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Introduction: It is widely acknowledged that coaches and physical education teachers play an important role in supporting holistic development in children and ensuring optimal performance in the training processes carried out to acquire fundamental movements and sport-specific basic skills. However, there is a need for further information on how both groups utilize and value different teaching methods during the training. The present study aims to examine the perceptions of coaches and physical education teachers regarding the use and value of teaching methods.



Methods: The “Coaches’ Instructional Methods Utilization Scale” for coaches and the “Physical Education Teachers’ Perception of Teaching Methods Scale” for physical education teachers were administered to 114 coaches and 115 physical education teachers voluntarily participating from three randomly selected provinces of Türkiye. The Cronbach Alpha values ranged between .89 and .93 for the “Coaches’ Instructional Methods Utilization Scale” and between .90 and .96 for the “Physical Education Teachers’ Perception of Teaching Methods Scale”. Descriptive statistics were used in research, t-tests in binary comparisons, One-Way ANOVA in multiple comparisons, and Tukey's test in determining the source of differences.



Results: Similarities were observed in the most and least used methods by coaches and physical education teachers, as well as in their perceptions of the highest and lowest values for these methods. Additionally, coaches and physical education teachers exhibited similarities in their perceptions of value in terms of entertainment, learning, and motivation. It was observed that female physical education teachers had lower value perceptions among the levels of use of teaching methods and value perceptions according to gender. Comparing the usage levels and value perceptions of teaching methods by professional experience, significant differences were found in Exercise (B), Learner-Designed Individual Program (I), and Learner-initiated (J) methods for coaches, whereas no statistically significant difference was observed in value perceptions. Moreover, considering the physical education teachers, significant differences were found in Command (A), Self-Check (D), Guided Discovery (F), Problem-Solving: Single Solution (G) methods, and in value perceptions for the Exercise (B), Guided Discovery (F), Problem-Solving: Single Solution (G), Problem-Solving: Crating Different Paths (H), and Learner-initiated (J) values.
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1 Introduction

Physical education teachers can determine the teaching methods they prefer to use while developing their personal teaching theories (1). Simultaneously, as coaching began to be perceived as a “pedagogical” profession (2) and coaches started to approach athlete development with an “educational perspective” (3), they may also identify the teaching methods they prefer to use. Due to a limited number of comparative studies examining teaching methods in the literature of sports sciences within physical education and sports education, this study aims to investigate the teaching methods used by experienced coaches and physical education teachers and their perceptions regarding these methods.

The most prominent study addressing teaching approaches and methods in physical education is the study carried out by Mosston and Ashworth's (4) “Teaching Styles.” This study categorizes teaching approaches into two main categories: “Command” and “Discovery,” encompassing a total of 11 teaching methods (5 under “Command” and 6 under “Discovery”). These teaching methods are widely accepted as “Teaching Methods” in the literature of physical education. Mosston's teaching spectrum includes 11 methods reflecting behavioral, cognitive, and constructivist approaches (4). These methods include (A) Command, (B) Practice, (C) Reciprocal, (D) Self-Check, (E) Inclusion, (F) Guided Discovery, (G) Problem-Solving: Single Solution, (H) Problem-Solving: Creating Different Paths Production, (I) Learner-Designed Individual Program, (J) Learner-initiated, and (K) Self-Teaching. In Mosston's classification, Methods A, B, C, D, and E are mainly teacher-oriented ones, whereas Methods F, G, H, I, J, and K are those, in which the learner is more active (5). While behavioral approach-based teaching methods can be effective in mastering fundamental skills, they may fall short in acquiring higher-level skills such as complex problem-solving, critical thinking, and deduction (6). In contrast, cognitive-based teaching methods (F, G, H) focus more on learners' cognitive activities such as attention and information coding, considering learners' thoughts, beliefs, and values in the learning process (7). The learner is expected to make the information meaningful for himself/herself and relate it to his/her existing knowledge by organizing the newly acquired information. When compared to behavioral approaches, cognitive-based teaching methods can provide more in-depth and advanced learning environments since they consider learners' cognitive processes and social characteristics (8, 9).

Lev Vygotsky (9) focuses on the social learning theory in his work. He emphasizes how instructional methods are associated with students' social interactions and learning environments. Therefore, we can conclude that coaches’ instructional methods are shaped based on the type of learning or learning environment. Moreover, Vygotsky highlights how coaches' instructional methods shape students' learning environments and emphasizes the outcomes of this interaction. Additionally, we can conclude that coaches' instructional methods are determined based on students' social interactions and environmental factors (8, 9).

Teachers' use of instructional models, approaches, and methods, and their effectiveness on learning are highly debated and investigated in the field of education. Furthermore, it is thought that learning objectives that are changing and becoming more complex over time cannot be achieved by solely using theory-based models, approaches, and methods (10–15). Reviewing the literature on coaching, it is emphasized that the physical, psychosocial, and motor development of children and young people should be supported to achieve lifelong participation in sports and healthy high-level talent development (16), that coaching started to be perceived as a “pedagogical” profession (2), and that coaches should approach athlete development with an “educational perspective” (3, 17–22). It is expected that athletes, as participants and competitors, should ensure cognitive, emotional, and psychomotor development. Particularly, through sports participation, children and young people are expected to develop competence in sports-related skills (such as technical, tactical, and physical skills), self-esteem, self-confidence, positive relationships with coaches and others, and character traits such as respect, honesty, empathy, and a sense of responsibility (10). The realization of these sports achievements is closely related to the level of coaches’ ability to structure sports education methods and environments by considering the developmental levels of athletes and the requirements of the sports environment. Examining the current athlete development models, such as Long-Term Athlete Development (LTAD) (23) and the Developmental Model of Sport Participation (DMSP) (16), it is emphasized that sports education should offer developmental age-appropriate physical, psychological, social, and cognitive developmental opportunities with an inclusive, long-term, and athlete-centered approach for superior performance and healthy development in sports.

The Long-Term Athlete Development Model (LTAD) is a model that emphasizes the importance of considering individual differences in biological maturity rather than chronological age when programming for youth and starting the training process in early childhood. The model aims to provide a comprehensive approach to enable young athletes to engage in sports in a healthy and sustainable manner. It supports athletes’ physical, technical, tactical, and psychological development while also aiming to create a long-term athlete development plan (24–26).

