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Executive coaching is widely used as a tool to develop leaders and organizations.
However, despite the popularity of coaching, the effect of coaching on relevant leader-
ship performance measures remains unclear. We report on the development of a model
for coaching effectiveness predicting that aspects common to all approaches are the
main active ingredients, mediated by the working alliance as the single-best predicting
common aspect. To test this model, we conducted a (waiting-list) randomized controlled
trial within a global healthcare corporation, involving 180 coachees, 66 coaches, and
140 line managers of the coachees, which we contend is the largest randomized con-
trolled trial in executive coaching to date. The study demonstrated substantial impact
with effect sizes up to d 5 1.1. We also tested several aspects that are common to
coaching contracts and found more evidence for the central importance of the strength
of the working alliance as seen from both the coachee and (to a lesser extent) the coach
perspectives, which mediated the effects for coachee well-being and perceived social
support. In addition, we found some significant impact for coachee self-efficacy, resil-
ience and “bright side” personality aspects. Finally, we found some first significant
indications that personality and career derailment aspects may show demonstrable
improvement through coaching. We discuss the implications of these findings for
coaching theory and practice. Overall, our study demonstrates the effectiveness
of coaching in an organizational setting, the importance of the working alliance, and
that coaching may mitigate the risks of leaders derailing in large organizations.

The use of executive coaching has increased sub-
stantially in organizations over the last 20 years,
such that coaching is now firmly established as a
development opportunity for senior leaders in large
organizations (Ridler, 2016). One global study of
coaching estimates there are over 50,000 coach
practitioners worldwide, with a further 10,000
managers taking their internal coaching role as far as
becoming a formal member of a coach association

(ICF, 2016). Moreover, executive coaching is now
managed and adopted independently from adjacent
fields such as organization-development consul-
tancy and leadership-development programs, as
well as integrated within these. Over these 2 de-
cades, increasingly rigorous standards and qualifi-
cations have been developed, and international
coaching associations and research centers have
matured. However, as Armstrong (2011) points out,
indications suggest that in many parts of the world
coaching has not gone beyond the introduction or
growth phase of the product life cycle. Neverthe-
less, coaching presents a unique challenge to the
field ofmanagement research because it represents a
newpractice inorganizations (Kenworthy, Passarelli
& Van Oosten, 2014).
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A wide variety of research into coaching pro-
cesses and outcomes has now been undertaken (for
recent overviews, see Ely et al. 2010; De Haan &
Duckworth, 2013; Blackman, Morsardo, & Gray,
2016; Grover & Furnham, 2016; and Athanasopou-
lou & Dopson, 2018). Theeboom, Beersma, and van
Vianen (2014) and Jones, Woods, and Guillaume
(2015) have even attempted some early meta-
analyses. However, as Liu and Batt (2010) point
out, much of the research into executive coaching
has used managers on Leadership or MBA courses
as subjects, as opposed to experienced managers in
an organizational setting (as in the current study).
Additionally, most studies so far have investigated
links between coaching and performance and other
important criteria by utilizing cross-sectional de-
signs and subjective self-report measures that may
obscure the actual benefits of coaching (Dahling,
Taylor, Chau, & Dwight, 2016). Furthermore, re-
search has not yet reached the same rigor and status
as in other helping professions, as shown by the
fact that the application of the “gold standard in
clinical research,” the randomized controlled trial
(Passmore&Theeboom, 2015) in coaching research,
occurs only in a handful of small-scale studies, as
will be shown below in the Literature Review sec-
tion. Indeed, very few corporate coaching programs
have even been formally evaluated (McDermott,
Levenson, & Newton, 2007).

