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Understanding the impact of an online Level 1 coach education award on dodgeball coaches’ learning and practice

Improved internet access and technological advancements has significantly influenced coaches’ learning opportunities, with numerous online coach education courses now available. Despite this, we know little about coaches’ experiences of such provision and how it shapes coach learning. Consequently, the aim of this research is to understand the impact of an online Level 1 coach education award on dodgeball coaches’ learning and practice. Data was collected via an online qualitative survey involving 57 dodgeball coaches who had completed the award, alongside follow-up virtual semi-structured interviews with eight coaches. Following a reflexive thematic analysis process drawing upon the theoretical framework of Jennifer Moon, three themes were generated: (1) A surface or deep approach? Understanding dodgeball coaches’ experiences of the Level 1 award; (2) Coaches’ preferences and learning styles: A barrier for online coach education; and (3) Enhancing the impact of online coach education: Assessment and post-award support. Findings indicate that the award’s impact on learning and practice varied depending upon coaches’ cognitive structures, which influenced their perceptions towards the value of online provision. While coaches’ experiences were generally positive, authentic assessment(s) and mentoring opportunities were proposed to further enhance the award’s impact. 
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Introduction
Face-to-face coach education courses are frequently positioned as the traditional method of developing sport coaches (Lyle & Cushion, 2017). Yet, these have been heavily criticised due to their failure to enhance coach learning and practice (Van Woezik et al., 2022), while possessing barriers related to time, cost, tediousness, and inaccessibility (Gurgis et al., 2020). However, the growth and expansion of the internet, social media, and additional technological advances has somewhat helped to alleviate these issues, by providing online coach learning opportunities (Stoszkowski et al., 2021). Broadly, online coach education can be defined as any programme which is “delivered and completed by coaches online via video modules and/or audio/visual presentations” (Lefebvre et al., 2016, p. 896). Indeed, the COVID-19 pandemic emphasised the importance of having access to online coach education of some description, although many sports governing bodies (SGBs) identified that while existing systems were in place, these were generally underutilised and undeveloped (Callary et al., 2020; Santos et al., 2021). 
	Nevertheless, calls to harness online provision within coach education is not a new phenomenon. Over 15 years ago, Stewart (2006) attempted to highlight the value of online coach education, arguing that “with increased access to technology and the expansion of the web, few excuses remain for coaches to have limited access to coach education” (p. 36). More recently, it has been suggested that technology enhanced learning within coach education may offer diverse and learner-centred approaches to assessment and content delivery, given clear alignment between learners, learning outcomes, and the method of transmission (Cushion & Townsend, 2019). Online coach education has the potential to offer a variety of synchronous and asynchronous learning activities, including video/audio lectures, interactive assessments, video-based reflections, collaborative discussions, and problem-based learning (Driska & Nalepa, 2020; Stoszkowski et al., 2021). Whether pre-recorded or live, it has been argued an online approach to coach education is more flexible, cost-effective, ensures consistency in quality, and allows global audiences to be reached (Driska & Nalepa, 2020; Newman et al., 2020; Stewart, 2006). Furthermore, online provision which enables social interaction is considered particularly valuable for supporting coach learning (Piggott, 2015). 
	Despite these apparent advantages, SGBs will need to negotiate a balancing act between the benefits associated with the financial and logistical aspects of online coach education provision, while contemplating what works on a pedagogical level, as course design and structure (e.g., synchronous, asynchronous, designated learning activities, assessment) will not automatically result in learning outcomes being achieved (Cushion & Townsend, 2019; Newman et al., 2020; Santos et al., 2021). Thus, although online coach education has its merits, we are at a stage where it is unclear how to support the integration of technology enhanced learning within coach education, with suggestions for its implementation, but limited evidence of successful outcomes (Cushion & Townsend, 2019). In sum, online programmes to support coach education are increasing, but we know little about the effectiveness and impact of such provision on both coach learning and practice (see Cushion & Townsend, 2019; Griffiths et al., 2022; Trudel et al., 2013).
[bookmark: _Hlk109925451]As Callary et al. (2020) reiterate, there is a need to understand how coaches are experiencing online coach development to identify best practice, as there are relatively few studies which explore coach education programmes that use online educational tools (Stoszkowski & Collins, 2022). Consequently, to address this evident gap in the literature, the aim of this research is to understand the impact of an online Level 1 coach education award on dodgeball coaches’ learning and practice. It is important to recognise that how coaches experience, interpret, and engage with online coach education provision will fluctuate, depending upon their biography which acts as a filter to guide new learning (Stodter & Cushion, 2017; Trudel et al., 2013). Hence, to understand the idiosyncrasies in how dodgeball coaches experience the online Level 1 coach education award, the theoretical framework of Jennifer Moon (2001, 2004) is relevant due to its focus on exploring the impact of short courses (awards) on learning. The following section provides an overview of the key concepts which inform Moon’s (2001, 2004) work and its application to coach education. 
Theoretical framework: Jennifer Moon and learning from short courses
Jennifer Moon (2001, 2004) adopts a constructivist and generic view of learning, which underpins a framework developed to enhance the impact of learning from short courses, awards, and workshops. While it is beyond the scope of this paper to delve fully into Moon’s extensive theoretical framework, her fundamental concepts related to learning from short courses including learning context and learning situation, cognitive structure, alongside surface and deep approaches to learning are discussed. 
Moon (2001) makes a clear distinction between a learning context and a learning situation (Trudel et al., 2013). For example, Moon (2001) suggests that the learning context refers to “the setting in which learning occurs – the course, the instructor, relevant organisations… the learning situation, is the learner’s perception of the context” (p. 48). In this research, the online Level 1 award in coaching dodgeball is the learning context. However, this could be perceived by learners as a mediated (learning directed by another), unmediated (learning directed by the learner), or internal (learner engages in self-reflection) learning situation, with these perceptions shifting throughout engagement within a learning context (see Trudel et al., 2013; Werthner & Trudel, 2006). Learning situations are filtered by an individual’s cognitive structure, defined as “the network of concepts, emotion, knowledge, experiences and beliefs that guides a person’s functioning at a particular time” (Moon, 2004, p. 231). Specifically, a learner’s cognitive structure guides new learning and what is considered as relevant and important (Moon, 2001). As a central concept, cognitive structures direct new learning and are also changed by new learning (Leduc et al., 2012). This means individuals either assimilate, they process new information by adding to their cognitive structure, or accommodate, as they modify new information and change their cognitive structure (Moon, 2001; Trudel et al., 2013). Ultimately, learning from short courses and awards should involve the change and modification of an individual’s cognitive structure (Leduc et al., 2012; Moon, 2001). Thus, to encapsulate the processes of assimilation and accommodation, Moon (2001) outlines two approaches to learning: surface and deep. 
	Surface learning involves assimilation but not accommodation. It is a non-reflective approach where learners might already know taught material and engage in processes of reproduction, attempting to memorise and repeat content which fails to modify their cognitive structure (Leduc et al., 2012; Moon, 2001; Trudel et al., 2013). In contrast, a deep approach to learning should be the aim of short courses and awards (Moon, 2001). This occurs when learners critically reflect upon material and seek meaning by connecting content to their previous knowledge and experiences (Moon, 2001). A deep approach to learning involves considerable engagement with reflective practice, resulting in changes to a learner’s cognitive structure and eventually their practice. However, Trudel et al. (2013) argue that currently “there are no clear indications that online coach education programs help coaches adopt a deep approach to their learning” (p. 382). Thus, providing a further rationale to explore this aspect within the present research.