The LTAD model provides different levels of programs tailored to athletes' ages and developmental stages. At the Fundamental Stage, which is typically suitable for children aged 6–9, the focus is on developing fundamental physical skills such as coordination, flexibility, and balance. At the Developmental Stage (Technical and Tactical Development), the aim is to enhance athletes' technical and tactical skills in the sport. Typically, suitable for athletes aged 10–14, this stage emphasizes further development of fundamental skills and gaining competitive game experience. At the Advanced Stage (Performance and Competition), the focus shifts to helping athletes become high-performance competitive athletes. Targeting athletes aged 15 and above, this stage aims to maximize athletes' physical, technical, tactical, and psychological skills to compete at the highest level (23).

Regardless of whether the focus is on participation or talent development, the LTAD model aims to monitor and support athletes' long-term success. This model adopts a balanced approach to prevent potential issues such as overtraining or injury risk. Additionally, the LTAD model helps athletes create a customized training and development plan tailored to their ages, developmental stages, and goals. The Long-Term Athlete Development Model has been adopted and implemented by numerous sports organizations and federations worldwide. The success of this model stems from its consideration of individual needs and goals, ensuring that athletes engage in sports more healthily and successfully (27).

The Developmental Model of Sport Participation (DMSP) covers 3 developmental stages. It considers 6–12 years as experimentation years, 13–15 years as specialization years, and 16 years and above as career years. With this model, it recommends trying various sports during childhood (16) and allocating more time to structured educational games in the 6–12 age range. Structured play refers to early exploratory physical activities that are inherently motivated and primarily aimed at maximizing pleasure and fun (16). The International Society of Sport Psychology's position on the 6–15 age range (28) emphasizes that it has positive effects for long sport careers and long-term sport participation, positively affects youth development, forms the basis of intrinsic motivation, and provides motor and cognitive experience (29).

For this purpose, it is thought that coaches' professional competencies in the field and their pedagogical approach in sports play an important role. Moreover, teaching methods are shaped based on the type of learning content and environment, and who makes decisions on the learning. Based on these factors, teaching methods are generally established on behavioral, social-cognitive, and constructivist learning theories. Behavioral theories provide teacher-centered knowledge accumulation, whereas social-cognitive and constructivist theories predominantly present learner-oriented knowledge. Coaches' teaching methods are limited to their knowledge and their awareness of the results these methods may yield in effective learning for athletes (3).

Therefore, it is important for coaches and physical education teachers to have a high awareness of teaching methods estimating the changing needs and in-depth knowledge about teaching methods shedding light on relevant learning theories that serve learning. Hence, Mosston's Spectrum of Teaching Styles provides a conceptual framework for coaches and physical education teachers to develop awareness about teaching method options and determine conceptual areas of need related to these options (4, 30). Through Mosston's Spectrum of Teaching Styles, coaches and physical education teachers can adopt the most effective teaching methods that cater to the needs of the sports environment from a broader perspective and implement the most suitable teaching method for the sports environment. These methods can be applied in various areas of sports education (4, 30, 31). However, teaching models, approaches, and methods developed within the “General Education” field generally apply to the “Physical Education and Sports” field as well, but they have been reshaped within this field's structure based on kinesthetic development and teaching through physical exercises.

Metzler (32) defined 8 different instructional models in the field of physical education, namely “Direct,” “Individualized,” “Cooperative,” “Sports Education,” “Peer,” “Cognitive,” “Tactical Game,” and “Personal and Social Responsibility.” According to the constructivist approach, knowledge is not independent of the mind and is produced based on personal experiences. Learning is integrated with the learning content and environment (33). Therefore, in the constructivist approach, learners are expected to actively experience realistic situations related to learning in an environment directly associated with learning, solve various problems, and ultimately produce knowledge specific to their environment.

According to Jonassen (34), there are three levels of knowledge acquisition: entry-level, advanced, and upper-level. Instructional methods based on objective approaches (Behaviorist approach) are more effective in responding to entry-level learning, whereas it is necessary to resort to constructivist instructional methods (I, J, and K), where the learner is actively at the center of the learning process in real environments, for higher-level knowledge acquisition, which involves solving complex and unstructured problems. The use of athlete-centered instructional methods reflecting the constructivist approach in sports environments is very important for children and young people to develop “autonomy” in the long run. Besides its significant role in acquiring advanced skills, decision-making, and problem-solving abilities, it is well-known that coach practices promoting autonomy in athletes are highly effective in enhancing the entertainment of sports, fostering a commitment to sports, and reducing negative perceptions even when exposed to physically intense loads (35, 36). Therefore, current studies on coaching revealed that autonomy-developing sports environments increase athletes' entertainment of sports and their perception of commitment (37). Coaching practices should be able to respond to needs that arise depending on the characteristics of athletes, the requirements of the environment, and the content of the skills taught. At this point, each teaching method in Mosston's Spectrum of Teaching Styles can be designed in an autonomy-developing manner (3), with a focus on progressively developing more autonomy in learners from Method A to Method K (4).

However, it can be seen that there are studies in the literature that explain the predominant use of behaviorist-oriented teaching methods by physical education teachers and coaches (3, 38, 39). Understanding coaches' knowledge and usage levels of teaching methods from a coach's perspective is very important for optimal athlete development in all sports environments. Furthermore, it can be seen in the literature that there are studies investigating the use of teaching methods by coaches by making use of coaches' perceptions (40).

Studies examining sports education primarily focus on teachers' practices (39) and coaches' behaviors (41, 42) in physical education and coach development environments. While the studies examining coaching behaviours in the literature emphasise that teaching is the most preferred and motivating form of coaching practice by athletes, it is also pointed out that coaches may lack the knowledge and skills to apply teaching methods for different learning situations. As a result, the education provided to young athletes may fall short in meeting their specific learning needs (43). More in-depth studies on the teaching methods, tendencies, and perceptions of coaches and physical education teachers are necessary in order to improve the effectiveness of coaching and physical education practices. Considering the advancing technology and science, the literature on specific coaching methods applied by coaches and teaching methods of physical education teachers should also be thoroughly reviewed.

To summarise, understanding physical education teachers' experiences and perceptions about teaching methods can contribute to the development of effective practices in education and increase student achievement (44, 45).