Despite the limited harvest so far, we argue that it
is important to undertake large-scale randomized
controlled trials (RCTs) in executive andworkplace
coaching. In the first place, RCTs are the standard
means to collect evidence of an intervention that
can be attributed to that intervention itself, and
therefore, are the best way to check if the increasing
corporate expenditure in coaching is warranted.
Secondarily, RCTs can provide clues as to the active
ingredients (the independent variables that signifi-
cantly interact with coaching outcomes) in coach-
ing and can show how such ingredients interact to
moderate or mediate the effects of coaching, thus
helpingmaximize investment yields in coaching. In
otherwords, RCTdesigns canhelp to find outwhich
individual coachee might benefit most from the
intervention, or which preparation, or way of
working, is optimal for coaches. Evidence of this
kind can help to improve the coaching intervention
to enhance those techniques or types of contracts
that give the highest return on investment. Many
organizations are forced to be selective in terms of
both the managers that may apply for workplace
coaching and the (internal or external) coacheswho

can provide this service. The results of RCTs can
play an important role in making such delicate
choices about investment in coaching and the
matching of coachees and coaches. For example, on
the grounds of outcome research to date, Page and
De Haan (2014) suggest that it is better not to un-
dertake matching based on demographics or per-
sonality fit asmost of the evidence is to the contrary;
namely, that self-selection based on chemistry
sessions by the prospective coachees them-
selves works best. Third, RCTs can look into the
uniqueness of the executive-coaching intervention.
Coaching is a tailored intervention for individual
leaders, and as such it is hoped that coaching can
make a difference in important and highly personal
aspects of their leadership, such as the leader’s
resilience, responsibility-taking, or ethical use of
power. As has been suggested before (Levenson,
2009; Nelson & Hogan, 2009), coaching might be
most useful to “challenge” leaders and help pre-
clude the breakdown of resilience, responsibility,
or leadership ethics. In other words, coaching might
be uniquely targeted at reducing “personality de-
railment tendencies” of executives, which can be
very costly to large organizations (Kaiser, LeBreton,
& Hogan, 2015), when tested by an RCT study with
the right choice of dependent variables.

We report for the first time on an RCT study in an
industry-based setting, within a large global cor-
poration that manages more than 1400 coaching
contracts on a yearly basis. This study contributes
to the existing coaching outcome literature in three
important ways: First, it provides the largest scale
randomized-controlled trial to date in the litera-
ture; second, it studies the outcome of executive
(group) coaching in a naturalistic corporate setting
while still studying coaching uncontaminated by
other leadership development activities; and third,
is the first to model and demonstrate the impact of
coaching on leadership-derailment patterns, by
measuring these personality characteristics before
and after the intervention.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Overview of Coaching Research With Control
Groups

As in the current research, a number of studies have
adopted a quasi-experimental design (Smither,
London, Flautt, Vargas, & Kucine, 2003; Evers,
Brouwers, & Tomic, 2006; Nieminen, Smerek,
Kotrba, & Denison, 2013; MacKie, 2014). Smither
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et al. (2003) is still one of the most thorough studies
on the impact of executive coaching. Their design
involved a (nonrandomized) control group, and
conclusions were based on more objective criteria
than evaluations by the coachees; namely, use of
evaluations by independent researchers together
with coachees’ superiors, colleagues, and staff
(multisource feedback). This research involved 1202
senior managers in one multinational organization
with two consecutive years of 360-degree feedback.
The researchers found that managers who worked
with an executive coach were significantly more
likely than other managers to (1) set specific goals
(Cohen’s d 5 0.16; p , 0.01); (2) solicit ideas for
improvements from their superiors (d 5 0.36; p ,
0.01); and (3) obtain higher ratings from direct-
reports and superiors in the second year (d 5 0.17;
p , 0.05). This was a significant result particularly
given there were no more than “two or three”
coaching sessions per coachee (Smither et al.,
2003: 29).

Evers et al. (2006) measured self-efficacy beliefs
and outcome expectancies on each of three di-
mensions. Their study compared a pre- and post-
intervention measurement and also involved a
(nonrandomized) control group. Although the
sample was quite small (30 managers in both the
experimental and the control group), they did find
some empirical evidence for a positive outcome of
the coaching intervention. There was a significant
increment for the coached group over the control
group for one of the three dimensions in both self-
efficacy beliefs (“setting one’s own goals”) and
outcome expectancies (“acting in a balancedway”) (d
' 0.5 with p , 0.05). However, the intervention was
short with an average of only four coaching sessions.