[bookmark: _Hlk109754343]Since Werthner and Trudel’s (2006) seminal paper, Moon’s (2001, 2004) generic view of learning has been applied extensively within the coach education literature (see Culver et al., 2019; Leduc et al., 2012; Trudel et al., 2013). However, these studies have focused on understanding learning within traditional face-to-face coach education courses, with Moon’s concepts yet to be explicitly applied when exploring the impact of online provision on coaches’ learning and practice, especially within underrepresented sports such as dodgeball. Consequently, in this context applying Moon’s (2001, 2004) framework to interpret the experiences of dodgeball coaches may help contribute towards “an evidence base concerning how technology is currently used in coach learning and the impact of its use, as well as developing guidelines about how it might be integrated to improve and ‘enhance’ coach education and learning” (Cushion & Townsend, 2019, p. 632). 
Dodgeball: A contentious sport?
Research exploring dodgeball has predominantly originated from North America, with debates surrounding the sport’s inclusion within physical education (PE). Arguments against dodgeball’s inclusion claim the sport promotes violence, is overly competitive, and possesses an increased risk of injury, with little rationale to support the use of human-targets (Manning et al., 2016). More critical accounts question what students learn from playing dodgeball, with it being suggested that participation “habituates the practice of aggression and fails to contribute positively to an ethical education” (Butler et al., 2021, p. 27). Despite these adversaries, counterarguments highlight dodgeball’s potential to develop several fundamental physical and sport-specific skills such as throwing, catching, and balance, with practices being modified to increase inclusivity and participant enjoyment (Barney & Prusak, 2021). In recent years dodgeball has grown in stature and popularity within both school and community settings in the United Kingdom (UK). Recent figures indicate that dodgeball is the second most participated team sport in schools and the fourth most participated community team sport in the UK amongst young people aged 5-16 (British Dodgeball, 2019). In primary schools (ages 5-11) specifically, dodgeball is only second to association football as the most in-demand sport desired by students (British Dodgeball, 2019), while there are currently over 100 adult and junior community clubs, with roughly 5000 players participating in 230 sessions weekly across the UK (British Dodgeball, 2022a). Hence, to cope with dodgeball’s increased participation and popularity across the UK, there is a need to ensure coaches are appropriately educated and supported. Indeed, enhanced coach education and development opportunities for dodgeball coaches may also result in the delivery of more ethical and meaningful practices for participants. 
[bookmark: _Hlk109925368]Despite this stance, we know little about the experiences of coaches charged with delivering inclusive dodgeball practices, especially in relation to their learning and development when compared to more traditional team sports (e.g., football, cricket). Founded on the belief that understanding coaches’ experiences of innovative coach education initiatives (e.g., technology enhanced learning) has the potential to enhance the provision of SGBs, understanding the impact of an online Level 1 coach education award on dodgeball coaches’ learning and practice would seem to be a worthwhile endeavour. 
Methodology
Context: The Level 1 award in coaching dodgeball
In 2020, British Dodgeball re-vamped its coach education provision to offer a range of online and face-to-face courses to meet the needs of all learners. British Dodgeball’s coach education pathway begins with several introductory courses aimed at young leaders and introducing people to the sport, before progressing on to Level 1, 2, and 3 awards in coaching dodgeball, which target PE teachers and community/club sport coaches who require an increased amount of technical and tactical knowledge (British Dodgeball, 2022b). The first of these coaching awards, the Level 1 Award (L1A), is an online course, which aims to provide learners with the core knowledge needed to deliver safe dodgeball coaching sessions across various settings, with content covering the rules and equipment, in addition to sport-specific techniques and coaching styles (British Dodgeball, 2022c). 
[bookmark: _Hlk109126729]The L1A contains a series of content sections which incorporate asynchronous and automated passages of text and images, with interactive elements such as videos and multiple-choice quizzes to assess learners’ understanding of the content and ability to apply knowledge, while enabling self-paced reflective opportunities. The multiple-choice quizzes can be considered a form of on-going assessment, as learners cannot progress to the next content section without achieving a minimum of 60%. However, a written summative assessment is also required, where learners must produce and upload a dodgeball coaching session plan which demonstrates their understanding of the course content and assessment criteria (see Table 1). This is marked by a tutor and can be failed, with retake opportunities available following tutor feedback. Although the focus of this research is the online L1A, it should be acknowledged that there is also a face-to-face version of the L1A available. The taught content remains the same, however, this version includes practical coaching delivery as the summative assessment. 
[bookmark: _Hlk109906878]***INSERT TABLE 1 HERE***
Despite no time limit, British Dodgeball indicate that the online L1A should take roughly 4 hours to complete, including the assessment. Due to the design and structure of the course, the L1A can be considered an example of self-paced online learning, where some interaction exists between the learner, learning activities, and a tutor (Driska & Nalepa, 2020). Nevertheless, the term online training might be more appropriate for the L1A, as “interaction with an instructor might be zero or minimal, relying on automated tasks and assessments” (Driska & Nalepa, 2020, p. 167). Automated/asynchronous tasks and assessments such as readings, lecture-type videos, and multiple-choice quizzes are reflective of eXtended massive open online courses (MOOCs), grounded in a behaviourist pedagogical approach which emphasises individual learning (Conole, 2016; Griffiths et al., 2022). These learning activities which characterise eXtended MOOCs (e.g., mass-user online educational platforms, such as courses and other digital resources) result in active rather than social learning users (Griffiths et al., 2022), where learners engage in individual reflection, due to an inability to interact with others. Self-paced online learning is praised for its extensive reach, low costs, and reduced burden on coaches (Driska & Nalepa, 2020). Nonetheless, it has been questioned whether this format can provide authentic learning opportunities which impacts upon coaching practice (Crudgington, 2020; Griffiths et al., 2022). Although Moon (2001) does not offer a precise definition, the online L1A can be considered a short course due to its duration, concentrated subject matter, tutor(s) and learners not knowing each other, cost effectiveness, and the inclusion of multiple learning activities. 
Research design and data collection
Situated within the interpretivist paradigm, a relativist ontology was adopted which assumes reality is socially constructed and multifaceted, alongside a subjectivist epistemology, which emphasises how knowledge is co-constructed and represents a non-foundational approach (Sparkes & Smith, 2014). Based upon these paradigmatic assumptions, a qualitative research approach was used to uncover coaches’ perspectives, experiences, and understanding, in relation to an issue (Creswell, 2013). 
Akin to Nelson et al. (2013), we believed that a combination of research methods in the form of a qualitative online survey and virtual semi-structured interviews would offer greater breadth and depth of data when exploring coaches’ experiences of the L1A and its perceived impact on their learning and practice. During the first phase of data collection, a qualitative online survey was utilised to gather “nuanced, in-depth and sometimes new understandings of social issues” (Braun et al., 2021 p. 641). Alongside possessing various logistical advantages, qualitative online surveys provide a wide-angle lens to explore broad and niche topic areas, capturing a diverse range of participant experiences, perceptions, and practices (Braun et al., 2021). The qualitative online survey was developed using Google Forms and was structured via five sections. A participant information page was provided at the start of the survey containing information of the research aim, participant confidentiality, research outcomes, and completion instructions. Following this, participants progressed to Section 1 which comprised a series of statements, where participants needed to digitally sign to provide their informed consent to proceed with the survey.  
The remainder of the survey was split into the following sections: Section 2 collected demographic information (e.g., participants’ age, gender, country of residence, and ethnicity). Section 3 focused on the participants’ coaching background, involving a combination of 10 open and closed questions related to the age of their athletes, their coaching domain, additional qualifications, and coaching experience. Section 4 included nine topic-based questions (Braun et al., 2021), which focused on addressing the aim of the research and understanding participants’ perspectives and experiences of the L1A (see Table 2). Section 5 concluded the survey and invited participants to take part in a follow-up virtual interview to supplement the survey data.