These studies will be helpful in designing professional development programs for experienced coaches and physical education teachers to enhance their professional knowledge for improving advanced learning in children's chronological and biologically defined developmental areas in sports sciences.

Taking into account the above-mentioned justifications, this study aims to examine the usage levels of teaching methods and value perceptions regarding these methods among experienced coaches and physical education teachers. The following research questions were formulated:


	(1)What are the usage levels of teaching methods and the value perceptions regarding these methods among experienced coaches and physical education teachers?

	(2)Are there differences in the value perceptions of experienced coaches and physical education teachers in the dimensions of Entertainment, Learning, and Motivation?

	(3)Are there gender differences in the usage levels of teaching methods and the value perceptions among experienced coaches and physical education teachers?

	(4)Are there differences in the usage levels of teaching methods and value perceptions among experienced coaches and physical education teachers based on professional experience?





2 Materials and methods


2.1 Participants

Using the convenience sampling method, the present study involved randomly selected 114 coaches (58 males, 56 females) and 115 physical education teachers (77 males, 38 females) actively engaged in coaching and physical education teaching in the provinces of Edirne, Tekirdağ, and Kırklareli in the year 2023, having a minimum of 5 years of experience, and volunteering to participate. Because Ericson (46) and Balyi et al. (23) stated in his studies that it takes at least 10 years to specialize in a field, we took 5 years of experience as a reference since the scales we used in our study were developed on experienced coaches and physical education teachers.



2.2 Data collection instruments

The Concurrent Validity and Reliability of Coaches' Use of Teaching Methods Scale: Coach Version (CUTEMS—Coach) and the “Physical Education Teachers’ Perceptions of Teaching Styles” scales, deemed appropriate by the Trakya University Social and Humanities Research Ethics Committee in its meeting on 18 October 2023 (Decree Nr. 09/12) were utilized.

“Concurrent Validity and Reliability of Coaches’ Use of Teaching Methods Scale: Coach Version (CUTEMS—Coach) (47)” and “Physical Education Teachers’ Perceptions of Teaching Styles” (48) were used. The Cronbach's alpha internal consistency coefficient for the factors of the Concurrent Validity and Reliability of Coaches' Use of Teaching Methods Scale: Coach Version (CUTEMS—Coach) is 0.72, 0.78, and 0.76 for each factor, respectively. The validity and reliability of the scale (40, 47) were improved based on athlete perception. The scale consists of 11 teaching methods, each assessed through four questions on a 5-point Likert scale (Never, Rarely, Occasionally, Frequently, Always). The first question measures the extent to which coaches use the instructional method, while the others address the value perception associated with each teaching method.

The “Physical Education Teachers’ Perceptions of Teaching Styles” scale, designed specifically for teachers, includes 11 instructional styles and 11 factors (39), whereas the scale used for coaches combines 11 styles into three factors (47). Both scales utilize a 5-point Likert scale for evaluation. The value perception levels are examined by calculating the average of the total score from the three items related to value perception (min.3, max.15). The usage of teaching methods and value perceptions of styles are scored on a scale from 1–5 for the lowest and highest values that can be obtained, respectively (47).



2.3 Data collection procedures

Before data collection, permission was obtained from the Research Ethics Committee of Trakya University (No:09/12.). Participants included active coaches and physical education teachers with a minimum of 5 years of experience in Edirne, Tekirdağ, and Kırklareli in 2023. The researcher collected data by visiting sports clubs and school environments. Findings obtained from the sample are only generalizable to this specific group. The limitations of studies conducted using the survey method, both in terms of data collection and the findings related to instructional methods and their value perceptions, should be considered. Surveys were administered in person by visiting work environments, utilizing both digital (tablet) and paper-based methods.



2.4 Data analysis

The data were matched in terms of participant and survey numbers. Before the analysis of data, checks for missing and outlier values were conducted, and skewness and kurtosis values were examined. Based on these considerations, the decision to apply parametric tests was made. Descriptive statistics, t-tests for binary comparisons, One-Way ANOVA for multiple comparisons, and the Tukey test to determine the source of differences were used for data analysis. The Cronbach's alpha values ranged from .89–.93 for the “Coaches’ Instructional Methods Utilization Scale” and from .90–.96 for the “Physical Education Teachers’ Instructional Styles Value Perceptions” scale in this study.




3 Results


	Rq1: What are the usage levels of teaching methods and the value perceptions regarding these methods among experienced coaches and physical education teachers?



According to the first research question, descriptive statistical results of the average usage levels and value perceptions for each method indicate that coaches predominantly employ the “command,” “exercise,” and “participation” methods, while using the “student initiation” and “self-teaching” methods to a lesser extent. The most highly valued methods are found to be “exercise,” “command,” and “reciprocal,” whereas the least valued methods are identified as “student initiation” and “self-teaching.”

According to physical education teachers, they predominantly use the “command” and “exercise” methods, with the least utilization of the “student initiation” and “self-teaching” methods. The most highly valued methods are “exercise” and “command,” while the least valued methods are “student initiation” and “self-teaching” (Table 1).


	Rq2: Are there differences in the value perceptions of Entertainment, Learning, and Motivation dimensions among Experienced Coaches and Physical Education Teachers?




TABLE 1 Average usage levels and value perceptions of teaching methods and methods used by experienced coaches and physical education teachers.

[image: Table 1]

Considering the 2nd research question, separately examining the items related to entertainment, learning, and motivation within the value perceptions of coaches, it was observed that the “Command (A)” and “Exercise (B)” methods are the most highly valued ones in terms of entertainment, learning, and motivation, whereas the least valued methods in terms of entertainment, learning, and motivation were determined to be the “Learner-initiated (J)” and “Self-teaching (K)” methods. Examining the items related to entertainment, learning, and motivation within the value perceptions of physical education teachers, it was observed that the “command” and “exercise” methods were the most highly valued ones in terms of entertainment, learning, and motivation, while the least valued methods in terms of entertainment, learning, and motivation were the “learner-initiated” and “self-teaching” methods (Table 2).


	Rq3: Is there a difference in the usage levels and value perceptions of teaching methods based on gender among experienced coaches and physical education teachers?




