Using relevant reflective practice research, write a 1500-word reflective essay on the coaching session undertaken.

Reflection on experiences improves knowledge and practice (Knowles, 2001), and it involves comparing self-observed behaviour with desired performance (Jonker et al, 2012). It gives the opportunity to explore good practice and create ideas for change (Knowles, 2001). The structure of this essay is based on Gibbs’ (1988) reflective cycle as described by Knowles (2001), going through description, feelings, evaluation, analysis, conclusion, and action plan. First, I will describe the coaching session, then give an initial evaluation before moving on to a more indepth analysis. I will end by briefly concluding learning points to create an action plan.
For the coaching session, I split the group into two groups of three with the most experienced climbers divided between them. I gave group 2 (participants 4, 5 and 6) instructions on the dead hang activity with them timing each other on their phones, and I left them to get on with it themselves while I demonstrated the side flag movement on the drill board for group 1 (participants 1, 2 and 3). As I demonstrated, I explained the movement and what I was expecting them to do. After demonstrating instructions, I explained the roles of coach filmer and climber, giving them key points to focus on with feedback. 
I asked group 2 questions about how they found the different hanging positions. Participant 4 (P4) said that they found the lock off position easier, but from further questioning, I discovered that they meant in comparison to participant 5 (P5) and participant 6 (P6), having misunderstood the question. After further conversation, they all said that hanging with straight arms was easier and they were able to do it for longer. I then talked to them about applying that on the drill board. After the groups had swapped over, I checked that group 1 knew what they were doing with the dead hangs before demonstrating the drill board for group 2. Once I had finished the demonstration, I asked if they knew what they were doing or wanted to see it again. They said they did, so I demonstrated again, without talking. P4 went first with P5 giving them thorough and precise feedback on all the key points. P5 climbed next with P6 giving feedback. P6’s feedback was less thorough and precise, so I added in a few bits so that P5 could have something to work on. P6 climbed last and got a little bit lost on the route but performed the skill well. I missed the feedback as I was talking to the other group.
As I was explaining the feedback points, I forgot what some of them were. Participant 1 (P1) manged the drill board successfully, although I hadn’t fully explained how the feedback should be given. Subsequently, participant 2 (P2) shouted feedback at P1 as they climbed, so I asked them to wait until P1 had finished. P3 attempted to film P1 but there were technical difficulties, so P1 couldn’t watch the video feedback and relied on feedback from me and the other participants. P2 struggled to remember how to climb the route and kept getting lost, so they needed more information on where to go, making feedback difficult to give as they didn’t perform the intended movement. Participant 3 (P3) struggled with the physical strength to perform the movement as well as finding the right start position. I attempted to adapt the route to make it easier by having them start on higher holds, but they still struggled. I wasn’t present for P3’s feedback as I was talking to group 2. 
When I asked group 1 about the different hang positions, I changed the question so that it was clearer, which meant they understood and reported that straight arms were easier. P1 even made a comment about how it all made sense now and saw how it applied to climbing, which we then discussed further. To finish the session, I discussed with the whole group how the activities related to each other and climbing. 
During the activity, some of the participants may have felt as though they couldn’t reach their full potential or struggled to achieve anything, thwarting their psychological need for competency (Ryan and Deci, 2017). According to Coté’s (1995) model, athletes and coaches bring their own personal characteristics to athlete development, including an athlete’s physical abilities. As the coach, I brought my own philosophies to the session that have been shaped by my previous experiences and what I have learnt from my degree (Gordon, 2009). Additionally, I as the coach influenced the environmental constraints (Brymer and Renshaw, 2010). My degree has given me a preference for abdicratic, experiential, and guided discovery coaching styles. As I only have limited coaching experience, I have limited flexibility in my coaching philosophy (Gordon, 2009). 
The use of experiential learning and guided discovery gave participants the opportunity to actively learn through their own experience, helping to develop decision making (Kolb, 1984; Brymer and Renshaw, 2010; Mosston and Ashworth, 2002). For experiential learning to be most effective, the learning environment needs to be carefully constructed (Day and Newton, 2016). I attempted to do this with the drill board, however, from the session, I can see that both the drill board and the instructions relating to the drill board could be improved for better results. In some instances, such as P2’s confusion on the drill board, a more command coaching style may have been more appropriate than guided discovery to ensure that they were performing the skill correctly (Mosston and Ashworth, 2002; McMorris and hale, 2006). I am less comfortable using this style, so I will need to work on this for future coaching sessions. 
When modelling the desired climbing movement, it wasn’t as clear to all the participants as it should have been (Morgan and Sproule, 2013), leading to some of them getting lost on the route. This shows a limited ability in the reproduce process of Bandura’s observational learning theory (Thomas and Morgan and Harris, 2016). This may have been a result of poor attention or retention due to not knowing what information to take in (Thomas and Morgan and Harris, 2016). However, they did have the opportunity to observe others perform the movement and learn from them (Thomas and Morgan and Harris, 2016). We ran out of time within the session for the refine process, limiting the learning participants may have gained as they could have learnt more from further modelling of the desired behaviour (Thomas and Morgan and Harris, 2016). 
There were different levels of abilities and experience within the group which may have impacted the feedback given (McMorris and Hale, 2006). To try to combat this bias, I tried to be actively involved in the feedback process, filling in gaps to help guide their learning (Day and Newton, 2016). I also attempted to structure the feedback so that even those with limited experience could have something to focus on (Cushion and Townsend, 2019). When the participants watched the videos of themselves climbing, their self-awareness may have improved, enhancing the coaching practice (Cushion and Townsend, 2019). I could have further improved the feedback and reflection by writing down the feedback points to better focus attention (Thomas and Morgan and harris, 2016). In structuring the session with videos and feedback points, I encouraged participants to reflect, helping them to learn (Ewert and Sibthorp, 2014) and grow as athletes (Knowles, 2001)
During the session, they were able to work together as a group, fulfilling their psychological need for relatedness by facilitating social connection (Ryan and Deci, 2017), which is likely to have had a positive impact on the session. They were able to encourage one another (Ewert and Sibthorp, 2014), which has been seen to be of value for positive experiences (Hodgson and Berry, 2011). Additionally, individuals can learn better from others than they can alone, learning vicariously from one another (Ewert and Sibthorp, 2014). I already had a good relationship with most of the participants, so I was able to communicate well with them (Gordon, 2009), further fulfilling their need for relatedness (Ryan and Deci, 2017). There was limited room for creativity and autonomy within the session as participants were being told what to do, limiting the fulfilment of their psychological needs and the value of the session (Ryan and Deci, 2017; Hodgson and Berry, 2011). Furthermore, due to individual constraints (Renshaw et al, 2019), some participants such as P3 struggled to complete or even start the drill board, thwarting their need for competency due to the difficulty of the task (Ryan and Deci, 2017). Due to my own bias as the coach from having been climbing for many years, I didn’t appreciate the physicality of the task (Gordon, 2009), and due to the environmental constraints of the angle of the wall, there was little I could do to alter the task to make it more achievable (Renshaw et al, 2019). 
Through reflecting on this coaching session, I have been able to discover some of my coaching philosophies and biases (Gordon, 2009). This has shown me areas in which I can improve my coaching, for example, the use of different coaching styles and appropriate task design. For future coaching sessions, I will work on a variety of coaching styles so that I can be more flexible to the needs of the athletes and session (Coté’s, 1995). Also, I will spend more time breaking down skills to identify what is needed to perform them and construct an environment in which all participants have the opportunity to achieve something. 
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