al. (2012) found that a professional
youth coach delivered video-based PA in a predominantly authoritarian
manner to ensure that he was able to maintain control over the structure of
the analysis session. Manley, Palmer and Roderick (2012) adopted a
Foucauldian interpretation of the use of video analysis in a professional
football Academy, and found that it was used as a mode of surveillance and a
disciplinary mechanism that allowed for the promotion of normative
behaviours (Foucault, 1979; Lyon, 1993; Gad & Lauritsen, 2009; Young,
2012). As a result, the social environment and culture in which this interaction
occurs may have a significant impact on the way video-based PA is
interpreted and acted upon by individuals who are exposed to it (Hodkinson et

al., 2008; Manley et al., 2012).
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Matsumoto (1996) describes culture as being “the set of attitudes,
values, beliefs, and behaviors shared by a group of people, but different for
each individual, communicated from one generation to the next” (p. 16).
Therefore it is suggested that the culture that has been created and
developed by individuals within a given sports organisation may have an
influence on the way in which video-based PA is used and also perceived. In
primarily disciplinary environments, it could be possible that coaches may use
video-based PA to gain a level of social control over their athletes as opposed
to using it as a way to empower them with newfound knowledge (Foucault,
1991b; Denison, 2007; Lang, 2010; Groom et al., 2011). More sociological
theoretical frameworks such as that proposed by Foucault (1972, 1979, 1988)
have been advocated for future research (e.g. Groom et al.,, 2011, 2012,
Manley et al., 2012) as they allow for the perspectives of coaches working
with video-based PA to be examined whilst investigating the potential

contribution that it may have to larger cultural phenomena.

More contemporary research supports the importance placed on the coach’s
role in how athletes experience video-based PA. Bampouras, Cronin and
Miller (2012) established that the role of the coach within the process of
disseminating video-based PA findings can be likened to that of a
“‘gatekeeper” (p.473). They suggested that the compilation of video-based PA
content itself can be described as a “black box” (p. 476) in which coaches’
and sports scientists’ prior experience informs what is delivered to players and
athletes. Subsequently, the notion that athletes may be subjected to video-

based PA instead of occupying an active role in the decision-making process

13



is also considered (Bampouras et al., 2012; Nelson, Potrac & Groom, 2014).
This not only challenges traditional expectations of athlete involvement and
ownership in the learning process (Moon 1999a, 1999b; Gilbert & Trudel,
2001) but it also aligns itself with Foucauldian notions of surveillance and
discipline given the lack of autonomy relating to their own experience
(Foucault, 1991a). In doing so a level of self-determined responsibility
appears to have been assumed by coaches within the process of both
compiling video-based PA related insights and also in the delivery of analysis
sessions. The results of contemporary research (Bampouras et al., 2012;
Manley et al., 2012; Nelson et al., 2014) demonstrate that there are gaps in
our knowledge and understanding relating to the use of video-based PA within
the applied setting. Therefore, critical examinations of the role that video-
based PA occupies within reflection, learning and coaching discourse and the
immediate performance environment are required.

The concept of discourse was central to Foucault’'s understanding of
how individuals both develop knowledge and also interpret their own
experiences and accept certain forms of practice (Smart, 2004). Discourses
have been described as practices that “systematically form the objects of
which they speak” (Foucault, 1972, p.182) or more recently as “the unwritten
rules that guide social practices, produce and regulate the production of
statements, and shape what can be perceived and understood” (Denison &
Scott-Thomas, 2011, p.29). In the context of this research, the manner in
which discourse relating to reflection, learning and coaching has been
introduced and established is pivotal to understanding players’ and coaches’

behaviour.
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The environment in which reflection, experience-based learning and
the dissemination of video-based PA occur may also have a substantial
influence on an individual’s experience (e.g. Fejes, 2008; Hodkinson, et al.,
2008; Lang, 2010; Groom et al., 2011, 2012). This is especially significant in
the context of sports such as professional football, where the culture has been
found to exhibit unique disciplinary, unsupportive and power-driven
characteristics (e.g. Cushion & Jones, 2006; Parker, 2006; Roderick, 2006a,
2006b; Potrac & Jones, 2009; Cushion & Jones, 2014) For example, Manley
et al. (2012) investigated professional youth football to assess the culture in
which young players attempt to “make the grade”. It was concluded that
irrespective of their links to performance enhancement, sports science
measurements such as “body weight, hydration levels, heart rate, speed,
fitness and physical strength” (p.309) created a culture of surveillance in both
professional youth rugby and football. =~ The multitude of performance
indicators that can be measured in modern sport created an oligopticon
(Latour, 2005) of surveillance for the club’s hierarchy in which socially
accepted “norms” (Foucault, 1991a) were reinforced and encouraged.
Oligopticon surveillance in this context refers to the multiple sources of
information that were collected on players’ performances through which
“sturdy but extremely narrow views of the (connected) whole are made
possible” (Latour, 2005, p.181). In short, multiple assessments and forms of
feedback from coaches or sports scientists acted as a level of surveillance
that allowed for players to be assessed in line with expected standards across
a whole host of performance areas. By pooling these different forms of

surveillance, a holistic understanding of players’ performances was made
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possible by the Academy manager, rather than relying on a more central point
of surveillance, commonly referred to as panopticon surveillance (Bentham,

1995).

It was found that young players aligned their behaviour with the
feedback that was given to them by coaches and sports scientists regarding
how they needed to improve their overall game, as they were conscious that
their future performance would be equally scrutinised. This capillary-like
network of surveillance employed in both professional youth football and
rugby ensured that players attempted to be self-surveillant in order to try and
impress the individuals who made the decisions about their future careers
(Manley et al.,, 2012). Foucault proposed that a notable by-product of the
successful implementation of disciplinary power was that individuals may
become self-surveillant (Foucault, 1991a). In a sporting context specifically,
this interpretation suggests that if coaches manipulate and maintain control
over various spatial and temporal constraints (such as the content and
duration of coaching sessions), whilst also using forms of surveillance to
assess their athletes’ performances, these athletes become self-surveillant.
In this process, athletes begin to align their own behaviour with the demands
of their coaches autonomously, in order to avoid punishment and enhance
their chances of being selected in the team. Therefore an interdependency
exists between Foucault’'s disciplinary power and the creation of self-

surveillant individuals (Foucault, 1991a).
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Similar levels of docility amongst football players were described by
Cushion and Jones (2006, 2014) who following a 10 month ethnography
found that a disciplinary culture at a professional football club Academy was
underpinned by coaches’ use of symbolic violence and their emphasis on
winning. Given their position as gatekeepers to players’ future success,
young players demonstrated a willingness to be complicit and in doing so
helped reproduce the performance culture that existed (Cushion & Jones,
2006, 2014). Cushion, Armour and Jones (2006) suggested that in-situ
approaches to research such as these allow for the social dynamic between
key stakeholders and an organisations overarching culture to be investigated

more thoroughly than with interviews alone.

Foucault (1972, 1979, 1988, 1991a, 1991b, 1999) has often been used
in case study research as a theoretical framework with which to challenge
assumptions and generate a level of understanding relating to environmental
conditions. In addition to Manley et al. (2012), a similar approach was
adopted by Lang (2010) who used Foucault to examine the techniques that
were employed in swimming by coaches to ensure surveillance and discipline
within their athletes. As alluded to earlier, these are key Foucauldian themes;
he was concerned with how the management and control of individuals’
actions allow for disciplinary power to be exerted and maintained through the
use of surveillance techniques (Foucault, 1991a).