TABLE 2 Ranking of average value perceptions in the entertainment, learning, and motivation dimensions among experienced coaches and physical education teachers from high to Low.

[image: Table 2]

Considering the 3rd research question, examining the t-test results of independent groups conducted to compare the preferred teaching methods of experienced coaches, there was no significant difference by gender (p > 0.05) (Table 3).


TABLE 3 Comparison of the usage levels and value perceptions of teaching methods based on gender among experienced coaches.

[image: Table 3]

However, considering the independent groups t-test results to compare physical education teaching methods by gender, significant differences were found between men and women in the Exercise (B), Self-Check (D), Participation (E), and Individual Design (I) methods. It was observed that the Exercise and Individual Design methods were utilized more by men compared to female candidates. Gender differences were also identified in the value perceptions of methods for both men and women, specifically in the Exercise (B), Self-Check (D), Participation (E), and Individual Design (I) methods. It was determined that women had lower value perceptions for methods showing significant differences (Table 4).


	Rq4: Is there a difference in the usage levels and value perceptions of teaching methods among experienced coaches and physical education teachers based on professional experience?




TABLE 4 Comparison of experienced physical education teachers’ usage levels and value perceptions of teaching methods by gender.

[image: Table 4]

Considering the 4th research question, the results of the One-Way ANOVA-Tukey test conducted to compare the preferred methods of coaches by their professional experience revealed significant differences in the Exercise (B), Learner-designed Individual Program (I), and Learner-initiated (J) methods (Table 5).


TABLE 5 Comparison of usage levels and value perceptions of teaching methods Among experienced coaches based on professional experience.

[image: Table 5]

Examining the results achieved from the One-Way ANOVA-Tukey test, conducted to compare the preferred methods of physical education teachers by their professional experience, it was determined that there were significant differences in the usage levels of the Command (A), Self-Check (D), Guided discovery (F), Problem-Solving: Single Solution (G) methods. Furthermore, significant differences are observed in value perceptions for the Exercise (B), Guided Discovery (F), Problem-Solving: Single Solution (G), Problem-Solving: Creating Different Paths (H), and Student Initiation (J) methods (Table 6).


TABLE 6 Comparison of experienced physical education teachers’ usage levels and value perceptions of teaching methods by professional experience.

[image: Table 6]



4 Discussion

This study aims to examine the teaching methods used by experienced coaches and physical education teachers and their value perceptions regarding these methods. Given the descriptive statistical results for each method, experienced coaches and teachers indicate that they most frequently utilize the “command,” “exercise,” and “participation” methods, but they were found to use the “learner-initiated” and “self-teaching” methods to a lesser extent. Similarities were observed in their value perceptions regarding these methods; the highest value was given to “exercise” and “command,” and the least value was given to “learner-initiated” and “self-teaching.” The results achieved here align with previous studies in the literature (49, 50). Moreover, the results support earlier relevant studies and other perspectives emphasizing the methods predominantly used by coaches during training sessions (3, 51, 52).

Experienced coaches and physical education teachers select appropriate methods based on the work environment and the student's higher-level learning needs. However, the adequacy in meeting the learning needs of students with different readiness levels and from different age groups might be questionable, and it is suggested that its effects on students' development should also be taken into account by considering their age (43, 53). Using teaching methods that align with students' cognitive, psychological, social, and emotional learning needs can be of critical importance for effective student learning (3, 54). While experienced coaches and physical education teachers place the highest value on the “command” and “exercise” methods in terms of “entertainment, learning, and motivation,” the least valued methods were determined to be “learner-initiated” and “self-teaching.” However, it is highlighted in the literature that, unlike coaches, athletes significantly perceive athlete-initiated teaching methods as more enjoyable, motivating, and instructive, emphasizing a high demand for athlete-centered teaching approaches (55, 56). Therefore, to achieve more enjoyable learning and motivation, athletes' demands should be considered. Reflecting on teaching experiences using athlete-initiated teaching methods is believed to help coaches enhance their teaching methods, ultimately improving athletes' holistic developmental sports outcomes.

However, the value given to methods in line with the results of this study reflects the results reported in previous studies carried out on physical education. This may be attributed to the traditional sports culture, assuming that the imposition of practices that predominantly include and embrace these teaching methods in coach and physical education teacher training programs originates from the traditional sports culture. Therefore, this may lead to the perpetuation of these existing teaching methods (57).

In the literature, community-based learning studies are recommended in order to enhance coaches' capacity to apply their knowledge and methods (55, 56). Collaborative learning environments designed based on this learning theory are known to be effective in providing quality learning environments for coaches [e.g., (58–60)].

In response to the second research question, while there was no significant gender-based difference in experienced coaches' usage levels and value perceptions of teaching methods (p > 0.05), experienced male and female physical education teachers indicated that they most frequently use the Exercise (B) and Learner-designed Individual Program (I) methods and they value these methods. However, they mentioned not using the Self-Check (D) and Inclusion (E) methods, although they value them. The common use of these methods by both male and female teachers is presumed to be influenced by the teaching environments or the number of students in the classes. The literature suggests similarities in teachers' individual assessments and general perceptions of teaching methods (10, 48). Considering the coaches, the focus is more on coach-athlete relationships, covering all dimensions. The important point here is that they were not examined considering the gender. Therefore, future studies should clarify the gender-based usage levels and value perceptions of teaching methods by coaches and physical education teachers.

Regarding the comparison of coaches' usage levels and value perceptions of teaching methods by their professional experience, significant differences were observed in the Exercise (B) method and its value perception between those with the experience of 10 years and those with the experience of 11 years or more, as well as in the Learner-designed Individual Program (I) and Learner-Initiated (J) methods between those with 5 years of experience and those with 10 years of experience. However, no significant difference was observed in other value perceptions. It is thought that coaches' specialization in a particular sports discipline and routine use of methods over time might lead to changes in their value perceptions. Coaches should have a good understanding of various teaching methods (3, 61) and, more importantly, theoretical knowledge to apply these methods appropriately in harmony with athletes' different learning needs (43, 62, 63). Evaluating the teaching methods coaches currently implement in their practices in a specific sports context is very important to improve their teaching capacities in line with these considerations.