In another small-scale quasi-experimental study,
MacKie (2014) assigned executives and senior man-
agers in a not-for-profit organization nonrandomly to
either a coaching or awaiting-list cohort, with cohort
sizes of 14 and17, respectively. Both groups received
six sessions of strengths-based coaching with expe-
rienced external coaches. The results revealed that
participants experienced highly statistically signifi-
cant increases in their transformational leadership
behavior after coaching (Cohen’s d 5 0.9; p , 0.01),
and this difference was reported at all levels within
the organization although not by the participants
themselves.

Nieminen et al.’s (2013) quasi-experimental study
followed 469 managers, 227 of whom received
four or five sessions of executive coaching and a
multisource feedback (MSF) session, while 242

received only the MSF. Results indicated that man-
agers in both groups improved similarly as rated by
direct reports, peers, andsupervisors,whileonly those
managers who received the executive coaching in-
tervention improved according to self-ratings
(Cohen’s d 5 0.21; p , 0.01). Although managers
had been allocated to the two groups based on non-
random selection methods, those in the coached
groupwere comprised ofmanagerswhohad recently
been promoted and had fewer years of leadership
than the noncoached group. Similarly, Ladegard and
Gjerde (2014) studied leaders who had received
coaching for eight sessions by experienced external
coaches, although the numbers were limited, with
only 18 coachees and six nonrandomized controls
(80 of their direct reports were studied for sub-
ordinate feedback). There was a statistically signi-
ficant relationship between managers’ trust in
subordinates and reduced turnover intentions of
the subordinates. Bozer, Sarros, and Santora
(2013) studied coachee characteristics in a quasi-
experimental field study with 12 coaching sessions
for 72 coachees and 29 of their peers in a non-
randomized control group, with data from their 28
direct supervisors. They found clear effectiveness
in terms of career satisfaction (Cohen’sd5 0.87;p,
0.001), but surprisingly the control group per-
formed better in terms of supervisor-rated task
performance (Cohen’s d 5 0.54; p , 0.05). Bozer
et al. (2013) also found a positive relationship of
learning goal orientation, self-efficacy, and pre-
coaching motivation to coaching effectiveness. Moen
and Skaalvik (2009) trained 11 senior leaders through
a coaching program, group coaching and external
executive coaching, who then formed the experi-
mental group, to coach their 52 middle managers,
while in a nonrandomized control group eight exec-
utives worked with 56 middle managers without
further training. They show significant findings in
terms of managers’ self-efficacy, goal-setting behav-
iors, intrapersonal causal attributions of success, and
need satisfaction.

Following on from a PhD project with three small
randomized controlled trials (groups of around 20)
that demonstrated some significant impact of a
coaching workshop and five follow-up coaching
sessions on objective academic results and anxiety
self-ratings (Grant, 2003), a series of truly random-
ized but small-scale controlled trialswas undertaken
in health, educational, and life-coaching settings. Of
these, Green, Oades, and Grant (2006), Green, Grant,
and Rynsaardt (2007), and Spence and Grant (2007)
employed randomized controlled trials withwaiting
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lists for N 5 58, N 5 56, and N 5 63 participants.
Note, however, that in the first two studies,N5 6 and
7 participants withdrew before the second ques-
tionnaire, and in the third study there were two
treatment groups, so again numbers in every cohort
are fewer than 30. Each study used only self-report
measures, introducing the risk of same-source bia-
ses. They found some significant effects, with the
largest found for group coaching (Green et al., 2006).
Similarly, Grant, Curtayne, and Burton (2009) stud-
iedN5 41 healthcaremanagers, with approximately
half assigned to a random waiting-list control group
and the other half receiving executive coaching.
They found that coaching significantly enhanced
goal attainment, resilience, workplace well-being,
and reduced depression and stress (all self-scored;
all p , 0.05). Finally, Grant, Green, and Rynsaardt
(2010) studiedN5 44high-school teachers, ofwhich
approximately half were assigned to a random
waiting-list control group and the other half received
work-related coaching. They found that coaching
again significantly enhanced self-scored goal at-
tainment, resilience, workplace well-being, and re-
duced depression and stress (d varying between 0.4
and 1.5). Pre- and post- self-ratings in leadership
styles were also significantly different (with d’s
around 0.5); however, these rating differences
remained insignificant inpeer ratings. So, in the only
article in this series where self- and other-ratings are
compared (Grant et al., 2010), the results for other-
ratings are insignificant.