Moreover, Denison (2007) used Foucault to interpret an otherwise
unquestioned athletes poor performance. As a result, it was concluded that a

lack of input into their own training regime and location may have contributed
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to them being docile and potentially demotivated (Denison, 2007). These
three studies emphasise the value of using social theory to investigate the
influence that a culture may have on individuals operating within a given
environment.

Interestingly, Foucault (1988) has also been used in a handful of studies
to critically examine reflection and the disciplinary qualities that reflection may
possess (e.g. Cotton, 2001; Fendler, 2003; Fejes, 2008). In a similar vein the
current research sought to develop this critical line of enquiry into an
examination of players’ and coaches’ own reflective practice, experience-
based learning and their experiences of video-based PA in the context of
Schon’s (1983) experience-based theory of learning and reflective practice.
Such an approach provides an opportunity to add to the current body of
research by considering the relationship between reflection and video-based
PA whilst also examining the influence of the culture in which it occurs (see

Groom et al., 2011, 2012).

Therefore given the plethora of research that has focused on reflection
and video-based PA in isolation (e.g. Knowles et al., 2001; Carling et al.,
2005; Knowles et al., 2006; Ghaye, 2008; Knowles & Gilbourne, 2010; Wright,
Atkins & Jones, 2012; Reeves & Roberts, 2013), whilst neglecting the
potential social factors that may influence individuals’ experiences, an
alternative and more socially inclusive approach is required. The aim of this
research was to critically address reflection, experience-based learning and
the use of video-based PA within the context of a professional football club.

The significance of the research is reflected in the unique critical approach
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that was implemented and the new knowledge and understanding that has
been generated about previously un-investigated social factors relating to
reflection and experience-based learning. By implementing social theory
(Foucault, 1972, 1979, 1988, 1991a, 1999b, 1999) to critically examine how
the social environment influenced the learning experiences of individuals who
co-existed within the same culture in-situ, the interaction that occurred
between key stakeholders and their respective influences on each other were
investigated.

To date, no previous research in sport has critically challenged the role of
reflection from a social perspective, or considered the perspectives of players
and coaches simultaneously within the same sporting organisation. The
research also critically examined the role of video-based PA within players’
and coaches’ reflection and experience-based learning, which has not
previously been considered. In doing so, the research challenged commonly
held assumptions regarding reflection, experience-based learning and the use
of video-based PA, whilst addressing current gaps in our knowledge and

understanding about their application in the applied setting.

1.2 Research Questions

Given that the current thesis was a case study, which examined the culture at
a professional football club, it was important to establish how both reflection
and coaching had been conceptualised and defined amongst the key
stakeholders at the club. In order to achieve this, Foucault’s fundamental
concept of discourse was used in order to establish how understanding and

knowledge relating to both reflection and coaching had been developed and
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who the main contributors were to that knowledge construction (Foucault,
1977). It was also important to investigate the extent to which discourses of
coaching and reflection influenced the behaviour of both players and coaches

at the club:

(1) How are discourses' of reflection and coaching defined and to what

extent do they influence player and coach learning?

The second research question of the thesis revolved around the cultural
influence on players’ and coaches’ behaviour. The first research question
was concerned with how discourses were socially created at the club, but the
culture itself required significant attention. With this in mind, Foucault (1972,
1979 1988, 1991a, 1991b, 1999) was used as social theory, so that the
prevalent culture at the club could be established. Following this, the learning
experiences and reflective practice of both players and coaches were
examined in the context of the social environment in which they co-existed.
Schon (1983) was used as a theoretical framework to locate the learning
experiences of both players and coaches, based on its previous successful
application in sport (Gilbert & Trudel, 2001) and the emphasis placed upon
the applied practitioner within the framework’s initial formulation. In doing so,
a holistic and unique approach to understanding the influence of the club’s

culture was implemented:

! Discourses were defined as practices that “systematically form the objects of which they
speak” (Foucault, 1972, p.182)
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(2) What is the influence of culture within a professional football club on
the reflective practice and experience-based learning of players and/or

coaches?

The third research question related to the influence of video-based PA within
players’ and coaches’ experiences. Whilst much research has assumed that
video-based PA plays a pivotal role in the coaching process (e.g. Hodges &
Franks, 2002; Lyle, 2002; Stratton et al., 2004; Carling et al., 2005; Drust,
2010; Groom et al., 2011), little is actually known about the specific function it
serves and specific situations where it is particularly useful. This is
accentuated from an athlete perspective as few studies have considered their
experiences of video-based PA (see Bampouras et al., 2012; Nelson et al.,
2014 for exceptions). In this instance, given the apparent link between
reflection and video-based PA, the role of video-based PA within players’ and

coaches’ reflection was examined:

(3) What effect does video-based PA have on players’ and coaches’

reflective practice and experience-based learning?

Throughout the thesis, the interlinked nature of the social environment, culture
and its subsequent impact on the experiences of both the club’s players and
coaches was considered. As a result, building on research done by Manley et
al. (2012), the fourth research question was concerned with investigating
whether the culture at the club influenced how video-based PA was used and

perceived by the participants (players and coaches). By adopting this
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approach, the nuances and gritty reality associated with the dissemination of

video-based PA delivery was examined from a social perspective:

(4) To what extent is the use of video-based PA influenced by the culture

in which it is implemented?

1.3 The Organisation of the thesis

Following this chapter there is a Review of Literature (Chapter Two), which
considers the current experience-based learning and reflection literature,
whilst also examining how video-based PA has been positioned within the
research following its recent emergence. In doing so, largely uncritical and
positive perceptions of reflection are established and discussed in relation to
idealistic and simplistic representations of how video-based PA is
disseminated in the applied setting. As a result, a need to critically examine
reflection and learning from a social and cultural perspective was established.
Research that has been undertaken in relation to both sports’ coaching and
also coaching within the professional football environment is from a social
perspective. It is proposed that in order to provide a unique contribution to the
existing literature, research should investigate the underlying function
surrounding the use of video-based PA, and the reality of how it is actually
used. Research that has adopted Foucault as a theoretical framework when
investigating sporting environments was also considered in the Review of
Literature given that a number of Foucauldian concepts such as discourse,
power, surveillance and discipline helped inform the interpretation of the data

in this thesis.
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Following the Review of Literature, an extensive Methodology (Chapter
Three) is presented. Within Chapter Three | outline how | decided upon the
research approach that was adopted across the three studies (Chapters Four,
Five & Six). Literature is provided to support the applicability of a case study
approach given the current and relatively limited understanding that has been
generated as a result of previous reflection, learning and video-based PA
research. Discussion regarding the assumptions and beliefs that | have
accepted given the approach that | have adopted in this thesis is also
included. Within the Methodology there is also a section that focuses on
Demonstrating Reflexivity and Ensuring Quality Within the Research Process,
providing an insight into my own journey and evolution as a researcher
throughout the PhD process. The focus of the PhD has changed significantly
since | began the process approximately five years ago so it is important to
make the reasons for the current direction and focus of the research as

transparent as possible.