Furthermore, considering physical education teachers, significant differences are observed in the “Command (A)” method between those with 10 years and 11 years and above of experience. For the “Self-Check (D),” “Guided discovery (F),” and “Problem-Solving: Single Solution (G)” methods, significant differences are noted between those with an experience of 5 years and those with an experience of 11 years or more. Regarding value perceptions, for “Exercise (B)” and “Problem-Solving: Single Solution (G),” significant differences were observed between those with an experience of 5 years and those with an experience of 11 years and above. For “Guided discovery (F),” “Problem-Solving: Creating Different Paths (H),” and “Learner-Initiated (J),” value perceptions exhibited significant differences across all years of experience. Moreover, it is evident that the most used method was found to be “Command (A),” whereas the most highly valued method was “Guided discovery (F).” The increase in experience is associated with changes in the methods used and value perceptions, highlighting the ergonomic utilization of knowledge and skills. In conclusion, in a changing and evolving world, applying the same teaching methods or techniques to athletes and students in each era repeatedly may not be appropriate.



5 Limitation

The limitations of the present study should be considered when interpreting the results achieved here. As scholars in Sports Sciences, we recommend that future studies examining the teaching provided by coaches and physical education teachers should incorporate systematic field observations and utilize qualitative inquiry to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the application capacities of these two groups' methods. Secondly, the data collection process was confined to three cities in the Thrace region of Turkey. Expanding the study to include a larger population from diverse coaching and physical education teaching contexts would add depth to the research.



6 Conclusion and recommendations

In conclusion, understanding the experiences and perceptions of coaches and physical education teachers regarding teaching methods is important for several reasons. First of all, gaining insight into teachers' experiences and perceptions of different styles is anticipated to lay a foundation that can be utilized in designing pre-service and in-service programs for teachers. These programs can be designed to encourage more effective use of commonly employed methods or to assist the adoption of new methods. Future research can be organized in a way to encourage the adoption and implementation of new teaching methods. Developing fundamental perceptions regarding the capacity of teaching methods to achieve different objectives can provide insights into educators' understanding of pedagogical knowledge. Informing sports education programs for coaches and physical education teachers about which teaching methods are most taught in their educational domains and how pre-service sports instructors can better prepare to surpass current practices can be facilitated by this understanding.



Data availability statement

The original contributions presented in the study are included in the article/Supplementary Material, further inquiries can be directed to the corresponding author.



Ethics statement

The studies involving humans were approved by Research Ethics Committee of Trakya University (No:09/12.). The studies were conducted in accordance with the local legislation and institutional requirements. The participants provided their written informed consent to participate in this study.



Author contributions

ŞD: Conceptualization, Data curation, Funding acquisition, Investigation, Methodology, Project administration, Resources, Supervision, Validation, Visualization, Writing – original draft, Writing – review & editing. MN: Writing – original draft, Writing – review & editing.



Funding

The author(s) declare that no financial support was received for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.



Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.



Publisher's note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.



References

1. Salvara M. Structuring a spectrum of teaching strategies for instruction in physical education. Mentor Journal. (2001) 3(3):126–44.

2. Penney D. Coaching as a teacher: new acknowledgements in practice. In: Jones RL, editor. The Sports Coach as Educator: Re-conceptualising Sports Coaching. 1st ed. Abingdon, Oxon and New York: Routledge (2006). p. 25–36.

3. Cassidy TG, Jones RL, Potrac P. Understanding Sports Coaching: The Social, Cultural and Pedagogical Foundations of Coaching Practice. London: Routledge (2008).

4. Mosston M, Ashworth S. Teaching Physical Education. 3rd ed. Merrill Pub: Columbus (2002).

5. Ertmer PA, Newby TJ. Behaviorism, cognitivism, constructivism: comparing critical features from an instructional design perspective. Perform Improv Q. (2013) 26(2):43–71. doi: 10.1002/piq.21143

6. Schunk DH. Learning Theories: An Educational Perspective. New York: Macmillan (1991).

7. Winne PH. Cognitive processing in the classroom. In: Husen T, Postlethwaite TN, editors. The International Encyclopedia of Education. Pergamon: Oxford (1985). p. 795–808.

8. Jones RL, Turner P. Teaching coaches to coach holistically: can problem-based learning (PBL) help? Phys Educ Sport Pedagogy. (2006) 11(2):181–202. doi: 10.1080/17408980600708429

9. Vygotsky LS. Mind in Society: The Development of Higher Psychological Processes. Cambridge: Harvard University Press (1978). p. 174.

10. Côté J, Gilbert W. An integrative definition of coaching effectiveness and expertise. Int J Sports Sci Coach. (2009) 4(3):307–23. doi: 10.1260/174795409789623892

11. Lo Presti F. L'orientamento Formativo per la Costruzione di Identità Critiche. Roma: Carocci Editor (2009). p. 120.

12. Madonna G, Belfiore P. Pedagogical culture and motor activity. J Phys Educ Sport. (2020) 20(4):2371. doi: 10.7752/jpes.2020.s4322

13. Witkowski K, Proskura P, Piepiora P. The role of a combat sport coach in the education of youth–a reference to the traditional standards and perception of understanding the role of sport in life of an individual and society. interactions. (2016) 24:26.

14. Woolfolk AE. Readings in Educational Psychology. 1st. ed. Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon (1998). p. 266.

15. Zuchora K. Nauczyciel i Wartości: z Filozofii Kultury Fizycznej i Pedagogiki Sportu. Wydawnictwo Akademii Wychowania Fizycznego Józefa Piłsudskiego (2009).

16. Cote J, Strachan L, Fraser-Thomas J. Participation, personal development, and performance through youth sport. In: Holt NH, editor. Positive Youth Development Through Sport. London: Routledge (2007). p. 34–45.