***INSERT TABLE 2 HERE***
[bookmark: _Hlk109992876]During the second phase (1 month post survey), coaches who were willing participated in a follow-up virtual interview, conducted via Microsoft Teams. As opposed to traditional in person interviews, virtual interviews should be viewed an alternative method of data collection researchers can employ (Hanna & Mwale, 2017). Specifically, interviews using Microsoft Teams provide several benefits, for example, flexibility of scheduling, enhanced participant control, ease of data capture, in addition to offering a more comfortable and empowering experience for participants (Hanna & Mwale, 2017). On average, interviews lasted for 48 minutes and were of a semi-structured nature. The interview guide was developed following preliminary analysis of the survey data, however, the semi-structured nature provided an element of adaptability, allowing the interviews to diverge and progress as the conversations evolved (Sparkes & Smith, 2014). 
Participants, recruitment, and sampling
Having obtained institutional ethical approval, participants were recruited via email, with British Dodgeball disseminating the Google Forms online survey link through social media and their mailing list of coaches. Thus, sampling was broadly purposive (Braun & Clarke, 2013), as participants needed to be an active UK-based dodgeball coach who had completed the L1A at least 6-weeks before completing the survey. However, sampling also incorporated convenience-based (e.g., whoever completed the survey was recruited) and snowballing (e.g., participants may share the survey within their networks) strategies (Braun & Clarke, 2013; Sparkes & Smith, 2014). Sample size within qualitative survey research is not straightforward, with sizes generally ranging from 20 to over 100 responses (Braun et al., 2021). Driven by the aim and scope of the study, in addition to the breadth of topic area, 57 participants completed the online survey (see Table 3). Following this, 19 out of the 57 participants indicated they would be willing to take part in a virtual interview to delve further into their perspectives and experiences. However, due to coaches’ availability and time passed since initial survey completion, a total of eight participants were interviewed. 
***INSERT TABLE 3 HERE***
Data analysis 
A reflexive thematic analysis process was adopted to interpret both the survey and interview data (Braun & Clarke, 2019). A reflexive approach builds upon Braun and Clarkes’ (2006) original six-phase model of thematic analysis in a recursive manner: familiarisation; coding; generating initial themes; reviewing and developing themes; refining, defining, and naming themes; and writing up. A reflexive thematic analysis process is theoretically flexible; thus, Moon’s (2001, 2004) framework was adopted as a lens to make sense of the data and to add analytic power (Braun & Clarke, 2019, 2022). The authors familiarised themselves with the data by reading/re-reading the survey responses through a process of immersion. The responses were then inductively (e.g., driven by the data) and deductively (e.g., guided by Moon’s concepts) coded, through identifying passages of interest guided by both theoretical and content relevance following prolonged engagement with the data (Braun & Clarke, 2022). Code labels as succinct words or phrases were attached to survey responses, to identify and highlight analytically interesting concepts and ideas (Braun & Clarke, 2022). Rather than seeking a consensus, the process of coding survey responses was collaborative between the researchers to enhance both reflexivity and interpretative depth, alongside recognising the existence of multiple ideas, assumptions, and interpretations of qualitative data (Braun & Clarke, 2019, 2022). As such, initial codes were developed following interpretative engagement with the survey data, acknowledging these might evolve and change through further immersion with the forthcoming interview data (Braun & Clarke, 2023). 
 Having coded the survey responses, interviews were conducted, with the preliminary ideas and insights from the survey dataset informing the construction of the interview guide. Initial codes from the survey data were tentatively grouped together and placed into sections within the interview guide. For example, the interview guide was divided into topical sections derived from the survey codes such as ‘course structure and assessment’, ‘coaching beliefs and practices’, and ‘recommendations for SGB’. After transcribing all interviews, the phases of familiarisation and coding were followed once again with the interview data in an iterative manner. Furthermore, during these phases the initial codes assigned to the survey data and used to inform the interview guide were revisited to enhance rigour (Braun & Clarke, 2022). This distancing and time lapse between initial survey data coding and interview data coding enabled reflection and further insight to develop. Accordingly, the initial codes evolved in an organic way following enhanced understanding and (re)interpretation of the data and were then (re)applied across the entire survey and interview dataset at both a latent and semantic level (Braun & Clarke, 2022). Finalised codes were collated into generated themes as analytical outputs, which attempted to capture patterns and highlight significant areas of interest within the data (Braun & Clarke, 2019, 2022).
 Following prolonged analytical work, themes were generated to capture shared meaning around centralised concepts, as opposed to merely summarising topic areas (Braun & Clarke, 2023). Indeed, reflexive approaches to thematic analysis involve delayed theme generation following a substantial coding process, with generated themes considered a representation of the researchers’ subjectivities and personal interpretation (Braun & Clarke, 2022). The final phases involved refining, defining, and naming the generated themes before the write up, which incorporated data extracts alongside an analytical narrative to move beyond descriptive accounts (Braun & Clarke, 2019). In recognising Braun & Clarke’s (2023) call for researchers to display theoretical knowingness, a relativist approach to reflexive thematic analysis was deployed which aligns with the researchers’ paradigmatic position. As such, the analysis of data presents an account of the co-constructed (between participants and researchers) meaning within the dataset, offering a reading of constructed realities as opposed to an underlying truth (Braun & Clarke, 2022).  
Results and discussion
[bookmark: _Hlk109903347]As a result of the reflexive thematic analysis process, three themes were generated: (1) A surface or deep approach? Understanding dodgeball coaches’ experiences of the level 1 award; (2) Coaches’ preferences and learning styles: A barrier for online coach education; and (3) Enhancing the impact of online coach education: Assessment and post-award support.
A surface or deep approach? Understanding dodgeball coaches’ experiences of the Level 1 award
Callary et al. (2020) have highlighted a need to understand how coaches’ experience online coach education provision. In building upon existing research (e.g., Driska, 2018), participants were generally positive about their experiences of completing the L1A, praising the structure and learning activities, while indicating that the L1A enhanced their confidence to deliver dodgeball sessions. 
Really enjoyed the course, enhanced my knowledge, and gave me more confidence to deliver the sport. (Participant 10)
I thought it was good. It was very well presented, very easy to understand and had good access to video links. For an online course, you can find them a bit repetitive and boring, but I genuinely enjoyed that one. (Participant 32, interview)
I thought the course was knowledgeable and gave you all the information needed to be able to deliver dodgeball sessions. (Participant 52)
Logistical factors such as time, cost, and travel have been recognised as barriers preventing coaches from attending face-to-face coach education (Gurgis et al., 2020). Therefore, it has been argued that online provision might overcome these obstacles, offering coaches increased accessibility and flexibility (e.g., Cushion & Townsend, 2019; Griffiths et al., 2022; Santos et al., 2019; Stoszkowski & Collins, 2022). In building upon this perspective, participants revealed that the self-paced nature of the online L1A was beneficial given their current situation.
Incredibly positive, it gave me the opportunity to undertake the course at home at my own pace and meant that I could go back over any areas of the course if required. (Participant 1)
Extremely good. Childcare is an issue for me to attend face-to-face coaching courses, whereas I could do this under my own steam at home. Feedback was great and the structure of the course was easy to understand. (Participant 7)
It was easy, in the sense that, it is there. You don’t have to go to a face-to-face course, so for some people, it was much more accessible, and I understand during lockdown that it worked well as people were still able to access the Level one course and also, I think if you got anything wrong, you could go back and do it again. So, that was the benefit of doing it online and you could do it in your own time. (Participant 41, interview)
