	
	
	



Reflection essay on a ‘clipping in’ practical climbing session

Within this essay I will critically reflect upon my coaching approach to a ‘clipping in’ practical climbing session, applying Gibb’s (1988) model of reflection practice. Furthermore, I will be highlighting areas within the session that had a positive impact as well as areas to improve upon. I will be using professional knowledge/theories to offer a conceptualisation of how to further improve my practice (Cropley et al., 2010, p. 523; Jonker et al., 2012). 
Firstly, a consideration of reflection practice will allow for an understanding of why it is important to reflect upon experiences of coaching to improve practice and acknowledge strengths and weaknesses (Neil et al., 2013, p. 48). Within Neil’s et al. (2013, p. 52) study, their concluding remarks recognise that “reflective practice is influenced by not only the aforementioned skills and attributes but also by an individual’s knowledge and understanding of how to engage in the process”. Therefore, it can be deduced that conceptualising and applying models/theories to practice and reflection will create a framework to justify learning outcomes and improvement in practice. Such models/theories include the Social Learning Theory (SLT), Psychological Needs Model (PNM), and Constructivist Learning Theory (CLT). Additionally, a critical analysis of my skills and attributes such as decision-making and mindfulness, will allow for an understanding of certain ‘reasonings’ behind decisions within the session. Jonker et al. (2012, p. 226), state that “reflective people are aware of their kind of reasoning, their way of reasoning and why they need to reason.” Suggesting that such reasonings are based on previous learning experiences that will enable a better understanding of oneself and how skills and attributes are learned and applied to coaching. Furthermore, coaching expertise goes beyond technical skills, highlighting the importance of coaches' perceptions, thoughts, and societal influences. It emphasises the role of reflection in developing effective coaching abilities and critiques the concept , arguing for a more nuanced understanding that considers social and institutional dynamics (Cushion, 2016). According to Cropley et al., (2010) to ensure reflective practice is completed effectively, certain principles should be c. Such principles include learning from experience, improving practice through linking theory and practical knowledge, and respecting evidence generated from real-life situations. This approach allows practitioners to refine their understanding of what works in practice and adapt to achieve better results. I will consider each of these principles within this essay to demonstrate a critical reflection and analysis of my practical coaching session. 
To maintain structure within this reflection I will adopt Gibb’s (1988) six-stage model of reflection practice to describe, reflect on feelings and thoughts, evaluate, analyse, conclude, and form an action plan for future practice. Moreover, I will refer to post-session notes recorded immediately following the session accurate and detailed reflection of the session. 
During the first section and briefing of the session, I explained and demonstrated the ‘clipping in’ technique and skill. I used external assistance to ensure the group's understanding and provide knowledge before the participants attempted said techniques and skills efficiently and correctly. Additionally, I allowed the group to organise themselves into pairings to practice technique and skill.
During the explanation and demonstration of the ‘clipping in’ technique and skill I felt the delivery was rushed resulting in explanations were not addressed thoroughly and clearly. However, subtle immediate feedback such as the participants nodding their heads in accordance and no further questions asked demonstrated reassurance of understanding. When allowing the group to organise themselves into pairings I felt reassurance again as it ensured the session would progress according to the to the planned proposed structure of the session. Additionally, concerning the PNM, I felt as though autonomy was supported in allowing decision-making within the group. 
I consider an appropriate demonstration and explanation of technique and skill and allowing autonomy a positive outcome of the brief section within this session. As discussed, the immediate feedback and lack of questioning regarding the demonstration and the decision to organise themselves can be viewed as an indication that the brief was successful. However, it must be acknowledged that despite feeling reassurance from said immediate feedback, it cannot be confirmed that the participants understood the demonstration fully as there was no verbal feedback, thus the subtle feedback I did receive may not be a reliable indication that the demonstration was understood (Gregory, Levy, and Jeffers, 2008). My acknowledgement that the delivery of the demonstration felt rushed further validates this assumption.
Allowing the group to organise themselves into pairings was an important progression within the session. With reference to the SLT, allowing the less competent participants to observe with the more competent participants modelling good practice, enabled me to observe competency and skill levels that would later benefit the next part of the session. Therefore, regardless of whether the demonstration was understood or not, the organisation of the group ensured observation which in turn would secure  to address the techniques and skill again later on in the session. However, it must be considered that this may have initially thwarted relatedness as those who were not as competent may have felt inferior to the more competent participants, thus affecting their self-confidence (Vlachopoulos and Michailidou, 2006). 