17. Cushion C, Jones RL. Power, discourse, and symbolic violence in professional youth soccer: the case of albion football club. Sociol Sport J. (2006) 23(2):142–61. doi: 10.1123/ssj.23.2.142

18. Dallakyan A, Martirosyan N, Shakarian K. Coachıng actıvıty and its practıcal sıgnıfıcance in the pedagogıcal process. Main Issues Pedagogy Psychol. (2022) 9(2):56–65. doi: 10.24234/miopap.v9i2.442

19. Holt NL, Sehn ZL, Spence JC, Newton AS, Ball GDC. Physical education and sport programs at an inner city school: exploring possibilities for positive youth development. Phys Educ Sport Pedagogy. (2012) 17(1):97–113. doi: 10.1080/17408989.2010.548062

20. Jones RL. Coaching redefined: an everyday pedagogical endeavour. Sport Educ Soc. (2007) 12(2):159–73. doi: 10.1080/13573320701287486

21. Lyle J. A review of the research evidence for the impact of coach education. Int J Coach Sci. (2007) 1(1):19–36.

22. Stone JA, Rothwell M, Shuttleworth R, Davids K. Exploring sports coaches’ experiences of using a contemporary pedagogical approach to coaching: an international perspective. Qual Res Sport Exerc Health. (2021) 13(4):639–57. doi: 10.1080/2159676X.2020.1765194

23. Balyi I, Way R, Higgs C. Long-Term Athlete Development. 1st. ed. Windsor: Human Kinetics. (2013). p. 47–27.

24. Bailey R, Morley D. Towards a model of talent development in physical education. Sport Educ Soc. (2006) 11:211–30. doi: 10.1080/13573320600813366

25. Balyi I. Long-term athlete development: the system and solutions. Faster High Stronger. (2002) 14:6–9.

26. Canadian Sport for Life. Long-Term Athlete Development. Resource Paper V.2: Canadian Sport Institute Pacific, British Columbia, 2011.

27. Balyi I, Hamilton A. Long-term athlete development: trainability in childhood and adolescence. Olympic Coach. (2004) 16(1):4–9.

28. Côté J, Lidor R, Hackfort D. ISSP Position stand: to sample or to specialize? Seven postulates about youth sport activities that lead to continued participation and elite performance. Int J Sport Exerc Psychol. (2009) 9:7–17. doi: 10.1080/1612197X.2009.9671889

29. Lloyd RS, Oliver JL, Faigenbaum AD, Howard R, Croix MBDS, Williams CA, et al. Long-term athletic development-part 1: a pathway for all youth. J Strength Cond Res. (2015) 29(5):1439–50. doi: 10.1519/JSC.0000000000000756

30. Kılıç K. Antrenörlerin kullandıkları öğretim yöntemleri ölçeği–antrenör sürümünün (AKÖY–antrenör) eş zamanlı geçerliği ve güvenirliği. Spor Bilimleri Dergisi. (2021) 32(2):64–74. doi: 10.17644/sbd.887547

31. Abraham A, Collins D, Martindale R. The coaching schematic: validation through expert coach consensus. J Sports Sci. (2006) 24(06):549–64. doi: 10.1080/02640410500189173

32. Metzler M. Instructional Models for Physical Education. 2nd ed. Arizona: Holcomb Hathaway (2005).

33. Bednar AK, Cunningham D, Duffy TM, Perry JD. Theory into practice: how do we link? In: Thomas MD, David JH, editors. Constructivism and the Technology of Instruction. London: Routledge (2013). p. 17–34.

34. Jonassen DH. Evaluating constructivistic learning. Educ Technol. (1991) 31(9):28–33.

35. Horn TS. Social psychological and developmental perspectives on early sport specialization. Kinesiology Rev. (2015) 4:248–66. doi: 10.1123/kr.2015-0025

36. Gillet N, Berjot S, Vallerand RJ, Amoura S. The role of autonomy support and motivation in the prediction of interest and dropout intentions in sport and education set- tings. Basic Appl Soc Psych. (2012) 34:278–86. doi: 10.1080/01973533.2012.674754

37. Larson HK, Young BW, McHugh TLF, Rodgers WM. The relative importance of training volume and coach autonomy support for preventing youth swimming attrition. Curr Issues Sport Sci (CISS). (2020) 5(7):1–15. doi: doi: 10.36950/2020ciss007

38. Demirhan G, Bulca Y, Altay F, Şahin R, Güvenç A, Aslan A, et al. Comparison of the views of partners regarding the physical education curriculum and it’s delivery. Hacettepe Spor Bilimleri Dergisi. (2008) 19(3):157–80.

39. İnce ML, Hünük D. Experienced physical education Teachers’ use and perceptions of teaching styles during the educational reform period. Eğitim ve Bilim. (2010) 35(157):128–39.

40. Kılıç K, İnce ML. Development of coaches’ use of teaching methods scale—athlete perception version (cutems–athlete) [in Turkish]. Int J Sport Exerc Training Sci (IJSETS). (2019) 5:119–28. doi: 10.18826/useeabd.579590

41. Potrac P, Jones R. Power, conflict, and cooperation: toward a micropolitics of coaching. Quest. (2009) 61(2):223–36. doi: 10.1080/00336297.2009.10483612

42. Trudel P, Gilbert W, Werthner P. Coach education effectiveness. In: Lyle J, Cushion C, editors. Sport Coaching: Professionalisation and Practice. Churchill Livingstone: Elseiver (2010). p. 135–52.

43. Gearity BT. Poor teaching by the coach: a phenomenological description from athletes’ experience of poor coaching. Physical Education & Sport Pedagogy. (2012) 17(1):79–96. doi: 10.1080/17408989.2010.548061

44. Hastie PA, Singleton E. Physical education for lifelong fitness: the physical best teacher's guide. In: Suzan F, Ayers S editors. Human Kinetics. 3rd ed. Windsor, ON: National Association for Sport and Physical Education (2006). p. 1–352.