While increased flexibility is advantageous, it has been argued that curriculum designers and coach developers need to strike a balance between effectively managing resources and facilitating coach learning within online settings (Newman et al., 2020). As such, while the L1A worked from a structural (self-paced, asynchronous) and logistical (reduced time, cost, and travel) perspective, this does not guarantee meaningful learning within online coach education (see Santos et al., 2021). Indeed, there was evidence to suggest that participants engaged in a surface, rather than deep, approach to learning when completing the L1A (Moon, 2001). This occurs when an individual does not reflect on content considering their own experiences and understanding, instead, content is memorised routinely which often fails to impact practice (Moon, 2001). For example, Trudel et al. (2013) state a “surface learning approach will be privileged when learners think, for example, that they already know the content (new material of learning), or the content appears useless” (p. 378). This was demonstrated by participants within the data.  
For those that have informally coached and played dodgeball, there was quite a bit of repetition and already known knowledge. (Participant 1)
I don’t think any course is going to help you change your attitude or beliefs. I think you kind of have to want as a coach to develop and deliver things, and if you don’t want to change the way you deliver, I don’t think any course is going to help. (Participant 14, interview)
I’ve probably forgotten stuff, yeah, but I don’t think it is influencing my practice that much… I think most people going into it are wanting to go and do a bit of coaching and I don’t think it changes their beliefs or their attitudes. (Participant 41, interview)
My coaching beliefs are still the same and haven't changed. (Participant 52)
It would appear some participants have engaged in non-reflective learning via processes of assimilation (Moon, 2004). Through adopting a surface approach to learning, the cognitive structures of these coaches have remained unchanged by the L1A’s content (Moon, 2001). Research indicates that the cognitive structure of a coach functions as a filter, dictating whether content is either assimilated, accommodated, or rejected based upon prior experiences (Moon, 2001; Stodter & Cushion, 2017). In line with existing research (e.g., Cushion, 2013; Stodter & Cushion, 2017), for some coaches a surface approach to learning transpired through cherry picking ideas from the L1A which matched their existing cognitive structure. Therefore, session plans and practice ideas were reproduced if individuals believed they would work in their context.
I’m going to be planning new sessions in the coming weeks in which I will incorporate the games/practices that were given as examples. (Participant 10)
It was a very informative course that provided me with lots of ideas for sessions to do with the primary school children I teach. (Participant 56)
Given me more ideas about smaller games to play, and also how to design appropriate areas for the ages that I teach. (Participant 14)
For future teaching I have some great ideas of how to get students active and mixed abilities working together. (Participant 44)
The focus on adopting ideas which coaches think will work in practice resonates with a surface approach to learning, emphasised by content considered relevant being organised “on the basis of relatively superficial similarity” (Moon, 2001, p. 72), to coaches’ existing practice and beliefs. Akin to Cushion’s (2013) critical analysis of games-based coaching approaches, the data here suggests that coaches tampered with L1A material and reproduced delivered ideas which matched their cognitive structure, rather than reflecting upon and accommodating knowledge. 
Nonetheless, limited signs of a deep or transformative approach to learning within the L1A were present (Moon, 2001). When a learner adopts a deep approach to learning they possess “an orientation towards seeking the meaning in the material and understanding the ideas in it… relating it to previous knowledge and understandings” (Moon, 2001, p. 61). Although self-reported, coaches to some extent demonstrated a process of accommodation, leading to a change in their cognitive structure and subsequent coaching practice (Moon, 2001, 2004). For example, Participant 11 explained how the content within the L1A has enabled them to build upon their previous knowledge related to inclusivity and session reviewing, helping to develop greater understanding. 
Interviewer: So, as a result of completing the online course, do you feel that you now coach dodgeball differently?
I would say yes, definitely. Because at some point I may be teaching children in a primary school, and I now know that I do not want to be too technical. For example, when they do some specific dodges and they do them well… having knowledge of this specific action I think is good for the kids because it is good to reinforce everything, and it is part of the technical part which I think helps a lot with kids. The whole part about inclusion and reviewing, I had an idea beforehand, but I didn’t have it in practice, I was maybe doing it informally, but it is something that I do in a different way now, even when it focused on specific skills, I used to coach that informally, but it has made me confident and I understand it more, about why I am doing that. (Participant 11, interview)
In addition to enhancing their understanding of inclusivity and the importance of session reviewing, Participant 11 further highlighted how the L1A was able to expand upon their dodgeball specific technical knowledge and rules of the game.   
I think from my current perspective, especially when I planned the review, inclusion, and all these parts, it was the first steppingstone really, and I think it has had an influence, it was my first try really, and it was the first steppingstone for me to carry on different things. For example, I really think I would have struggled to have the technical knowledge that I have in dodgeball, I would not have it, so it definitely helps me in terms of the rules and situations. (Participant 11, interview)
Additional participants also began to suggest that the L1A has enabled them to make changes to their coaching practice, specifically in relation to their session planning, design, and adopted pedagogical approach. 
Yes, more actively writing down session plans and sharing with other coaches rather than improvising. Structuring sessions differently to include more time to engage with participants on a 1:1 basis. (Participant 40)
I have been able to take a different approach to when I am planning a session with a particular focus on age and ability. (Participant 51)
Changes to the area layout has been the biggest change. Also, now I deliver the sessions more of a whole-part-whole theme rather than just games-based. (Participant 52)
It has been proposed that online coach education has the potential to help coaches deepen their understanding of reflection (Cushion & Townsend, 2019), with recent literature demonstrating how such provision can facilitate coaches’ capacity to become self-reflective (e.g., Driska, 2018; Griffiths et al., 2022; Santos et al., 2019). Findings from this research echo these sentiments, with Participant 47 describing how the online L1A has improved their ability to engage with reflection and critically reflect upon their use of coaching interventions.
I would probably say like the reflection, there was a section where they put you in a scenario as if you were the coach and what are you trying to get out of the session and I think that’s the most important thing that I thought I was going into because it gave me an idea of what I want to get out of the session and different age groups, I think I mentioned before about the kids having fun… and it got me thinking how to coach some of the kids, do you show them or tell them? Demonstrate or let one of them demonstrate? (Participant 47, interview)
This aspect was emphasised further by Participant 47, who explained how the L1A has encouraged them to critically reflect before, during, and after session delivery regarding their session aims and participant needs. 
So, you know what you’re doing before the session, during the session and then after the session as well, so you’re reflecting after the session on how you coach and take that on which I didn’t really know. Before if I was going to coach, I wouldn’t reflect, and it is a massive part of coaching, getting the right session, meeting the aims of the session. So, in terms of the level one, it did that for me. It also kind of meant I thought about the different types of participants, you’ve got some that you know and also some that may have never played it before, so they’ve got experience but still make the effort to get to know them and stuff like that, so it was interesting. (Participant 47, interview)  
Consequently, the L1A supported participants in becoming more self-reflective towards their coaching practice, echoing previous research into online coach education (see Driska, 2018). Specifically, Participant 11 alluded to developing enhanced confidence and knowledge from the L1A, which has increased their ability to reflect upon their session delivery while planning future changes to practice. 
First, is confidence and knowledge, I am much more confident and knowledgeable about the sport, and it was good as well for my school. For me, it gave me some ideas of what we can focus on to have an order and it gives a plan of what to do, so when you do something and then review it and you think of what you are going to do next time. It gives you a basis, where before I thought about it a little but now, I am more precise than before, I would say more confident in what I am doing. (Participant 11, interview)