I believe additional time for questioning and feedback to confirm whether the demonstration was fully understood would have ensured a clear understanding of the techniques and skills.  Therefore, e relatedness amongst the group as the less competent members of the group would feel a stronger sense of self-confidence in their ability with a clearer approach on how to execute the techniques and skills efficiently.  
During the main body of the session, I re-organised pairings from the initial self-organised pairings. I organised the group based on ‘less-competent’ and ‘more-competent’ from the observations made prior. Within the new pairings, the more-competent had the allowing for a variety of learning outcomes. I integrated several learning and practice styles, including blocked and varied practice, the constraints-led approach, and the reciprocal and guided discovery teaching styles. This variety allowed each participant to practice technique and skill efficiently with everyone demonstrating the correct ‘clipping in’ technique and skill towards the end of the session. 
When re-organising the group into I felt conscious of using appropriate language and terminology, avoiding the use of ’. Guidance was therefore phrased accordingly, “From observation I noticed some group members have had more experience so I will pair those with the guys who have less experience to allow them to experience some coaching.” Concerning the PNM, I felt this supported competence and relatedness amongst the group as it allowed the less competent to continue to practice with a partner and allowed the more competent to teach and coach(Kobayashi, 2018). 
The chose pairing was  and ensured the session progressed as intended. The ‘more competent’ participants exhibited appropriate coaching skills and in turn the ‘less competent’ made progress on their skill and technique which supported all elements of the PNM (Diller et al., 2020). An indication that the elements of the PNM were supported was the intrinsic motivation that the participants exhibited (Li et al., 2021). They showed clear effort and interest in either teaching or progressing in the skill and technique. Conversely, the issue I recognised with implementing the CLT to the pairings was trusting that each ‘more-competent’ member of the pair was capable of delivering and demonstrating the appropriate skill and technique. This resulted in some pairs becoming distracted from the activity and discussing unrelated topics, assuming they may not be interested or aware of their competency level (Brau, 2020). Furthermore, there was again a lack of clarity on my behalf during the second briefing when introducing the next activity. For example, I wanted the participants to utilise the wall and climbing holds to replicate the feeling of synchronically climbing and clipping in. However, I did not specify and offer a rationale as to why it would be beneficial, resulting in approaching each pair individually and explaining said rationale.     Nevertheless, this did allow some of the more-competent members to utilise their coaching skills and pre-existing knowledge acknowledge , further supporting their competency and autonomy. 
Upon analysis, the pairing dynamics wasas the combination of the CLT and the reciprocal and guided discovery teaching styles ensured that the participants felt a full sense of autonomy, competency, and relatedness (Brymer and Renshaw, 2010). Subsequently, I offered feedback individually and guided them in a direction that would guarantee progress (Mosston and Ashworth, 1990). For example, the constraints-led approach encouraged the participants to adopt an alternative method in their skill and technique without directly telling them to do so, supporting elements of the PNM. In opposition, approaching each pair individually to provide a rationale of the benefits of utilising the wall and climbing holds may have caused initial confusion for those who were approached lastly, thwarting the elements of the PNM. This might further justify the distractions within pairings  (Deci and Ryan, 2000). 
Despite managing to address the pairings that did become distracted by communicating in a way that would not thwart the elements of the PNM; clarity in delivery and different group organisation could have ensured an efficient level of consistency throughout the session (Mountain Training, 2024). For future practice, ensuring I manage my timings appropriately to deliver a clear rationale/brief will provide the participants with the appropriate foundations to practice skill and technique with little input and feedback from myself. Furthermore, groups of three could lower the pressure for the more competent member as the coaching and feedback obligations would be dispersed amongst two people. 
To conclude, I have critically reflected upon my experiences of coaching a practical climbing session. Gibb’s (1988) six-stage model of reflection has enabled me to form detailed and thorough observations of my practice, taking into account the external and internal effects. This has allowed me “to think of concrete actions they [I] can take to improve the outcome next time and helps develop an experience into learning” (Quinton and Smallbone, 2010, p. 129). 
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