This then leads into Chapters Four, Five and Six which are the main research
studies. All three of the studies were underpinned by an approach to data
collection which consisted of semi-structured interviewing, ethnography and
participant observation given that |, as the primary researcher, was positioned
in the research setting for 12 months. This approach allowed for coach and
player perspectives to be examined individually but with the opportunity to
examine the influence of others, and the environment, on their own
experiences. Chapter Four specifically addresses research questions (1), (2)

and (3), as the experience-based learning and reflection of professional
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football players at East United FC is examined. Chapter Five focuses on the
experience-based learning and reflection of the coaches at the club and in
doing so also addresses research questions (1), (2) and (3). Chapter Six is
concerned with investigating the cultural influences that were present at the
club from a Foucauldian perspective and addresses research questions (2)
and (4) specifically. Throughout Chapters Four, Five and Six links are made
to concepts and themes that influenced the experiences of both players and
coaches at the club. Finally, Chapter Seven summarizes the thesis, positions
the research within the current literature, and acknowledges the limitations of
the thesis whilst providing implications for improving practice in the applied

setting. Considerations for future research in this area are also suggested.
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Chapter 2. Review of Literature

This review of literature outlines the current themes and overall understanding
that has been generated within research relating to reflection, experience-
based learning, coaching and the use of video-based PA. In order to provide
context to how the respective research landscapes have developed, both
mainstream and football specific research are considered and discussed. The
limitations associated with prominent methodologies that have been used
within reflection, experience-based learning, coaching and PA research are
also discussed in the context of how future research may attempt to address
both similar and different issues within the field. The seemingly
interconnected nature of reflection, experience-based learning, coaching and
video-based PA is also discussed throughout the chapter; irrespective of the
lack of research that has directly considered the links between the concepts.
The final part of the chapter relates to the potential application of social theory
to future sport research, namely that of Michel Foucault, to critically challenge
common assumptions that dominate and underpin the current research
landscapes in the fields of reflection and experience-based learning, coaching

and PA.

2.1 Reflection & Experience-Based Learning

There has been a significant interest in the concept of reflection during recent
years (Jay & Johnson, 2002; Vieira & Marques, 2002; Clarke & Otaky, 2006;
Akbari, 2007), attributed to its purpose of contributing to improvements in
professional practice (Saylor, 1990; Osterman & Kottkamp, 1993; Hodges,
1996; Swain, 1998; Ghaye & Lillyman, 2000; Johns, 2000; Lynch, 2000;

Mayes 2001a, 2001b; Artzt & Armour-Thomas, 2002; Jay & Johnson, 2002;
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Margolis, 2002; Moore & Ash, 2002; Rock & Levin, 2002; Tabachnick &

Zeichner, 2002; Branch, 2010).

2.1.1 A Background to John Dewey & Reflective Thinking

John Dewey, often considered as a founding father of reflection (Dimova &
Loughran, 2009), was eager to make reference to reflection being a conscious
process and one that differed from “routine action” (Dewey, 1933, p. 9). He
claimed that in routine action, social reality is taken for granted and actions,
albeit goal oriented, are not cognitively evaluated where “reflective action is
an active persistent and careful consideration of any belief or supposed form
of knowledge in light of the grounds that support it and the further
consequences to which it leads” (Dewey, 1933, p.9 as cited by Smyth, 1992,
p. 268). To place Dewey’s (1933) understanding of reflection into context,
Dimova and Loughran (2009) explained that reflection goes beyond any
superficial sense of merely thinking about practice.

Dewey proposed that individuals engage in a process, which is initiated
by a Problem that is deemed to be a cause for concern. Individuals then
engage in Suggestions and Reasoning stages where “the possibilities that
spring to mind when confronted by a puzzling situation” (Dimova & Loughran,
2009, p.207) and the compiling of information, ideas and previous
experiences in order to expand on the suggestions occur respectively. It is
suggested that the Reasoning stage, “develops the idea into a form in which it
is more apposite to the problem” (Dewey, 1933, p. 112). Having achieved
this, Dewey (1933) concluded the process by stating that Testing refers to

actively implementing the decision made as a result of the Hypothesis stage.
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Dewey was, however, eager to explain that while this may be done in either
an overt or covert way (Dimova & Loughran, 2009); even if the result is not
the desired outcome it is still instructive as it “either brings to light a new
problem or helps to define and clarify the problem...Nothing shows the trained
thinker better than the use [made of] errors and mistakes” (Dewey, 1933, p.

112-114).

2.1.2 Donald Schén’s Experience-Based Theory of Learning & Reflective
Practice

Donald Schon based much of his work and understanding of reflection and
learning on Dewey (1933) but what makes his work distinct is its link to a
practitioner’s experience. His understanding of reflection and experience-
based learning occurred as a result of case studies that investigated how
knowledge was constructed following experience in six professional domains:
(a) architecture, (b) psychotherapy, (c) engineering, (d) scientific research, (e)
town planning and (f) business management (Schon, 1983, 1987). The
common distinction that is often cited between the two approaches is that
Schon (1983) interpreted learning as a process that occurred as a result of
reflecting upon increased applied practice as a practitioner, whereas Dewey
(1933) referred to reflection and learning as rational and scientific thinking that
occurred irrespective of practitioner experience (Farrell, 2012). In order to
bring context to his proposals Schon (1983) devised a theory of experience-
based learning and reflective practice that involved individuals engaging in a
Reflective Conversation (similar to Dewey’s reflective thinking) in response to

a problem that is highlighted.
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Schon (1983) argued that each learning experience is unique to a
practitioner given that their perception of the World and interpretation of any
given situation will be different from other practitioners. As a result,
practitioners both have and develop Role Frames that determine how they
interpret the situation and the whole learning process (see Figure 1.). It is
proposed that Role Frames filter the information that is deemed to be the
most salient by the practitioner and allows for relevant and unique problem
solving. Role Frames are flexible and may vary from situation to situation and
may evolve over time following increased exposure and experience; hence
the emphasis on learning and development from experience. It is suggested
that personal growth, however, only occurs through the reframing of a
situation in a virtual environment (i.e. internally). In short, reality is perceived
and informed by the content of an individual's Role Frame.

Gilbert (1999) explained that Schon’s theory of experience-based
learning and reflective practice is underpinned by six assumptions; (1)
learning is best conceived as a process rather than an outcome, (2) learning
is a continuous process grounded in experience, (3) learning requires the
resolution of conflicts, (4) learning is a holistic process of adaptation to the
World, (5) learning involves constant transactions between the person and the
environment and (6) learning is the process of creating knowledge. Arguably,
Schon's (1983) theory of experience-based learning and reflective practice
stands apart from other reflection and experience-based learning theories
because of its focus on the construction of domain-specific knowledge gained
during professional practice. As a result, his proposed model arguably

represents the processes that professionals have been found to engage in.
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Figure 1. Adaptation of Schoén’s Theory of Reflective Practice (Gilbert, 1999)

Within Gilbert’'s (1999) graphical depiction of Schon's (1983) theory it is
proposed that practitioners are faced with either issues that they are relatively
familiar with and have a significant amount of knowledge about (Type 1 —
High Ground), or issues that they have had minimal prior exposure to, and as
a result, they have minimal pre-defined solutions (Type 2 — Low Ground) to
manage the situation. It is proposed that in both situations, familiarity will be
sought from previous experiences that inhabit similar characteristics. If a Low
Ground dilemma is encountered, it is proposed that a process of hypothesis
testing occurs within a Reflective Conversation (see Figure 1.), which is
mediated by the prior knowledge and experience of the practitioner
(Professional Repertoire — see Figure. 1). As a result of both reflection-in and
on-action throughout this process, which involves the experimentation of

varying solutions, strategies will finally be developed and applied that aim to
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resolve the content of the initial dilemma. Alternatively, if a High Ground
dilemma is encountered, it is proposed that “science-based theories and
principles of action”, which have been developed by the practitioner as a
result of prior experience to similar situations, are implemented in order to
manage the situation (see Figure 1.).