Moon (2001) argues that unless courses have an impact on an individual’s practice (e.g., by facilitating deep learning and reflection), there is little point in their existence. Problematically, online provision is often evaluated via course attendance, as opposed to changes in coaches’ learning and behaviour (Trudel et al., 2013). Nonetheless, these findings echo previous research (e.g., Driska, 2018), which demonstrates how online coach education can instigate self-reported changes to coaching practice through enhanced reflection. Fundamentally, the impact of the L1A on practice is guided by a coach’s cognitive structure, which largely facilitated a surface, rather than deep, approach to learning (Leduc et al., 2012; Moon, 2001).
[bookmark: _Hlk109737966]Coaches’ preferences and learning styles: A barrier for online coach education
The L1A in coaching dodgeball can be completed either 100% online or face-to-face, allowing coaches to tailor their learning experience. While social interaction can facilitate, reinforce, or even hinder learning (Moon, 2001), coaches indicated that completing the L1A online prevented them from asking questions and engaging in informal discussions with other learners, which they believed to be beneficial to their learning. Moreover, there were suggestions that taught content within online coach education is finite, whereas further knowledge could be accessed in face-to-face courses.
Being able to ask more in-depth questions would have been helpful. The knowledge on the online courses is finite whereas when face-to-face with an experienced coach [tutor] there is a greater depth of knowledge to be gained. (Participant 30) 
I do think, the shared experience of a mentor [tutor] can be invaluable, although it does depend on the mentor [tutor]. Face-to-face will trump online regarding the wealth of knowledge gained (the knowledge obtainable from online is finite, whereas face-to-face the potential topics or experiences are endless) … Being able to rely on a mentor's [tutor’s] own unique experiences and ask them questions when being face-to-face is an obvious advantage over an online course. (Participant 34)
I think the content is sufficient for learning online. I have always found face-to-face courses more ideal for Q&A, seeing practices in person and meeting other coaches. I always find that you learn just as much from other coaches as the course itself. (Participant 52)
Research has consistently showed that coaches prefer to learn through informal mechanisms such as interactions and observations with other coaches (Nelson et al., 2013; Leeder et al., 2021; Van Woezik et al., 2022). Furthermore, within formal learning contexts, coaches have expressed a desire for opportunities to discuss, debate, and share ideas with fellow learners (Nelson et al., 2013). Interactive learning activities such as group discussions, questioning, and problem solving “are common means of stimulating the deepening or integration of learning” (Moon, 2001, p. 146). For Moon (2001), learning activities such as these have a greater potential to facilitate deep and reflective learning.
Although online coach education provision can offer interactive and collaborative activities which stimulate deep learning, such as written blogs, synchronous discussions, and video-based online communication (Cushion & Townsend, 2019; Driska & Nalepa, 2020; Santos et al., 2021; Stoszkowski et al., 2021), this potential was lost due to the asynchronous, self-paced format of the online L1A. Hence, due to the L1A being positioned as an eXtended MOOC which emphasises individual learning and limited collaboration (Conole, 2016; Griffiths et al., 2022), participants assumed that attending the face-to-face version would have enabled them to discuss and network with others. Nonetheless, a trade-off existed, while participants desired interaction with others that face-to-face coach education provides, they were aware this would decrease the accessibility of coach education as previous research has indicated (see Gurgis et al., 2020; Van Woezik et al., 2022).
With face-to-face you are able to bounce ideas off each other and demonstrate the different areas of the course which you are not able to do online, but an online course means that you are able to do it at your own pace and go over any content. (Participant 1)
I think especially it is difficult to find courses because of the travel… I mean I had to take the train at 5:30am to go to the courses and things like this for some of my courses so online, especially at the time of COVID, the practicality of it was really great… You can be anywhere; you do not have to worry about money to travel or the practicality of trains or anything like this… The thing is, when I did a face-to-face course, I felt like I knew nothing, the coach [tutor] made me realise that I did not know it, so face-to-face definitely has its advantages… most people will want to say they want to do it online for the practicality. (Participant 11, interview)
The direct comparison in delivery vehicles is that human interaction makes the learning more impactful and practical observation and participation removes a great deal of confusion and many misconceptions. Also, the chance to share tips, stories, and network is fantastic. However, the online option for a basic level course is great as it allows for own pace of learning, no embarrassment if no knowledge or experience in the sport and can fit into personal or allocated time at work to complete. (Participant 25)
The opportunity to share ideas with other coaches would be beneficial, though the convenience of completing it online in my own time would have been lost. (Participant 54)
Coaches’ perspectives and preferences towards the L1A is likely to be influenced by their cognitive structure, which acts as a filter towards new learning (see Leduc et al., 2012; Moon, 2001; Stodter & Cushion, 2017). Recent research has highlighted how coaches’ dispositions towards engaging with online learning depends on whether their previous experiences of using such provision were positive or negative (Leeder et al., 2021). Consequently, coaches’ will possess idiosyncratic perspectives towards the perceived value in the online L1A, with differences between learners attributed to their understanding of learning (Moon, 2001). 
Thus, the findings suggest that coaches’ beliefs about learning (e.g., how they think they learn best), influenced how beneficial they perceived the online L1A to be. In echoing the work of Bailey et al. (2018), coaches frequently referred to the notion of learning styles and the visual, audio, reading, and kinaesthetic (VARK) inventory, despite limited evidence to support its claims. Coaches’ perceptions towards the L1A were structured by beliefs towards whether the online course facilitated their preferred learning style. For example, Participant 7 highlighted how they are a visual learner, with the online L1A supporting their perceived learning style.    
I really liked looking at the pictures of the courts. I'm a visual learner and it helped me to understand the proper layout and then how you implement the rules… I am personally a very visual person as well, so I am not good in an academic setting and if you sit me down for too long then I will just get bored and I want stuff that has my attention. So, yeah, I do think it’s great that I can read something, then re-read something or go away and get a drink, come back, and read it again. (Participant 7, interview) 
Despite a lack of compelling evidence, research by Bailey et al. (2018) indicates that 62% of coaches believe they learn better when they receive information in their preferred style. Thus, coaches’ misconceptions towards learning styles can be considered a conceptual dilemma, referring to “practitioners’ understanding of learning, their assumptions and beliefs, and their ontological and epistemological underpinnings” (Cushion, 2013, p. 65). Coaches’ understanding of learning was underpinned by folk pedagogies (i.e., implicit beliefs) regarding learning styles and what is considered as good learning, which functions as a filter and structures whether the online L1A was considered a meaningful learning opportunity (Bruner, 1999; Cushion, 2013). Some coaches believed they would have learned more if they attended the face-to-face version of the L1A, due to being either a visual or kinaesthetic (practical) learner. 
I think it was better than a lot of the online courses… In terms of other courses, I have done, they have been in person, and I think people learn in different ways and I am kind of better at learning by seeing so having someone deliver a session and being able to go and deliver it. I think that’s more beneficial to me, but I did still learn a lot from the online course. (Participant 14, interview)
I like to see the exercises in action, and it is helpful to experience these first-hand before trying to use them in your own coaching sessions. (Participant 30)
I am a kinaesthetic learner - learn best by doing not sitting at a computer. (Participant 33)
I learn better when I am practical, because I’m there talking so I can ask more questions, and that was one of the things on the course that I couldn't do, you know, ask questions. If I wanted to know information a bit more, I had to kind of do that myself and go on Google and stuff like that. Whereas if I was in person and doing it, then I can just ask questions and see how it's done. (Participant 47, interview)