Duijts, Kant, Van den Brandt, and Swaen (2008)
found similar results in a randomized controlled
investigation into the effectiveness of seven-to-nine
sessions of “preventive” work-related coaching in
terms of reducing sickness absence due to psycho-
social health complaints. N 5 151 employees (all
at risk for sickness absence) found themselves
randomly assigned to two almost equal-size in-
tervention and no-intervention control groups, al-
though only 37 of them participated fully in the
coaching intervention. Again, the intervention
group self-reported improved health, while the
findings on most objective measures were not sig-
nificant. However, statistically significant re-
ductions in sickness absence could indeed be
demonstrated in this group (2.5 days less than in the
intervention group off work on average in the year
following coaching; p , 0.01).

Finally, two randomized controlled trials in driv-
ing instruction areworth noting, where a “coaching”
approach was compared with a traditional
instruction-only approach (Passmore & Velez, 2012,

with 327 drivers, and Passmore & Rehman, 2012,
with 208 drivers). These studies show some statisti-
cally significant improvements (in terms of number
of hours driving that pupils needed to pass the test,
the number of tests taken by pupils before passing,
and the likelihood of pupils to pass on the first at-
tempt; Passmore & Rehman, 2012), when instruc-
tors adopted coaching-type interventions. However,
there were no significant findings in the case of one
time only coaching sessions (Passmore & Velez,
2012).

Limitations of Past Research

Most earlier studies contain major weaknesses
including:
(1) The use of nonrandomized samples (e.g., Smither

et al., 2003; Nieminen et al., 2013; Ladegard &
Gjerde, 2014; MacKie, 2014; Evers et al., 2006);

(2) The scarcity of reliable data because of small
sample sizes (e.g., Bozer et al., 2013; Moen &
Skaalvik, 2009;MacKie, 2014; Evers et al., 2006);

(3) The predominance of self-score measures, in-
viting the possibility of same-source bias
(e.g., while theDuijts et al., 2008, andGrant et al.,
2010, studies used randomized allocation, we
have noted that only the self-reported improve-
ments were statistically significant, the results
on objective measures were not significant).

Furthermore, O’Neil, Hopkins, and Bilimoria
(2015) comment that few studies have explored the
impact of executive coaching on female leaders,
as women remain under-represented in leader-
ship roles. Exceptions are the studies by Gray and
Goregaokar (2010), Bozer, Baek-Kyoo, and Santora
(2015), and De Haan, Grant, Burger, and Eriksson
(2016),which analyze executive coaching in relation
to gender. However, these studies all conclude that
the coach–coachee match has little effect on coach-
ing outcomes.

We therefore argue thatwhat is needed to really get
to the heart of coaching effectiveness (CE) are large-
scale studies where membership of target and con-
trol groups are randomly assigned, and which make
useof a variety of outcomemeasures andnot just self-
scoring. We offer our study as one such design.

HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT

Our study involved two consecutive groups on a
leadership-development program (“Accelerating
Difference,” see Methodology) designed to increase
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the ratio of female leaders at all leadership levels.
The two starting points of April and September
provided ideal conditions for a “waiting list control
group” study design. The study examines the rela-
tive impact of various “common factors” (i.e., as-
pects common to all coaching approaches, see De
Haan, 2008), with the help of the largest randomized
controlled trial to date: 89 female leaders in the target
group at T2, and 72 female leaders in the control
group, with at least 114 corresponding question-
naires from their 66 coaches and 115 from their 140
linemanagers. By asking coachees, coaches, and line
managers to rate outcomes on the same scales, we
have three independent measures of coaching out-
comes. We check for the fact that some of the data
structure is multilevel, although average nesting is
well under three for the coaches (i.e., a coach does
not work with more than three coachees on average)
andwell under two for themanagers. We emphasize
that the fact that our sample includes only female
leaders is both unique and keeps gender constant for
comparability purposes. We check for the influence
of gender by comparing female–male and female–
female coaching relationships.We discuss these and
other potential drawbacks of this sample design later
under Limitations.

Demonstrating Coaching Effectiveness

Based on the effect sizes found in the studies sum-
marized above, we expect coaching to be de-
monstrably effective with a considerably smaller
effect size than in psychotherapy, where d is around
0.85 (see De Haan, 2008, for a summary).

H1: Coaching Effectiveness (CE) scores are signifi-
cantly different with outcome measurements’ effect
sizes below 0.85 between coachee and control groups,
(a) asmeasuredby the coachee, (b) asmeasuredby the
coach, and (c) as measured by the line manager.

The most consistent active ingredient studied
in earlier coaching-outcome research has been
the strength of the coach–coachee relationship,
operationalized as coach–coachee chemistry
(Hooijberg & Lane, 2009) or working alliance (see
e.g., Baron&Morin, 2009;DeHaanet al., 2013, 2016).
We expect working alliance (WAI) as a measure of
the quality of the coaching relationship to be the best
predictor of present and future effectiveness (see
Horvath & Symonds, 1991, for a summary of how
WAI has been shown to be a powerful active in-
gredient inpsychotherapy). Longitudinal analyses of
the levels of WAI in both more and less successful

counseling and therapy (e.g., Horvath & Marx, 1990;
Safran, Crocker, McMain, & Murray, 1990; Safran,
Muran, &Wallner Samstag, 1993) provided evidence
for theexistenceof relational rupture-repair cycles in
successful counseling and therapy. Meta-analysis
has shown (Martin, Garske, & Davis, 2000) that pa-
tients tend to find the working alliance more stable
than therapists and observers, and it is generally
found to be important to distinguish between the
perspectives of coaches, coachees, or observers, as
they tend to be nearly independent (De Haan, Bertie,
Day, & Sills, 2010).

H2: The strength of the coaching working alliance
(WAI) will predict current and even future CE scores
(as measured by coachee, coach and line manager),
(a) whenWAI ismeasured by the coachee, (b) but also
when measured by the coach.

General self-efficacy is the belief in one’s compe-
tence to cope with a broad range of stressful or
challenging demands (Luszczynska, Scholz, &
Schwarzer, 2005). Self-efficacy has been found to
be a valid construct in a broad range of ethnic and
cultural settings globally (Luszczynska et al.,
2005; Schwarzer, Bäßler, Kwiatek, Schröder, &
Zhang, 1997). Thus, general self-efficacy may be
an important variable that mediates the effect of
the coach–coachee relationship on CE. Research
by Anderson and Betz (2001) showed that a per-
son’s self-efficacy expectations have a direct
bearing on his or her personal and career devel-
opment. Sherer et al. (1982) found that personal
self-efficacy expectations are often regarded as
primary determinants of behavioral change.
Within the coaching outcome literature, Stewart,
Palmer, Wilkin, and Kerrin (2008) and De Haan
et al. (2013, 2016) have shown that general self-
efficacy predicts coaching effectiveness, while Evers
et al. (2006) found that coaching enhanced self-
efficacy, and Grant (2014) also demonstrated that
executive coaching during a period of organizational
change increased leadership self-efficacy. Hence, a
coachee’s general self-efficacy ratings can be ex-
pected to predict his or her coaching outcomes.
Roehrle and Strouse (2008) found social support is
also a statistically significant extra-therapeutic factor
(d 5 0.22). Subjective or psychological well-being
has been found to have a positive impact on work-
place productivity (Bryson, Forth, & Stokes, 2014)
andcannowbemeasuredwith awell-validated short
questionnaire (Tennant et al., 2007). Grant et al.
(2009, 2010) showed that coaching can enhance
(workplace) well-being and resilience.
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H3: Psychological well-being, resilience, social-
support and self-efficacy of the coachee will predict
CE as scored by coach, coachee, and line manager.
These kinds of “preparedness” scores should also
predict future CE scores.