45. Metzler M. Instructional Models for Physical Education. 3rd. ed. New York: Routledge (2017). p. 464.

46. Ericsson KA, Krampe RT, Tesch-Römer C. The role of deliberate practice in the acquisition of expert performance. Psychol Rev. (1993) 100(3):363–406. doi: 10.1037/0033-295X.100.3.363

47. Kılıç K, İnce ML. Concurrent validity and reliability of coaches’ use of teaching methods scale: coach version (cutems–coach) [in Turkish]. Hacettepe J Sport Sci. (2021a) 32:64–74. doi: 10.17644/sbd.887547

48. Kulinna PH, Cothran DJ. Physical education teachers’ self-reported use and perceptions of various teaching styles. Learn Instr. (2003) 13(6):597–609. doi: 10.1016/S0959-4752(02)00044-0

49. Demiral Ş. Examination of teaching styles used by physical education teachers and trainers and their perceptions of these styles: an example from edirne. Turkish J Sport Exer. (2021) 23(3):359–73. doi: 10.15314/Tsed.995904

50. Kolovelonis A, Goudas M, Dermitzaki I. The effects of instructional and motivational self-talk on students’ motor task performance in physical education. Psychol Sport Exerc. (2011) 12(2):153–8. doi: 10.1016/j.psychsport.2010.09.002

51. Kılıç K, İnce ML. Examining youth sport coaches’ and athletes’ use and value perceptions of teaching styles. 11th ICCE Global Coach Conference Challenging Sport Coaching Frontiers: The Role of Sports Science and Technology (Liverpool: International Council for Coaching Excellence, 2017). p. 177

52. İnce ML, Kılıç K. The use of teaching styles in youth sport by the views of coaches and athletes: preliminary findings. 2016 AIESEP International Conference (Laramie, Wyoming, US: University of Wyoming, 2016).

53. Kılıç K, İnce ML. Youth athletes’ developmental outcomes by age, gender, and type of sport. J Hum Sport Exerc. (2021b) 16:212–25. doi: 10.14198/jhse.2021.161.19

54. Fraser-Thomas JL, Côté J, Deakin J. Youth sport programs: an avenue to foster positive youth development. Phys Educ Sport Pedagog. (2005) 10(1):19–40. doi: 10.1080/1740898042000334890

55. Gilbert W, Gallimore R, Trudel P. A learning community approach to coach development in youth sport. J Coach Educ. (2009) 2(2):3–23. doi: 10.1123/jce.2.2.3

56. Trudel P, Culver D, Werthner P. Looking at coach development from the coach-learner’s perspective: considerations for coach development administrators. In: Potrac P, Gilbert W, Denison J, editors. Routledge Handbook of Sports Coaching. London: Routledge (2013). p. 375–87.

57. Cushion CJ, Armour KM, Jones RL. Coach education and continuing professional development: experience and learning to coach. Quest. (2003) 55:215–30. doi: 10.1080/00336297.2003.10491800

58. Culver DM, Trudel P. Cultivating coaches’ communities of practice: developing the potential for learning through interactions. In: Jones RL, editor. The Sports Coach as Educator. London: Routledge (2006). p. 97–112.

59. Stoszkowski J, Collins D. Communities of practice, social learning and networks: exploiting the social side of coach development. Sport Educ Soc. (2014) 19(6):773–88. doi: 10.1080/13573322.2012.692671

60. Duarte T, Culver DM, Paquette K. Assessing the value created in a social learning space intervention: four vignettes of parasport coaches. Int Sport Coach J. (2021) 8(3):348–61. doi: 10.1123/iscj.2020-0006

61. Pill S, SueSee B, Davies M. The spectrum of teaching styles and models-based practice for physical education. Eur Phy Educ Rev. (2023) 30:1. doi: 10.1177/1356336X231189146

62. Light R. Complex learning theory—its epistemology and its assumptions about learning: implications for physical education. J Teach Phys Educ. (2008) 27(1):21–37. doi: 10.1123/jtpe.27.1.21

63. Roberts S, Potrac P. Behaviourism, constructivism and sports coaching pedagogy: a conversational narrative in the facilitation of player learning. Int Sport Coach J. (2014) 1(3):180–7. doi: 10.1123/iscj.2014-0097



OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Examination of experienced coaches and physical education teachers' teaching methods and their perceptions regarding these methods—2023

		1 Introduction



		2 Materials and methods



		2.1 Participants



		2.2 Data collection instruments



		2.3 Data collection procedures



		2.4 Data analysis











		3 Results



		4 Discussion



		5 Limitation



		6 Conclusion and recommendations



		Data availability statement



		Ethics statement



		Author contributions



		Funding



		Conflict of interest



		Publisher's note



		References



















OPS/images/cover.jpg
, frontiers ‘ Frontiers Sports and Active Living

Examination of experienced
coaches and physical education
teachers’ teaching methods and

their perceptions regarding these
methods—2023





OPS/images/fspor-06-1383361-t003.jpg
Method Coaches

Value perceptions

Female y_sq

Male n_ss

Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male






OPS/images/fspor-06-1383361-t002.jpg
Coaches Physical education teachers

Entertainment Learning Motivation Entertainment Learning Motivation

Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
A 381 (1.06) 4.06 (0.93) 426 (092) 413 (093) 4.28 (085) 439 (0.78)
B 3.77 (1.16) 392 (095) 422 (089) 394 (120) 399 (099) 397 (1.18)
E 371 (098) 371 (092) 392 (087) 341 (097) 348 (1.17) 360 (1.04)
c 357 (097) 3.65 (1.00) 380 (1.04) 336 (1.29) 3.40 (096) 347 (126)
H 345 (091) 352 (091) 379 (093) 320 (123) 324 (1.21) 342 (120)
G 3.42 (1.00) 351 (097) 3.68 (1.01) 313 (112) 329 (119) 324 (115)
P 340 (101) 3.50 (1.00) 3.67 (1.02) 310 (1.25) 318 (112) 322 (130)
D 324 (1.00) 337 (0.98) 357 (1.03) 309 (118) 3.18 (1.08) 319 (129)
1 3.18 (0.95) 327 (093) 3.39 (1.06) 306 (123) 311 (1.27) 311 (109)
] 282 (1.05) 3.04 (1.13) 307 (122) 270 (1.35) 284 (135) 283 (139)
K 273 (1.19) 2,69 (1.12) 2.78 (1.25) 201 (1.29) 202 (1.30) 203 (1.28)

In each dimension, the minimum score is 1 and the highest score is 5.