Moon (2001) suggests that learners will develop different perceptions of learning through experiences within variable educational cultures, with pseudoscientific myths such as the VARK inventory prevalent within coach education provision (Stodter, 2021). Indeed, Bailey et al. (2018) outline how “questionable ideas and practices, like learning styles… are not simply acquired by coaches through their own personal interest, they are often actively promoted by sports organisations” (p. 9). Nonetheless, while the L1A did not promote the VARK inventory, the course did little to dispel the myth. When considering online coach learning, folk pedagogies surrounding learning styles are restrictive and potentially harmful, as these unfounded beliefs might deter coaches’ from engaging with online learning opportunities without an evidenced-informed rationale (Stodter, 2021). 
[bookmark: _Hlk109738018]Enhancing the impact of online coach education: Assessment and post-award support
Online coach education can provide SGBs with flexible, diverse, and innovative approaches towards assessment (Cushion & Townsend, 2019). However, curriculum designers and coach developers must consider what they want coaches to learn and how that can be assessed, rather than choosing assessment formats which are easy to implement (e.g., automated quizzes), as they may lack depth and authenticity (Driska & Nalepa, 2020; Santos et al., 2021). For Moon (2001), assessment can be seen as an opportunity for learning to be represented, with different assessment formats resulting in different forms of representation (e.g., a deep or surface approach to learning). 
	The online L1A contains regular multiple-choice quizzes which can be considered as on-going assessment. However, the primary summative assessment for the L1A involves a written task, where learners must produce a dodgeball coaching session plan demonstrating their understanding of the course content and assessment criteria, which is marked by a tutor and can be failed, with resubmission opportunities available. As Participant 43 demonstrates, there was evidence to suggest this assessment resulted in a surface approach, driving learning the wrong way (Moon, 2001). 
I think there’s needs to be some sort of assessment to show an understanding because the question that they set, it was just a case of me looking through the text and going, oh okay, I’m just going to copy and paste that… I think the assessment, well that part should change. (Participant 43, interview)
Some participants recognised that the assessment in its current format resulted in a different learning strategy being adopted i.e., copying, and pasting taught content needed to pass (Moon, 2001). Consequently, there were suggestions that the L1A could embrace more innovative forms of assessment, which help capture coaches’ understanding and interpretation of taught content. Indeed, a key driver of this was the need to provide evidence of practical coaching delivery, as explained by Participant 14.
I think maybe being able to show evidence or proof that you’ve delivered a session, I think that could be quite useful. I know with the Level two football; you have to prove that you’ve delivered ten sessions. So even if you just kind of have evidence that you have delivered a session, whether that’s to your friend or someone else, that you kind of film meeting all the points that they want. (Participant 14, interview)
Participant 14 further outlined how a flipped or hybrid approach to assessment could be included within the L1A, which has been suggested by Crudgington (2020). This format would involve delivered content remaining online, supplemented with follow-up assessment workshops in person. 
I think having the information online is still really useful, but I think it would be good, maybe even to have a half day, just with the assessment to be able to deliver a session. So having a tutor to go through sessions first and then kind of having different people there to deliver a session, so you’ve already done the information because that’s kind of the longest part of the course… so already having read through it and already knowing the information but then doing an assessment and actually delivering with other people, I think would be really useful. (Participant 14, interview)
While acknowledging the logistical aspects associated with embedding in person assessment days within online courses, participants also believed there would be value in uploading recorded videos of practical coaching sessions, which would allow collaborative discussions (synchronously or asynchronously) and shared reflections (see McCarthy et al., 2021). Video review also shifts the responsibility to the coach and enables a more contextualised assessment experience (Cushion & Townsend, 2019; Hay et al., 2012). 
Perhaps a session video submission option instead of a written plan - to be more equivalent to a face-to-face session. Plus, a feedback session (peer and tutor) to go through written or video submissions. (Participant 40)
Perhaps, they could do something where the participants have to do a video of themselves delivering a session, and then that gets uploaded and that becomes part of their assessment because obviously in a face-to-face course, the assessor is constantly assessing them all day. (Participant 41, interview)
There are numerous ways of doing it [assessment] so you could do something like this [Microsoft Teams video call] and do a presentation or if in person, it could be in a sports hall, and then the Level two coach can be the one marking you and then they send the results in so there’s a number of ways of doing it. (Participant 43, interview)
Despite the L1A being online, utilising video review would represent a move towards more authentic forms of assessment where deep learning is enhanced (Moon, 2001). Research has indicated that adopting video review within coach education has the potential to enhance coaches’ pedagogical knowledge in a contextual and bespoke manner (Araya et al., 2015; Hay et al., 2012). In this instance, if learners’ video themselves delivering a coaching session and submit their footage for feedback, they are likely to enter an active experimentation phase, where learning is represented beyond merely reproducing taught content (Moon, 2001). Moreover, Moon (2001) has indicated that “teaching the material of learning meaningfully to another… may require even deeper stages of learning” (p. 79). Thus, participants’ recommendations for more authentic forms of assessment within the L1A, where individuals can video themselves practically coaching others, might result in a deeper approach to learning and warrants further research exploration. 
	In addition to offering their thoughts on how the assessment could be improved, participants identified a need for follow-up support post-completion of the L1A. As acknowledged previously, interaction and engagement with fellow learners and the course tutor are limited within the current L1A structure. Therefore, this aspect was strongly desired by participants, with online discussion boards presented as potential avenue as recent research has suggested (see Stoszkowski et al., 2021; Stoszkowski & Collins, 2022).
You could create an online forum on the British Dodgeball website so there is their own forum page. You could also, get in contact with other people completing the course so we could get in contact with each other, and they can share their knowledge. Mainly networking through exchanging emails too. (Participant 43)
Maybe like a Facebook group chat, you know people who are doing dodgeball sessions and delivering on a weekly basis so you can say you’re stuck with the scenarios or stuck with something, then you could ask in the group chat and someone might give you an answer to help each other out or someone might live locally or close by then they could come help put with the session. (Participant 47, interview)  
[bookmark: _Hlk109900053]Moon (2001) outlines how extra support via mentoring or tutorials after short courses can help bridge the transition between theoretical content and workplace practice. Within the sport coaching literature, mentoring has been identified as a preferred source of learning for sport coaches, offering contextualised learning opportunities in situ (Leeder & Sawiuk, 2021; Van Woezik et al., 2022). Therefore, having specific access to a mentor who could answer questions, stimulate reflection, and generally support the coach learning process was considered a valuable addition to support the online L1A, as indicated by Participants 14 and 47. 
Maybe someone from British Dodgeball to catch up with you every three or six months, just seeing kind of like what you’re doing, how it is going, and being there to support if you have any questions or ideas, not forever, maybe just like for the first year. Maybe, twice after six months in the year, so kind of just to give you ideas or be there for support. (Participant 14, interview)
Since I did the course, I've not really heard anything back or anything… But having a mentor or someone, say you’re doing the sessions on a weekly basis like I am, every two weeks or even a month, going to them and explaining to them and then just talking with them, letting them guide you for someone who has been coaching for a longer time or knows more than me, I think that could make a big difference. (Participant 47, interview)
Although mentoring opportunities could be in person, considering the online nature of the L1A, virtual mentorship via email, online workshops, and other digital devices was proposed by participants (see Grant et al., 2020). 