As to the behaviors of the coach, we expect these
to look different from a coachee perspective and the
coach’s perspective, yet we also expect moderate
correlation between the two (De Haan & Nilsson,
2017). We think that common factors are much
more relevant to outcome than specific technique,
following many meta-analyses in the adjacent field
of psychotherapy (summarized in De Haan, 2008),
so we do not expect specific coaching behaviors to
correlate with CE, either from the coach or coachee
perspective. Similarly, with the help of a coachee-
scored earlier version of the questionnaire that did
not entail forced choice (De Haan, Culpin, & Curd,
2011), the coachee-scored coaching effectiveness
was shown to correlate with all six coach behaviors
to the same degree, confirming the hypothesis of
common factors.

H4: Coaching behaviors, as measured by both
coachees and coaches, show only modest to zero
predictions of coaching effectiveness.

Personality potentially has an important role in
the coach–coachee relationship, so we wanted to
explore this issue here. Past research (Scoular &
Linley, 2006) has found that personality dissimi-
larity as measured by (self-reported) MBTI (Myers-
BriggsType Inventory;Myers,McCaulley,Quenk, &
Hammer, 1998) was related to CE. However, De
Haan et al. (2013, 2016) did not find any significant
correlations between personality differences or
personality matching in terms of (self-reported)
MBTI and CE. Stewart et al. (2008) also looked at
how coachee personality factors correlate with
(self-reported) coaching outcome, using the so-
called “Big-5” personality factors (Digman, 1990)
for 110 coachees and correlating these with self-
reported coaching effectiveness. They found
moderate positive and significant effects for Con-
scientiousness, Openness, and Emotional Stability.
In other words, in the Stewart et al. (2008) study,
coaching appeared tobemost effective for executives
scoring high in Emotional Stability, Conscientious-
ness, and Openness to experience, and Conscien-
tiousness was also a predictor of the coachees’ use of
coaching outcomes in their day-to-day managerial
activities.

H5: The impact of personality aspects will be mixed
and small:

MBTI (both coach–coachee personality dissimilarity
and matching) will not predict CE;

Neither will a person’s values or personality de-
railment tendencies (as measured by Hogan’s MVPI
and HDS);

However, because of the link with the earlier findings
of the Big-5 personality factors, there will be a small
significant effect coming from some “bright side”
personality characteristics described byHogan’s HPI.

There has long been an expectation that executive
coaching can be particularly helpful with un-
derstanding and changing unhelpful, maladapted,
and hidden personality characteristics of executives
(see e.g., Kets de Vries, 2006). Because of the per-
sonalized nature, the high confidentiality, and pos-
sibility for deep understanding and challenge,
coaching seems to work at relational and personal
depths, touching on personality derailment patterns
of executives, as argued byNelson andHogan (2009).
For this reason, we expect executive coaching to
have a differential effect on personality derailment
tendencies. This would support the use of executive
coaching for personalized leadership development
and formitigating risks to the organization stemming
from such proven derailment factors (Hogan &
Kaiser, 2005).

H6: Coaching has a demonstrably positive effect on
some personality derailment tendencies, over and
above the take-retake tendencies which can be mea-
sured in both experimental and control groups.