As part of the construction of Schon's (1983) theory of experience-
based learning and reflective practice, he advocated that individuals reflect
both in (during) and on action (following). Reflection-in-action is
understandably synonymous with the actual event itself and is guided by
knowledge in use, and theory in use, and as a result makes limited contact
with pre-determined espoused theory. This form of reflection only occurs in
situations where the immediate dilemma is perceived as being unexpected,
troubling or puzzling (Gilbert & Trudel, 2001). Reflection-on-action, relates to
the cognitions and interpretation of events (via verbalised & non-verbalised
thoughts) that occur after the situation. This form of retrospective action has
been described as being relatively narrow, yet continues to inform learning,
action and theory building (Moon, 1999).

Dewey (1960), on the other hand, considered reflection to be focussed
on being outside the action and concerned with future action rather than
during the actual action itself. Schon (1983) believed that knowledge
construction occurred as a process of critical reflection-in- and on-action but
that it is also dependent on the element of surprise. If a course of action leads
to an anticipated or expected result, he proposed that there is no need to

critically reflect on underlying theories as to what happened. When a decision
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or action leads to an outcome that was unexpected, however, this may
stimulate a process of critical inquiry as to why (Schon, 1983).

Gilbert (1999) has provided an excellent applied interpretation of
Schon’s (1983) theory of experience-based learning and reflective practice,
however it is clear that further adaptations within empirical research are
required to complement this work (Gilbert, 1999). While Gilbert and Trudel's
study (2001) will be discussed later in the chapter (p. 39), few direct
adaptations of the ‘reflective conversation’ concept have occurred within peer-
reviewed research. Therefore, future research looking to adopt Schon (1983)
should align itself with the assumptions of his work by investigating the
reflection of practitioners within the applied setting (as he initially did when
compiling the model). Similarly, given the individual and evolving nature of
role frames, research approaches that implement both interviews and
observations would allow for the construction of individuals’ role frames to be
initially established prior to witnessing how they directly influence their

reflective practice in the applied setting.

2.1.3 Reflection & Experience-Based Learning Research

Many scholars across the Western world sought to expand on the initial
work of John Dewey (1933) in relation to reflective thinking and created their
own respective versions (e.g. Bode, 1940; Rugg, 1947; Hullfish & Smith,
1961; Tom, 1984; Zeichner, 1983; Gibbs, 1988). However, much reflection
research appears to commonly cite or review models of reflection without
critically challenging their construction or applicability in varying contexts
(Knowles & Gilbourne, 2010; van Woerkom, 2010). Moreover, a willingness to

categorise or ‘model’ individuals reflective experiences may have actually
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detracted from the context surrounding why they had initially interpreted their
experiences in a certain manner. Moreover, schematic representations of the
process are arguably quite conceptually limited. By representing the process
as cyclical in nature (e.g. Kolb, 1984, Gibbs, 1988; Ghaye & Lillyman, 2000;
Kolb, 2005), they infer a notion of simplicity and logic to the manner in which
individuals reflect upon their experience.

More recent reflection and experience-based learning research has
focussed on the reflective competencies of individuals in disciplines such as
education and the different factors that can influence teaching and learning
(Ashraf & Rarieya, 2008; Fazio, 2009; Farias & Ramirez, 2010; Swanson,
2010). This has been based on the fundamental premise that reflection is a
precursor to effective practice (Lynch, 2000). Moreover, ‘critical reflection’ as
investigated by Parra, Gutierrez and Aldana (2014) in relation to teaching, has
been adopted as the gold standard of reflection (Grossman, 2008; Larrivee,
2008). Parra et al. (2014) examined the extent to which professors reflected
on varying situations that occurred within the classroom and then applied a
framework with which to enhance their ability to reflect. It was acknowledged
during the research however, that the “series of rules unique to the culture of
schools” that the professors were from would have undoubtedly framed their
experiences and frames of reference (Parra et al., 2014, p.11). Despite this,
however, little attention was paid to how the cultures were constructed and
the extent to which they may have influenced frames of reference. Thus in-
situ approaches that include observations and consider the culture in which
learning occurs, have the potential to produce more comprehensive

understandings of the context surrounding learning experiences. Moreover,
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interviewing all involved may allow for the relationship that existed between
them to be considered within the construction of knowledge and learning.

Irrespective of the evidence supporting the need for individuals to be
able to critically reflect (i.e. Parra et al., 2014), Nilsson (2013) focussed on the
role of others during the reflective process as she examined the influence of a
“critical friend” (p. 196). It was found that teachers were prompted by their
‘critical friend’ into rethinking their values, beliefs and professional practice as
teachers. The role of the critical friend moved from an “expert on teaching’, to
a co-producer of knowledge” as a result of the trust and respect that was
developed during the respective meetings (p.205). Whilst some of the social
connotations associated with reflecting in the presence of others were
considered, detail regarding the background and assumptions held by the
critical friend were not discussed. As a result, the extent to which teachers
autonomously re-examined their practice, as opposed to aligning their
perceptions with that of the critical friend, remain unclear (Fejes, 2008, 2013).
Similar to Parra et al. (2014), the findings were based on the recollections and
discussions within meetings between teachers but no observations of
interactions between students and teachers were conducted. Moreover,
students’ perspectives of the learning environment that had been created
were not considered.

Discussions relating to the applicability of varying models or
representations of reflection are prevalent (e.g. Costa & Kallick 1993; Hatton
& Smith 1995; Lee 2005; Russell, 2005; Schuck & Russell 2005; Faull &
Cropley, 2009; Black & Lowright 2010; Hickson 2011; Colin, Karsenti &

Komis, 2013; Lane 2014). Similarly, books (Zeichner & Liston, 1996;
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Loughran 2006), book chapters (Richardson, 1990; Lyons 2010) and
unpublished doctoral theses (Desjardins, 2000; Beauchamp, 2006) have also
tended to focus on the manner in which reflection is defined and represented
within the literature. Despite this body of work, research maintains a narrow
focus on the fundamental questions relating to the underlying purpose of
reflection (Cotton, 2001; Fendler, 2003).

Only a small number (e.g. Cotton, 2001; Fendler 2003) have
challenged traditional assumptions of reflection and questioned the
involvement of others within the reflective process. They proposed that the
use of reflection to compare individuals’ thoughts and practice to sets of pre-
determined guidelines or pre-requisites has remained critically unchallenged.
Despite the premise that individuals learn as a result of reflecting upon their
own experiences, much recent reflection research appears to indicate that
individuals are only able to do so if either in the presence of others (e.g. Costa
& Kallick, 1993; Foucault, 1998; Schuck & Russell, 2005; Loughran, 2006;
Lyons, 2010), or when comparing their behaviour to a set of guidelines as to
how to behave (Smyth, 1992).

In summary, empirical research focussed on re-examining the
fundamental role of reflective practice is required, rather than renewed
attempts to model and represent reflection more accurately than in previous
models. In-situ approaches to investigating reflection that complement
existing research (e.g. Nilsson, 2013; Parra et al., 2014) by considering the
social interaction that occurs between key stakeholders within the reflective
process, the social environment in which this process occurs and the

perspectives of individuals involved in the process are supported.
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Approaches such as this would provide empirical data to complement the
arguments proposed by Cotton (2001) and Fendler (2003) whilst also
challenging common assumptions about reflection. Moreover, it would
address the current limitations of much reflection research that has
predominantly examined the reflective practice of individuals in isolation as
opposed to varying potential social influences on reflection (Faull & Cropley,

2009).