I would love a mentor that actually taught me how to be a good coach… a dedicated mentor, even if it's just like a WhatsApp thing or email questions. It would be good to have someone that you’re not working with or coaching with all the time, yeah, an objective or independent person, that would be really helpful. (Participant 2, interview)
Each person should be assigned a mentor who has got experience at Level two with maybe three of four years’ experience, and they can help the Level ones… it would have been useful to have a mentor or forum page where you can ask questions and a level two coach would answer them or it would be useful to have online classes. It doesn’t have to be in person because if somebody's on the other side of the country or the other side of the world, it would still be possible. (Participant 43, interview)
Accessing a mentor who can offer support and facilitate discussion-based learning opportunities would provide dodgeball coaches with the chance to upgrade their learning, progressing from a surface to a deep approach (Moon, 2001). While participants were able to demonstrate some evidence of deep learning, further benefits may have arisen if they were “afforded moments to take part in on-the-ground instructor-facilitated opportunities” (Santos et al., 2019, p. 7). As such, mentoring support may enable learning to be deepened through interactions and reflections in context (Leeder & Sawiuk, 2021), with this resulting in a process of accommodation and modification to a coach’s cognitive structure (Moon, 2001). 
Concluding thoughts and recommendations
[bookmark: _Hlk109913821][bookmark: _Hlk109903118]The aim of this research was to understand the impact of an online Level 1 coach education award on dodgeball coaches’ learning and practice. Despite the growth of and increased opportunities for, online coach education (Callary et al., 2020), limited empirical evidence exists which explores coaches’ experiences of such provision, in addition to how it impacts coach learning and practice (Cushion & Townsend, 2019; Stoszkowski & Collins, 2022; Trudel et al., 2013). Consequently, the findings from this research contribute to this growing field within coach education scholarship and helps to address “the current lack of published literature on the topic of successful online coach education” (Callary et al., 2020, p. 584). Moreover, while previous studies have applied Moon’s (2001, 2004) theoretical framework when analysing face-to-face coach education, this research adopts these concepts to explicitly understand the impact of online coach education within an underrepresented sport, further contributing to the literature.
	In summarising the findings, participants were generally positive about their experiences of completing the L1A, praising the self-paced nature which helped to overcome logistical barriers (Gurgis et al., 2020). However, the impact of the L1A on coaches’ practice was mixed, with predominantly surface (e.g., reproducing ideas, cherry-picking), as opposed to deep (e.g., transformative, reflective) approaches to learning occurring (Moon, 2001). Although the impact varied, it can be argued that the L1A represents a successful form of online coach education (Callary et al., 2020), with some changes to learning and practice present (albeit self-reported). Coaches’ cognitive structures guided both their preferences and learning, which influenced the value individuals attached to online provision and whether they believed the L1A aligned with their learning styles. Indeed, the findings reiterate how a coach’s cognitive structure functions as a filter which facilitates or hinders the impact of online learning opportunities (Moon, 2001; Stodter & Cushion, 2017). Participants were also able to draw upon their experiences to provide several recommendations to enhance the impact of the L1A. These recommendations align with contemporary coach development literature (e.g., Leeder & Sawiuk, 2021; McCarthy et al., 2021; Van Woezik et al., 2022), in calling for innovative and authentic assessment formats, increased social interaction, alongside opportunities for mentorship. 
It is important to acknowledge that while coach developers will attempt to facilitate and accelerate coach learning within online settings, “ultimately it is the individual coach who will determine the usefulness of the learning context… what is learned by each coach will vary depending on their unique previous experiences, approaches to the learning situations, and the assimilation and accommodation processes” (Trudel et al., 2013, p. 380). However, Moon (2001) strongly reiterates that a crucial tenet behind deep learning is reflective practice. Consequently, coach developers cannot assume that reflection just occurs when delivering online provision and must ensure adequate time is dedicated towards facilitating reflective conversations via interactive learning activities (Culver et al., 2019; Stoszkowski et al., 2021). 
	Within online provision the role of the coach developer may shift to that of learning designer (Driska & Nalepa, 2020), where the creation and delivery of rich media, innovative learning activities, and enhanced knowledge of technological informed pedagogies is required. Therefore, it is perhaps fair to suggest that coach developers working in online spaces require careful recruitment and training procedures (Griffiths et al., 2022; Stoszkowski et al., 2021), as they strive to nudge coaches “towards a more critically reflective level of participation” (Santos et al., 2021, p. 175). Thus, avenues for future research may look to understand the role of the coach developer within online coach education. As Trudel et al. (2013) stipulate when discussing online coach development, “we need longitudinal studies that will start with the program designers, and then move to the facilitators… to the coaches attending the courses, and finally that will look at coaches performing” (p. 382). To fully understand whether online coach education can support coaches in adopting a deep approach to learning, it would seem worthwhile to analyse the roles and functions of curriculum designers and coach developers who are responsible for this task. Moreover, combining data collection methods such as systematic observation with qualitative interviews over time may provide evidence of changes to coaching practice following an online coach education intervention, helping to move beyond an overreliance on self-reported data (Cushion, 2019).  
To enhance the impact of learning within short courses and to support curriculum designers and course facilitators (e.g., coach developers), Moon (2001) developed a four-phase framework which can be viewed as a flexible guide which can be adapted for the designated learning context. In drawing upon this framework, some recommendations and considerations for online coach education courses are provided below in the hope of encouraging a deep approach to learning which will stimulate changes to coaching practice (Moon, 2001; Trudel et al., 2013).
1. Develop awareness of the nature of current practice: The coach developer(s) might utilise a mixture of synchronous/asynchronous learning activities to encourage coaches to reflect upon their current practice, beliefs, and experiences. Focus on interrogating previous knowledge and practice.
2. Clarify new learning and how it relates to current understanding: Opportunities should exist for coaches to develop an understanding of how new knowledge relates to their existing practice, beliefs, and experiences. Focus on clarifying the differences between new knowledge and previous practice.
3. [bookmark: _Hlk109817230]Integrate new learning and current practice: Coaches’ might engage in problem-based learning and role-playing tasks involving interaction, collaboration, and debate to explore how new knowledge might be integrated within their practice. Focus on understanding how new knowledge might be utilised within coaching scenarios.
4. Anticipate or imagine the nature of improved practice: Online provision should focus on the continued improvement of practice. This phase provides “an anticipation of future activity” (Moon, 2001, p. 130), where coaches reflect on how their practice is improved because of newly developed knowledge. Focus on a longer-term view and examine how to practically apply new knowledge to future practice, considering contextual factors.
These phases focus on enhancing learning during courses and awards, such as when a coach is engaging with online tasks. SGBs might also reflect upon how extra resources, enhanced social interaction, in situ learning opportunities (e.g., mentoring), and on-going authentic assessment procedures can be embedded within online coach education programmes to develop a hybrid approach (Crudgington, 2020). As Piggott (2015) outlines, online coach education provision should not replace existing structures, instead, there is a need to increase the layering of options to offer more bespoke learning experiences for coaches. Rather than a panacea, online coach education should be reframed as “a first step in a series of coach development exercises, which could include certifications, communities of practice, and formal mentorship” (Driska & Nalepa, 2020, p. 176). It is hoped the findings of this research offers food for thought for SGBs and organisations who might be considering the value and impact of online coach education provision. 
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Table 1. Summary of the Level 1 award in coaching dodgeball (adapted from British Dodgeball, 2022a) 