METHODOLOGY

Research Context

The organization inwhich the studywas situated is a
global company, comprising approximately 100,000
employees based in over 120 countries. The com-
pany operates in the healthcare industry, specifi-
cally involving pharmaceuticals, vaccines, and
“over the counter” healthcare products. Allocation
to the two cohorts of the 14-month leadership-
development program was essentially random,
allowing us to take two consecutive cohorts for our
randomized study design. We conducted measure-
ments at three time points: before the start of both
programs, before the start of the Cohort 2, and after
the end of Cohort 1. The program consisted of in-
dividual executive coaching together with group
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coaching, so we could study the effectiveness of
coaching uncontaminated with any programmatic,
educational inputs.

Participants

Coachee Details. Line managers and HR leaders
recruitedparticipants locally, basedon the following
criteria:

(1) Future potential: the participant had the poten-
tial to progress as a leader at least two levels
within the organization;

(2) Ambition: the participant actively wanted to
progress her career and to take advantage of the
development opportunities offered to her;

(3) Personal circumstances: the participant had
personal circumstances that enabled her to par-
ticipate in development opportunities and to
progress in the organization.

One hundred eighty of 209 coachees (80%) ac-
cepted the invitation to the research by completing
the first researchquestionnaire. Theywere randomly
assigned to one of two cohorts, so that we could
create a 6-month time-lagged control group. One
cohort commenced coaching in early April 2016,
while the other commenced in late September,
thereby ensuring an elapsed time of 6 months be-
tween measurements at T1, T2, and T3.

Coach Details. The coaches involved in the in-
dividual coaching were qualified internal coaches
of three levels (having 3 to 20 days of formal
training). The majority were line managers who
have a paid “day job” within the organization, six
of the internal coaches are qualified through a
rigorous external training and assessment pro-
gram, and they have regular externally facilitated
group supervision and continuing professional
development. The coachees were assigned one
individual coach based on the seniority of the
coachee; more senior-level coachees were ran-
domly assigned more senior coaches, taking geo-
graphic location into account to maximize face-to-
face coaching where possible.

The program’s design entailed each female leader
receiving a maximum of 12 individual 1-hour
coaching sessions (12wasdeemedappropriate as the
program lasted 14 months), which were conducted
either in person, by Live Meeting (a web conferenc-
ing service via webcam), or by telephone. Due to the
pressures of work and scheduling, in 10% of cases,
coachees received 10 or 11 coaching sessions. In the
same period, coachees also received six group-

coaching sessions (groups of 5–8), where group
coaches were assigned in pairs so that each group
had the benefit of having both an external and in-
ternal group coach. Attention was paid to the gender
mix of the coaches. No groups had two male group
coaches, 12 had onemale and one female coach, and
18 had two female coaches. In approximately 20%of
cases, there were only five sessions due to work or
personal vacation commitments. Sixty-six coaches
(response rate 61%) completed at least one ques-
tionnaire; 40 were female (61%), and 26 were
male (39%).

Line Manager Details. All coachees had a line
manager who was invited to participate in the re-
search. Line managers attended an introductory
webinar to understand their role and the purpose of
Accelerating Difference. Line managers were ex-
pected to attend three formal meetings with their
female participants and their coach. The first meet-
ing also had the HR representative present. It took
place between 1 and 2 months after the start of the
coaching. The purpose was to agree on the coaching
objectives for the individual coaching. The second
meeting was with the participant and their coach
with the purpose of reviewing progress and to see
how the line manager could support the participant
in his or her development. The final meeting was
with the line manager, coach, participant, and HR
representative, the purpose ofwhichwas to compare
the progress against the coaching objectives, review
the overall development of the female leader, and
put in place support for her development following
the ending of the initiative. Line managers were also
expected to hold regular one-to-one meetings
throughout the duration of the program. One hun-
dred forty of 209 linemanagers (67%) completed the
research questionnaire at T1.