2.1.4 Sport Related Reflection & Experience-Based Learning Research

The recent increase in the volume of reflection research has also been
replicated within sport (Erickson, Bruner, MaCdonald & Coété, 2008; Gilbert,
2009; Mallett, Trudel, Lyle & Rynne, 2009; Cropley, Miles & Peel, 2012).
Despite this, however, inconsistencies still exist amongst the models that
authors have used to try and represent athletes’ or coaches’ experiences. For
example Knowles, Gilbourne, Borrie and Telfer (2001) used Mezirow (1981),
Goodman (1984) and Powell (1989) as a theoretical framework to investigate
the levels of reflection that were developed and demonstrated by eight
undergraduate students/coaches following a coaching placement. However,
when Knowles, Tyler, Gilbourne and Eubank (2006) investigated the reflective
practice engaged in by graduate students/coaches who were no longer
enrolled on an undergraduate degree programme, Gibbs’ (1988) reflective
cycle was instead used as a framework. This lack of conceptual consistency
appears to be representative of much reflection research that has been

conducted in sport to date (Threlfall, 2014).
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In Knowles et al. (2001), eight students attended lectures prior to going
on their respective placements, and semi-structured interviews were
undertaken early on in their placements (less than 30% of their placement
done). Students attended five one-hour workshops to develop “reflective
skills and confidence” (Knowles et al., 2001, p.193). After their placements,
students completed an annual report about their learning and wrote a
‘confessional tale’. A second interview examined changes that had occurred
since their previous semi-structured interview. As previously mentioned, the
theoretical lens that Knowles et al. (2001) employed drew on the work of

Mezirow (1981), Goodman (1984) and Powell (1989) — see Table 1.

Table 1. Assessment of reflection mark scheme for Stages 2 and 4 data

based on adapted criteria of Mezirow (1981), Goodman (1984) and Powell
(1989) as used by Knowles et al. (2001)

Level State description Criteria

la

1b

3a

3b

Reflectivity Awareness, observation, description
Description of a short dribbling drill session with junior players

Affective Awareness of feelings (subjects)

reflectivity 1a followed by analysis of feelings, e.g. coach feeling happy/disappointed
about session outcome

Reflection to Criterion for reflection are limited to issues of efficiency, effectiveness

reach given and accountability

objectives la, 1b and recogniton of need for readjustment of skill level to achieve

session aims

Reflection on the There is an assessment of the implications and consequences of actions
relationships and self beliefs/values as well as the underlying rationale for practice

between principles Ia, 1b, 2 and recognition another coaching style may be appropriate for
and practice session delivery

Wider reflection Practitioner contributes towards discussion in practice with others
regarding the nature of beliefs and moral issues
la, 1b, 2, 3a, 3b and discussion with others/coach educators regarding
culture of coaching in youth football

Critical reflection Issues of justice and emancipation enter deliberations over the value of
professional goals and practice. The practitioner makes links between
the setting of everyday practice and broader social structure and forces

and may contribute to ethical decision making in practice

As above and discussion as to whether view of teaching is commensurate with

global issues in teaching children in other areas, policies and legislation
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Students’ responses were assessed and subsequently categorised
between level 1a (reflectivity) and level 4 (critical reflection). It was found that
5 of the 8 coaches made an improvement in their reflective level. However,
only 3 of the coaches made a 2 or more reflective level improvement, with one
coach actually decreasing 1 level. Improvements in reflection were attributed
to the completion of reflective journals (Emden, 1991; Bulman, 1994; Riley-
Doucet & Wilson, 1997) and the attendance at reflective workshops every two
weeks. Therefore, it was concluded that coaches’ ability to reflect can be
improved both by independent and also ‘guided’ or supervised reflection.
Knowles and colleagues adopted a similar approach to data collection in their
2006 work investigating the reflective practice of coaching science graduates
outside of a structured programme. Six graduates were interviewed with an
interview schedule based on Gibbs’ (1988) reflective cycle, The coaches had
begun to adapt reflective processes and models that were most convenient;
often informal and undocumented reflection. Documented reflection, such as
reflective journal writing, was not used. The coaches cited a lack of time to
fully engage in the process and reflection had become informal (Knowles et
al., 2006) and often reflection-on-action rather than reflection-in-action
(Schon, 1983).

The coaches used Gibbs’ (1988) reflective cycle as a model, with the
final two stages of his model (alternatives for action and action planning)
being deemed the most important phases. This was explained in the context
that “reflection must manifest itself into an outcome or action” (Knowles et al.,
2006, p. 172). However, the changes coaches implemented based on these

phases were not always clear. There was also a distinct lack of critical
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reflection demonstrated by coaches in this study, i.e. making reference to
social, political and economic factors that may influence practice, though it
has been proposed that technical and practical reflection should not be
perceived as being less valuable than critical reflection (Knowles, 2009;
Knowles & Gilbourne, 2010; Knowles, Katz & Gilbourne, 2012).

Uncertainty surrounding the importance of critical reflection accurately
represents a research landscape in which there appears to be seemingly
endless discussion about what ‘type’ of reflection is superior (Grossman,
2008; Larrivee, 2008). While Knowles (Knowles, 2009; Knowles & Gilbourne,
2010) originally sought to categorise reflection prioritising critical reflection,
more recently she has suggested that categorising reflection may be
misleading. Hierarchically ranking different types of reflection is therefore
perhaps less important than considering the conditions that contribute
reflecting in a certain manner (Cotton, 2001; Fendler, 2003). Complementing
interviews with observations for example, may provide an insight into how
coaches’ reflection influences their coaching practice. Moreover ‘guided’ or
supervised reflection requires further research attention, as the necessity of
‘others’ within the reflective process is unclear. Future research may also
seek to examine the perspectives and discourse of reflection held by all
stakeholders involved in the reflective process and their respective influences

on each others’ practice.

The complexity of the reflective process is demonstrated in the number of
models that have been created in order to try and conceptualise the varying

stages that an individual may engage in (Hatton & Smith, 1995; Knowles et
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al., 2001; Lee, 2005; Black & Plowright, 2010; Hickson, 2011; Lane et al.,
2014). As a result, a simple definition has proved to be elusive (James &
Clarke, 1994; Ghaye & Lillyman, 2000). Given its complexity and the varying
interpretations of reflection and experienced-based learning that exist,
multiple approaches have been adopted to investigating it as a concept (e.g.
Gilbert & Trudel, 2001, 2005; Trudel & Gilbert, 2006; Werthner & Trudel,
2006; Lemyre, Trudel & Durand-Bush, 2007). For example in a peer reviewed
journal article, Peel et al. (2013) used an autoethnographic approach to
investigate the reflective practice of a part-time, volunteer sport coach,
whereas Threlfall (2014) conducted a three-way email discussion with two
elite athletes surrounding their reflective practice. Other approaches have
included case studies (Werthner & Trudel, 2006) and semi-structured
interviews (Lemrye et al., 2007). Irrespective of the focus of the research, a
tendency has remained within reflection research to focus on the reflective
practice of either the coach or the athlete. No previous reflection research in
sport has critically examined the reflective practice of both coaches and
athletes, whilst considering how their reflection may influence each other’s

respective approaches to similar dilemmas.