	
Course Feature

	
Course Description


	
Overview
	
· The Level 1 award in coaching dodgeball is an online course which provides learners with the essential knowledge to use dodgeball as a vehicle to get groups active in a range of settings.


	
Content
	
1. Dodgeball in the UK (historical/contemporary overview). 
2. Equipment and spaces (e.g., ball sizes and court layout). 
3. Rules of dodgeball (e.g., junior vs. adult). 
4. Coaching dodgeball (e.g., planning and delivering sessions, techniques and tactics, skill development). 
5. Working with groups (e.g., creating a positive learning environment).


	
Assessment Format
	
· Multiple-choice quizzes throughout content sections with learners needing a minimum of 60% to progress to next section. 
· Summative written assessment which can be passed/failed and retaken. 
· Learners must produce a coaching session plan which demonstrates their knowledge and understanding of the course assessment criteria, marked out of five (one mark per course assessment criteria).


	
Assessment Criteria
	
1. Knowledge of equipment and spaces used in dodgeball. 
2. Knowledge of dodgeball ruleset. 
3. Knowledge of dodgeball-specific skills. 
4. Ability to lead safe sessions. 
5. Understanding of how to work with groups.


	
Learning Activities
	
· Asynchronous passages of text, images, multiple-choice quizzes, and pre-recorded videos. 
· No synchronous content or interaction with tutor/other learners.  


	
Duration
	
· Four hours (although the course is self-paced so may be less/more).


	
Cost
	
· Sixty pounds sterling (£60).













Table 2. Online survey topic-based questions (section 4)

	
Questions


	
1. In general, how would you describe your experiences (positive or negative) of completing British Dodgeball’s online Level 1 Award in Coaching Dodgeball? Please give reasons why.

2. Which aspects of the online Level 1 award do you believe were the most beneficial for your learning and development as a dodgeball coach? Please provide examples.  

3. Which aspects of the online Level 1 award do you believe were the most challenging or hindered your ability to learn and develop as a dodgeball coach? Please provide relevant examples.

4. How have you been able to embed content and ideas from the online Level 1 award into your own coaching practice? Examples might include changes to practice design, coaching approach, and coaching behaviours.

5. Since completing the online Level 1 award, have your beliefs and attitudes towards coaching been changed in any way? Examples might include reflecting on your coaching philosophy and what you believe good coaching is.

6. How do you think your experiences of completing the Level 1 award online would compare to someone completing it face-to-face? Examples might include the impact on coaches’ learning and practice, networking opportunities, and logistical aspects.  

7. Do you believe that the online Level 1 award has prepared you for the everyday realities of dodgeball coaching and the issues/challenges you may face? Please explain why.

8. In your opinion, how could British Dodgeball’s online Level 1 Award in Coaching Dodgeball be improved further to enhance dodgeball coach learning? Examples might include changes to course design, content, assessment, and additional learning opportunities.

9. Do you have any final comments/thoughts you would like to add which are related to British Dodgeball’s online Level 1 Award in Coaching Dodgeball and its impact on your learning and practice?























Table 3. Participant demographic information

	Individual-Level Variables
	N
	Percent
	Mean
	SD

	Age
	57
	
	32.6
	11.6

	Sex
     Male
     Female
	
36
21
	
63.2
36.8
	
	

	Country of Residence
     England
     Northern Ireland
     Scotland
     Wales
	
51
2
3
1
	
89.5
3.5
5.3
1.7
	
	

	Years Coaching Any Sports
	
	
	8.9
	8.5

	Years Coaching Dodgeball
	
	
	2.5
	3.1

	Current Dodgeball Coaching Age Group 
     Children (4-17 years)
     Adults (18+ years)
     Children and Adults (4-18+ years)
     None
Current Dodgeball Coaching Context* 
     Junior 
     School 
     University
     Adults
     Community Sports
     None
	
42
9
2
4

7
40
3
6
1
1
	
73.7
15.8
3.5
7.0

12.1
69.0
5.2
10.3
1.7
1.7
	
	

	Current Dodgeball Coaching League Structure*
     Junior    
     Mixed
     University
     Regional
     National
     International
     Other
Holder of Non-Dodgeball Coaching Qualification
     Yes
     No
Highest Level of Non-Dodgeball Coaching Qualification
     Level 5
     Level 3
     Level 2
     Level 1
     None
	
29
14
1
8
4
3
18

43
14

2
5
18
18
14
	
37.6
18.2
1.3
10.4
5.2
3.9
23.4

75.4
24.6

3.5
8.7
31.6
31.6
24.6
	
	

	Dodgeball Coaching Sessions Taught (per week)
	
	
	1.9
	2.1

	Dodgeball Fixture Engagement (per month)
Previous Engagement with Online Coach Education
     Yes
     No
	

26
31
	

45.6
54.4
	0.9
	2.1



Note: *N > 57 due to participants being able to choose multiple response options to survey question 
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