OPS/images/fspor-06-1383361-t001.jpg
Methods Coaches Physical education teachers

Usage* Value perceptions** Usage* Value perceptions**

EELES Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Command (A) 3.86 (1.14) 1210 (252) 432 (0.78) 1281 (230)
Exercise (B) 3.57 (1.16) 11.96 (2.71) 3.84 (1.15) 1191 (3.21)
Reciprocal (C) 3.26 (1.08) 1122 (250) 3.04 (1.11) 1043 (282)
Self-Check (D) 313 (1.09) 10.19 (276) 274 (1.27) 936 (3.71)
Participation (E) 344 (1.03) 10.88 (2.66) 3.13 (135) 1033 (361)
Guided discovery (F) 339 (1.14) 10.60 (277) 292 (1.31) 9.87 (352)
Problem-Solving: Single Truth (G) 315 (1.10) 10.87 (278) 2.82 (1.25) 9.52 (330)
Problem-Solving: Creating Different Paths (H) 331 (115) 1078 (253) 2.85 (1.21) 942 (3.19)
Learner-Designed Individual Program (1) 299 (1.10) 9.85 2.72) 278 (1.27) 9.62 (357)
Learner-initiated () 262 (117) 8.94 (3.20) 248 (137) 838 (3.96)
Self-teaching (K) 228 (1.14) 821 (3.43) 172 (116) 6.06 (3.75)

*min. 1, max. 5.
*min. 3. max. 15.








OPS/images/fspor-06-1383361-t006.jpg
Professional

Significant

Value perceptions

Significant

experience difference difference
Mean SD
5 years y.o
10 years y-.a 451 553 13.36 1799
11 years and longer g5 413 881 1247 2359
B 5 years 433 1118 2449 - 1411 1.166 4138 ac
10 years 404 1047 1243 2863
11 years and longer 364 1204 1127 3403
c 5 years 344 1130 663 - 11.77 2773 1322 -
10 years 297 1060 10.09 2643
11 years and longer 303 1145 10.46 2921
D 5 years 344 1509 3964 a-c 10.44 4003 1380
10 years 302 1.193 990 3088
11 years and longer 247 1238 887 4001
E 5 years 400 1322 2124 - 13.00 2061 2815 -
10 years 314 1352 10.26 3420
11 years and longer 301 1340 10.00 3787
F 5 years 388 1364 3242 a-c 1422 1394 8602 ab
10 years 3.00 1360 975 3.686
11 years and longer 273 1240 935 3227 ac
G 5 years 387 1125 3301 ac 1233 2692 3954 ac
10 years 285 1256 956 3428
11 years and longer 267 1226 9.10 3157
H 5 years 377 1301 3.084 - 1266 2500 5476 ab
10 years 285 11305 929 3010
11 years and longer 272 1218 9,06 3.186 ac
1 5 years 355 1589 2222 < 11,44 4475 1522 E
10 years 285 1256 978 3446
11 years and longer 263 1219 927 3506
] 5 years 333 1414 1931 - 1177 3800 3755 ab
10 years 236 1444 810 4205
11 years and longer 244 1299 809 3656 ac
K 5 years 222 1715 1018 - 733 5099 671
10 years 160 1069 573 3626
11 years and longer 172 1138 609 3.660

Groups: a: 5 years, b: 10 years, c: 11 years and longer.

*p < 0.05 (bold value).

Usage: The lowest value that can be taken is 1 and the highest value is 5.
Value Perceptions: The lowest value that can be taken is 3 and the highest value is 15.






OPS/images/fspor-06-1383361-t005.jpg
Method Professional Value Perceptions Significant

B Significant difference | Mean i Sl

A 5 years 370 1337 760 - 1130 3.400 1987 -
10 years 369 1262 1157 2398
11 years and longer 397 1068 1246 2413

B 5 years 320 1316 5288 bc 1100 3366 9.424° bc
10 years 312 1243 1054 2927
11 years and longer 384 1037 1276 2187

c 5 years 270 948 1738 - 1020 3190 1044 -
10 years 321 1268 1115 2693
11 years and longer 336 989 1140 2302

D 5 years 260 843 1502 - 9.80 2616 147 -
10 years 309 947 10.12 2534
11 years and longer 322 1161 1028 2909

E 5 years 310 1370 790 - 1090 3510 387 -
10 years 339 998 1054 2278
11 years and longer 352 997 1104 2727

F 5 years 340 1349 423 - 10.10 3604 563 -
10 years 324 1061 1030 2391
11 years and longer 346 1156 1081 2835

G 5 years 290 1286 1770 - 990 3178 809 -
10 years 345 971 1118 2662
11 years and longer 305 1132 1087 2797

H 5 years 310 1449 846 - 1020 2973 425 -
10 years 351 1003 1103 2800
11 years and longer 325 1091 1074 2358

1 5 years 250 1178 3331 ab 1020 3190 1420 -
10 years 336 1055 1045 2538
11 years and longer 288 1076 952 2730

] 5 years 1.80 918 3209 ab 830 2626 227 -
10 years 284 1034 9.06 2633
11 years and longer 263 1221 898 3523

K 5 years 270 1159 834 - 830 3003 316 -
10 years 233 1216 781 3273
11 years and longer 221 1107 839 3579

Groups: a: 5 years, b: 10 years, c: 11 years and longer.
“p < 0,05 (bold value).

Usage: The lowest value that can be taken is 1and the highest value is 5.

Valtie Percentions: The lowest value that can be takisn is 3 and the highest vakie it 15





OPS/images/fspor-06-1383361-t004.jpg
Method

Value perception

SD
Male x-77 436 776 1282 2354
B Female 347 1288 —2292* 1089 3790 —2.198"
Male 402 1.050 1241 2783
[ Female 292 1049 -829 10.00 2449 -L162
Male 310 1142 1064 2981
D Female 255 1155 -1L154 828 3229 -2219"
Male 284 1328 989 3840
E Female 284 1461 ~1.662 928 3819 —2204"
Male 328 1.286 1084 3422
F Female 281 1.159 —.603 942 3546 -978
Male 297 1395 10.10 3511
G Female 294 1012 812 9.60 3183 189
Male 276 1364 948 3389
H Female 294 1038 588 942 2928 —012
Male 280 1298 943 3342
1 Female 236 1.148 -2501" 805 3578 —3.468"
Male 298 1292 1040 3337
7 Female 234 1341 —794 781 3.89 -1078
Male 255 139 8.66 3992
K Female 160 1079 ~751 581 3368 —490
Male 177 1209 618 3952

*p < 0.05 (bold value).

Usage: The lowest value that can be taken is 1 and the highest value is 5.

Value Perceptions: The lowest value that can be taken is 3 and the highest value is 15.





OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
(®) Check for updates.





OPS/images/logo.jpg
, frontiers ‘ Frontiers in Sports and Active Living