Similar trends exist within experience-based learning research, where
research focussing on ‘how’ coaches learn as a result of their experience has
become prevalent in both peer reviewed journal articles (e.g. Gilbert & Trudel,
1999; Gilbert & Trudel, 2001, 2004a; Werthner & Trudel, 2006; Lemrye et al.,
2007) and book chapters (e.g. Trudel & Gilbert, 2006). In building on the work

of Gilbert (1999), Gilbert and Trudel (2001) used Schon’s (1983) theory of
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experience-based learning and reflective practice to examine how model
youth sport coaches learnt to coach through experience. A multiple case
study approach was adopted, which involved three youth team sport coaches
from football and three from ice hockey. Coaches were deemed to be model
coaches if they “(a) demonstrated interest in learning about the theory and
practice of coaching; (b) respected in the local sporting community or their
commitment to youth sport; (c) considered good leaders, teachers and
organizers; and (d) kept winning in perspective and encouraged children to
respect the rules of the game, their competitors, and officials” (Gilbert &
Trudel, 2001, p. 18).

Six sources of evidence underpinned the data collection; background
interviews, documents, observations and on-site interviews, interval summary
interviews and member check interviews. Coaches were both interviewed
and observed as “each coach was videotaped and audiotaped at least three
times in regularly scheduled games and practices” (p. 19). They were required
to wear microphones so that their behaviour within games or training could be
used to “validate statements the coaches made during the interviews” (p.19).
This comprehensive methodological approach found that coaches engaged in
a ‘Reflective Conversation’ cycle (similar to Gilbert, 1999) as a result of
encountering coaching issues that were interpreted as being dilemmas of
practice (see Figure 2.). Gilbert and Trudel (2001) modified the model
proposed by Gilbert (1999) as further focus was placed upon the varying

strategies that coaches implemented (Strategy Generation).
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Figure 2. Model Youth Sport Coaches’ Reflective Conversations
(Gilbert & Trudel, 2001)

As in Gilbert (1999), it was proposed that coaches initially acknowledge that
there is an issue (7. Coaching Issues) that does not align with the way in
which they have framed their role (2. Role Frames). In the context of the six
model youth sport coaches, 90 coaching issues were discussed that related to
‘(1) athlete behaviour: athlete actions and attitudes that could affect team
dynamics and performance, (2) athlete performances: execution and mastery
of sport-specific skills and tactics, (3) coach profile: personal challenges,

based on coach and athlete characteristics, that a coach perceived as direct
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influences on his or her coaching ability, (4) parental influences: parent
interactions with athletes, coaching staff, officials and administrators and (5)
team organisation: team management, including coordination of athletes
before, during, and after training and competition” (p.24). Coaches’ role
frames were informed by the age and competition level of participants,
discipline, fun, personal growth and development, positive team environment,
sport-specific development, winning, emphasis on the team, equity and safety
(Gilbert & Trudel, 2001).

It is suggested that the reflective conversation itself is immediately
influenced by an individual's access to peers and the stage of learning that
they are currently at. Similarly, the actual characteristics of the issue itself
and the environment in which it has occurred will influence how an individual
perceives the issue on which they are reflecting (Gilbert & Trudel, 2001).
Whilst this was not necessarily expanded upon with any great detail in their
study, Gilbert (1999) had failed to acknowledge at all the social environment
in which learning occurs.

Gilbert and Trudel (2001) proposed that the initial phase of Issue
Setting (3.) involves how issues are identified and framed. This can either be
done alone (Self), in the presence of others when discussion on the topic
occurs (Joint) or when merely receiving comments from others without
discussion (Other). Coaches in Gilbert and Trudel's (2001) study primarily
established issues themselves or with peer involvement (joint). Following this
initial phase, it is suggested that an individual will generate a relevant strategy
(4. Strategy Generation), in order to manage the situation that they have

encountered. Model youth sport coaches relied predominantly on six
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strategies; Joint Construction, Advice Seeking, Reflective Transformation,
Coaching Materials, Creative Thought and Coaching Repertoire. It was
suggested that Joint Construction referred to the mutual development of a
strategy with one or more peers. Advice Seeking, on the other hand, involved
seeking the advice of a peer or expert without actually contributing to the
outcome of the interaction. Reflective Transformation described instances
where coaches had observed other coaches and how they had managed
similar dilemmas, with Coaching Materials being the consultation of formally
prepared resources. The other two strategies that were relied upon were
Creative Thought; internally exploring creative and introspective cognitive
processes, and Coaching Repertoire, which represented the use of existing
strategies from a coach’s personal repertoire of experience (Gilbert & Trudel,
2001).

Having generated a strategy, it was suggested by Gilbert and Trudel
(2001) that there are two ways in which an individual can implement and
assess the applicability of the chosen strategy (5. Experimentation). Real
World Experimentation refers to trialling the strategy in the actual context for
which it was designed, whereas Virtual World Experimentation is the trialling
of a strategy in a simulated context, which can be done alone or with peers.
An example of this would be a coach implementing a tactical strategy on a
tactics board, with an assistant coach’s input prior to implementing it during an
actual session. Following the Experimentation phase, individuals inevitably
evaluate the strategy’s impact (6. Evaluation). As part of the evaluation
process, it is suggested that evaluative comments from individuals such as

players or parents may be received (Other), as well as those from respected
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peers (Peer) and also an introspective review based on personal observations
(Self) may occur. Following this process it is proposed that an individual may
re-engage in generating and implementing strategies if the outcome is not as
the individual had foreseen. Following potentially multiple strategy
regenerations, the reflective conversation is terminated in relation to the
coaching issue that has been initially identified.

This study is one of the few to adopt Schon’s (1983) theory of
experience-based learning and reflective practice, and in doing so, the
authors have used one of the most comprehensive methodological
approaches to examining the topic. By combining both observations and
interviews they were able to validate coaches’ responses during the semi-
structured interviews and generate comprehensive role frames and
representations of their experience-based learning. However, as with much
research that has been discussed within this section, the influence that a
coach’s reflective practice and learning had on their athletes’ reflection and
learning remained un-examined. Moreover, potential social influences on
reflection and experience-based learning such as the social environments or
cultures that existed at the coaches’ respective clubs were also neglected.
Therefore, future research investigating reflection and experience-based
learning should look to replicate the dual use of observations and interviews
as seen in Gilbert and Trudel (2001), whilst considering the perspectives of
both athletes and coaches and also the social context in which learning
occurs.

Cushion et al. (2010) conducted a systematic review of coach learning

literature and considered national governing bodies’ reliance on implementing
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formal coach education in the context of informal and non-formal learning
experiences. Moreover, they critically evaluated the content of quality of the
research that has been conducted in relation to coach learning (Cushion et
al., 2010). They found that there is a relative absence of empirically informed
research relating to coach learning as too often the research landscape does
not reflect the varying ways in which coaches actually learn. With this critique
in mind, future research regarding reflection and experience-based learning
should consider adopting longitudinal, in-situ approaches where substantial
periods of observation occur in order to accurately represent how participants

learn.

This section has focussed on specific peer reviewed research that reflects the
themes under consideration across the wider reflection and experience-based
learning in sport research landscape. Research has tended to focus on how
coaches learn or reflect upon their experience (e.g. Gilbert & Trudel, 2001,
2004a; Knowles et al., 2006; Werthner & Trudel, 2006; Lemrye et al., 2007),
the different types of reflection used by coaches (e.g. Knowles et al., 2001;
Gilbert & Trudel, 2005; Peel et al., 2013), and how athletes perceive reflection
(e.g. Threfall, 2014). Traditionally, research has portrayed reflection and
experience-based learning as an activity that occurs irrespective of the social
environment in which individuals are situated, and the influence of others
within the process have also been neglected.

Therefore future research may consider in-situ approaches that
consider the social context in which learning and reflection occurs whilst also

examining the interaction that occurs between key stakeholders’ within the
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reflective process. As a result, longitudinal case study-based approaches to
investigating reflection and experience-based learning that include both
observations and interviews are encouraged, where the manner in which both
athletes and coaches learn can be fully understood as well as examining any
potential environmental influences. Researchers are encouraged to locate
participants’ experiences within existing frameworks, as opposed to
continuously using different approaches/models with different underlying
assumptions (e.g. Gilbert, 1999; Gilbert & Trudel, 2001; Knowles et al., 2001,
2006; Werthner & Trudel, 2006; Lemyre et al., 2007). Moreover future
research that considers how the experiences of elite athletes and coaches
may differ from practitioners operating at youth or non-elite level is

encouraged.

2.2 Sports Coaching
Coaches’ roles in sport are synonymous with educating and improving their
athletes (Lyle, 2002). As a result, coaches effectively occupy the role of
teacher or facilitator within their athletes’ learning and reflection (Franks,
2002). Thus, it could be argued that athletes’ learning opportunities are
directly influenced by their coaches and as a by-product, research regarding
how coaches ‘coach’ is worthy of attention. Based on the importance of sports
coaches’ roles in developing, nurturing and managing athletes of varying
abilities, it is perhaps unsurprising that a number of models and
conceptualisations of the coaching process have been proposed (see
Cushion et al., 2006).

As with many of the topics discussed within this review of literature

however, coaching is a process that involves social interaction and occurs

46



within a wider social environment and as a result one universal definition or
model has proved elusive (Cushion et al., 2010). In their article reviewing
literature relating to the coaching process Cushion et al. (2006) proposed that
‘the current set of models result in a representation of the coaching process
that is often reduced in complexity and scale, and the essential social cultural
elements of the process are often underplayed’ (p.83). As part of the paper,
the authors classified “models for (idealistic representations of the process)
and of coaching (based on empirical research)” (Cushion et al., 2006, p. 84).

It was proposed that commonly cited models for coaching such as
Franks, Sinclair, Thomson and Goodman (1986), Fairs (1987), Sherman,
Crassini, Maschette and Sands (1997) and Lyle (2002) have attempted to
oversimplify the complex series of interactions that occur between coach and
athlete within ‘coaching’ (Lyle, 1996; Cross & Eilice, 1997; Mathers, 1997;
Lyle, 1999). Lyle (2002) did, however, acknowledge external influences and
constraints whilst also making reference to the social interaction that occurs
within a wider cultural context. Cushion et al. (2006) suggest that these
models are almost hypothetical in nature and are based on intuitive
knowledge as they are “not founded on actual coaching practice” (p.87). As a
result they often provide a relatively limited understanding of the social
interaction that underpins coaching (Cushion, 2004; Jones, Armour & Potrac,
2004a).

Models of coaching (e.g. C6té, Salmela, Trudel, Baria & Russell, 1995;
McClean & Chelladurai, 1995; d’Arrippe-Longueville, Fournier & Dubois,
1998) have attempted to locate and depict the coaching process based on

data relating to expert coaches’ practice (Cushion et al., 2006). Whilst these
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models have provided a more in-depth social understanding of coaching,
issues relating to their construction still remain. It was suggested by authors
who adopted Coété et al.’s (1995) model that the complexity of the coach-
athlete relationship is potentially under represented in their model (Salmela &
Moraes, 2003). McClean and Chelladurai (1995) on the other hand focussed
greatly on the characteristics of the coach involved within the process, and in
doing so portrayed coaching itself as being largely unproblematic. Given that
these models were founded on data from expert coaches it is proposed that
while they provide an important contribution to our knowledge of coaching,
they are also limited in that they are governed solely by their experiences

(Cushion et al., 2006).

In their study investigating the perceived effectiveness of interactions between
coaches and athletes in elite judo, d’Arippe-Longueville et al. (1998) were one
of the few authors to consider both coaches and athletes’ perspectives
simultaneously. Three male national team coaches and six of their elite
female athletes were interviewed relating to “high-level experience,
knowledge, and styles of the participants coaching or training” along with
coach-athlete interactions (d’Arippe-Longueville et al., 1998, p. 320). It was
found that a number of interaction strategies were used by coaches;
stimulating interpersonal rivalry, provoking athletes verbally, displaying
indifference, entering into direct conflict, developing specific team cohesion
and exhibiting favouritism. Athletes’ interaction strategies on the other hand
involved: showing diplomacy, achieving exceptional performance, soliciting
the head coach directly, diversifying sources of information and bypassing

conventional rules.
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Interestingly, the athletes’ willingness to ‘show diplomacy’ and accept
both inequitable attitudes and complete ‘non-adapted’ training tasks highlights
how politically grounded coach-athlete interactions were. Athletes employed
these strategies throughout their careers and justified them as a way “to avoid
conflict that could negatively affect their well-being and also allowed each a
sense of autonomy while maintaining the teacher-student hierarchy within the
sport” (d’Arippe-Longueville et al., 1998, p. 325). The results of this study
challenge idealistic and apolitical representations of coach-athlete interactions
as coaches actively sought to ‘provoke’ their athletes as it was “seen as a
positive stimulant in terms of optimizing performance” (d’Arippe-Longueville et
al., 1998, p. 323), with their athletes having to demonstrate diplomacy to avoid
further conflict. Therefore, the coach-athlete relationship appears to be laden
with political agendas that are played out within constant power struggles.
Future research is encouraged to re-visit d’Arippe-Longueville et al.’s (1998)
results and challenge often socially neutral portrayals of the coaching process

and coach-athlete interactions.

Cushion et al. (2006) highlighted in-situ examples such as Saury and Durand
(1998), Poczwardowski, Barott and Henschen (2002) and Cushion (2001),
who located themselves within the research setting to complement interview
data with direct observations of coaching practice. In short, it was proposed
that future research aimed at modelling the complexity of the coaching
process or providing an insight into the social and cultural barriers that may
affect coaching (Potrac & Jones, 2009) should also be underpinned by in-situ
approaches that involve ethnography and participant observation (e.g. Saury

& Durand, 1998; Cushion, 2001; Poczwardowski et al., 2002; Cushion &
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Jones, 2006, 2014). Approaches that rely solely on coach interview data are
governed by the interpretations, philosophies and perceptions of participants

without observations that may critically challenge their responses.

More recent research concerning the roles of sports coaches within the
coaching process has likened them to ‘orchestrators’ (Wallace, 2007; Jones,
Bailey & Thompson, 2013; Santos, Jones & Mesquita, 2013). Despite
Cushion et al.’s (2006) calls for in-situ research, Santos et al. (2013) relied on
interviews with five top-level Portuguese coaches from a variety of sports in
order to investigate how they perceived their respective roles. Coaches were
selected through purposive sampling and worked in volleyball, handball,
football, athletics and swimming. They had an average age of 44.5 years and
all participants had graduated as physical education teachers. Coaches were

interview twice and interviews lasted between 45 and 85 minutes.

Data analysis revealed themes such as the nature of the job and the
need for stakeholder ‘buy-in”, generating an illusion of control among
followers, scaffolding the context to generate instability and noticing to inform
action emerged as a result of their analysis. Emphasis was placed on
ensuring athletes bought in to their respective philosophy, and also on
recruiting and selecting the appropriate personnel both in terms of athletes
and fellow coaches (Potrac, Jones & Armour, 2002; Jones, Armour & Potrac,
2004b). Interestingly, coaches cited the need to create the optimal learning
environment in which athletes experienced “controlled instability” (Santos et
al., 2013, p.268). This term referred to the fact that “nothing should be taken

for granted” (p. 268) and that “athletes always have to feel that they cannot
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predict the behavior of the coach” (p.269).

It was found that coaches orchestrated the training environment
through the “construction and estimation of pedagogical strategies” (Santos et
al., 2013, p.271), which was underpinned by coaches anticipating athletes
perceptions and responses to certain situations in advance. This allowed
coaches to implement strategies that skillfully manipulated athletes’ future
perceptions and their overall experience within the environment (e.g. Wallace
& Pocklington, 2002; Jones & Wallace, 2005, 2006; Wallace, 2007;
Hemmestad, Jones & Standal, 2010; Jones et al., 2013). In a similar way to
d’Arippe-Longueville et al. (1998), the findings of this research draw attention
to the agenda laden reality of coach-athlete interactions and coaches’
perceived outcomes of the coaching process. Elements of coaches’ practice
have been interpreted as a form of disciplinary control in which athletes’
experiences are manipulated in line with an intended outcome; i.e. “controlled

instability” (Santos et al., 2013, p. 268).

In summary, the coaching process has traditionally been portrayed as an
unproblematic and cyclical process that occurs largely unaffected by the
social environment that surrounds it (e.g. Franks et al., 1986; Fairs, 1987;
McClean & Chelladurai, 1995; Sherman et al., 1997). More recently,
however, research has attempted to acknowledge the social and political
element of sports coaching in varying contexts (e.g. d’Arippe-Longueville et
al., 1998; Saury & Durand, 1998; Poczwardowski et al., 2002; Cushion &
Jones, 2006, 2014). Moreover, the social and political reality of coaching has

been realized (e.g. d’Arippe-Longueville et al., 1998; Santos et al., 2013), to
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the extent that coaches’ interactions with their athletes may be underpinned
by a disciplinary or normalising agenda. As a result, future sports coaching
research may look to align the social nature of the process with socially
inclusive methodologies (ethnography, participant observation etc.). This
would allow for a comprehensive examination of coach-athlete interactions
and the environment in which they occur (Cushion et al., 2006). Similarly,
other situations that are underpinned by coach-athlete interactions such as
during the dissemination of video-based PA or when reflecting upon
performance may also be considered given the impact that agenda laden

coach behaviour may have on players’ experiences.

2.2.1 Football Related Coaching Research

In the previous section it has been established that coaching is a social
activity that is determined by the interactions that occur between coach and
athlete. The culture of professional football has been proven to exhibit unique
characteristics such as insecurity, discipline and the regular use of symbolic
violence by those in positions of power (Parker, 1996; Cushion & Jones,
2006; Roderick, 2006b). Therefore, the ‘type’ of coaching that occurs within
this social environment appears to be markedly different from coaching that
occurs in other sports and alternative cultures. Cushion and Jones (2006,
2014) conducted two in-situ, ethnographic research studies to investigate

coaching at a professional football club Academy.

In Cushion and Jones (2006), the lead author was located within the
Academy at Albion Football Club (a Premier League club) and conducted

observations “over periods ranging from 2 to 4 days of each week during the
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season”, which varied in length from “2 hours to day-long” (p. 146). This
ethnographical approach, which was used across a period of 10 months,
included participant observation and semi-structured interviews that were
conducted at the end of the season with five coaches who were
predominantly involved with the Academy. It was found that coaching
practice was dominated by the use of symbolic violence as coaches were
positioned as gatekeepers who decided whether players ‘made it" or not.
Coaches dominated young players’ experiences through dictatorial coaching
and placed added emphasis on players’ willingness to show a ‘good’ attitude.
If players failed to demonstrate this they were punished, excluded or rejected.
Given the imbalances in power that existed within the coach-player
relationship, players complied with their coaches’ demands, as they did not
want to disappoint the stakeholders who effectively determined their futures.
It was found that players’ lack of power and willingness to impress contributed
to the reproduction of a disciplinary culture that was established by their
coaches in an attempt to strengthen their positions of power (Cushion &

Jones, 2006).

While this study was with young elite players, feelings of uncertainty
amongst senior professional football players have also been found to be
common (Roderick, 2006b). When players experience injuries, loss of form
and expiring contracts it has been found that they often receive little support
or guidance in a ruthless and unforgiving environment that promotes internal
competition (Parker, 1996). As one player put it “At the end of the day, you
know, everyone is in it for themselves. And quite often players would shit on

each other if it came to it’ (Roderick, 2006b, p. 251). Therefore, while the
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structure of coaching within professional football exhibits and promotes
cultural characteristics such as discipline, punishment and a win at all costs
mentality, even in times of difficulty or uncertainty for players the social
environment continues to offer little support (Parker, 1996; Cushion & Jones,
2006; Roderick, 2006a, 2006b; Cushion & Jones, 2014).

Cushion and Jones (2014) complemented their research in 2006 by
investigating the construction and reproduction of the performance
environment at the same Academy in order to place the coaches’ practice into
context. Data was collected by a similar 10-month ethnographical approach,
which included semi-structured interviews with coaches and focus group
interviews with a random sample of academy players. It was found that a
“hidden curriculum” was maintained through “a socialisation of practice
passed on unconsciously through the formal and routine activities of the club”
(Cushion & Jones, 2014, p.282).

Young players were constantly reminded of their positions within the
social hierarchy at the club by being forced to do ‘jobs’ that senior players no
longer had to do and by wearing training kit that indicated their relative status
and ‘worth’ within the club (e.g. professional, Academy, trialist). Academy
players had no input into their training regime and were expected to comply
with their coaches’ demands irrespective of whether they believed them to be
fair or not (Cushion & Jones, 2006, 2014). It was also found that a culture of
winning dominated the experiences of young players, irrespective of an
understanding that Academies should be focussed around the development of

players from multiple perspectives (Football Association, 1998).
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As a result, players were punished and publicly humiliated in front of
their peers if they fell short of the coaches’ expectations (Cushion & Jones,
2014). This culture was socially constructed by the actions of the coaches,
but also the players, who were complicit. Using Bourdieu (1984), as they had
done in Cushion and Jones (2006), it was proposed that symbolic violence
underpinned the reproduction of the club’s culture and club specific practices
(Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992; Jenkins, 1992). Coaches used “systems of
symbolism and meaning (culture) in a way that ensured they were
experienced as legitimate” (Cushion & Jones, 2014, p.292). In doing so
coaches could be aggressive or threatening with their behaviour towards
players, irrespective of whether they intended to carry out the action or not.
By attending the club on a daily basis and partaking in training sessions and
cultural rituals without challenge, players demonstrated complicity and in turn
facilitated the reproduction of club specific discourse and the overarching

culture (Foucault, 1972).

Potrac et al. (2002) considered the perspectives and experiences of an elite
football coach through systematic observations and interviewing. They
specifically investigated what he perceived to be the key determinants of
success within this environment. ‘Brian’, a coach who was qualified to the
highest level and had been coaching for over 20 years, was working at a
Division 1 club during data collection. Observations were conducted three
times during the early, mid and late phases of the season in order to gain an

accurate representation of his practice across the season. Each observation
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typically lasted 45 minutes and compeimented two interviews that were
conducted at the end of the season with Brian.

It was found that within his coaching behaviour, Brian predominantly
used ‘instruction’ when working with his players. This was based on the
premise that “they’ve [the players] got to be told what is expected of them”
(Potrac et al., 2002, p.191) and that instruction allows coaches to demonstrate
their “extensive knowledge of football” (p.192). Interestingly, this was
something Brian had highlighted as being vitally important as players would
immediately judge and ‘test’ coaches if they believed them to be lacking i