Measures

The first email referring to online questionnaireswas
sent to the coachee, coach, and line-manager before
the first coaching conversation andwas closed by the
time coaches had been matched to coachees. The
second questionnaireswent out after 6monthswhen
Cohort 2 was about to be matched to their coaches;
similarly, this questionnaire was closed before the
control group’s sessions began. The third measure-
ment was again 6months later, so it took place when
the experimental group’s coaching had ended.
Completions at T1 were between 18 March and 19
May2016, at T2between3October and14November
2016 and at T3 between 24 April and 30 May 2017.
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The content of each questionnaire per cohort is
summarized in Table 1.

Coaching Effectiveness (CE). CE was assessed
using four items on a 7-point response scale (range
0–7, Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Slightly Disagree,
Neither Agree nor Disagree, Slightly Agree, Agree,
Strongly Agree): “The outcome of my coaching ob-
jectives so far: (1) I have been successful in creating
reflective space for me; (2) I have been successful in
creating new insight for me; (3) Through (prepara-
tion for) coaching I have successfully engaged innew
action or behavior; (4) Iwould consider this coaching
journey successful.” We chose this scale because it
has been used before and was shown to have good
internal consistency (e.g., De Haan et al., 2013, 2016)
and because it seems to map a wide range of areas of
possible effectiveness of coaching. Moreover, this
scale can be used before the coaching assignment
commences, as a measure of effectiveness on these
dimensions at the current time. Responses were
calculated as the average score across these four
itemsandCronbachAlphas are shown inTable2.We
computed configural and metric invariance with
GFI, CFI, NFI, and SRMR, which turned out to be
excellent with all indices below 0.0001.

Coach–Coachee Relationship. The Working Al-
liance Inventory (WAI) was used as a measure of the
strength of the coach–coachee relationship (Horvath
&Greenberg, 1986). Prior permissionwasobtained to

adapt this 36-item instrument, which is used widely
in therapy for measuring the strength and quality of
the relationship between therapist and client, to
measure the coach–coachee relationship. The WAI
consist of three subscales: Task, Goal, and Bond,
with 12 items each.

• The term Task refers to what coach and coachee
agree need to be done in order for the coachee to
reach his/her goals for coaching. A typical item is
“I am clear as to what my coach wants me to do in
these sessions.”

• The term Goal refers to the outcomes that the
coach/coachee hopes to gain from coaching. A
typical item is “The goals of these sessions are
important to me.”

• The term Bond refers to the extent to which the
coach/coachee trusts, respects, and feels confi-
dence in the other person. A typical item is “I be-
lieve my coach is genuinely concerned for my
welfare.”

Perceived Social Support. Social support was
measured with help of Zimet’s Multidimensional
Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS; Zimet
et al., 1988). The scale consists of 12 items on a 7-
point Likert scale, mapping three subscales related
to support from Family, Friends, and Significant
Others, with sample items “my family really tries to
help me,” “my friends really try to help me,” and

TABLE 1
Measurement Table Showing Psychometrics Taken by Cohort (Coachee, Coach, Line Manager), and Time (T1, T2, T3).

Study Variables:
Coachee

T1
Coachee
T21 T3

Coach
T1

Coach
T21 T3

Line
managerT1

Line manager
T21 T3

Name * * *
Gender * * *
Nationality * * *
Country of residence * * *
MBTI Personality * *
Name of Coachee/Coach * * * * * *
Outcome Expectations * * * * * *
Coaching Effectiveness (CE) * * * * *
The Brief Resilience Scale (BRS) *
General Self-Efficacy (GSE) * *
Psychological Well-Being Scale (WEMWBS) * *
Perceived Social Support (PSS) * *
Coaching Behaviors Questionnaire (CBQ) * *
Working Alliance Inventory (WAI) * *
Hogan “bright side” (HPI) * *
Hogan “dark side” derailers (HDS) * *
Hogan “motives, values, preferences” (MVPI) * *

Note: Hogan questionnaires were only taken by the coachee at T1 and T2. Similarly, CBQ and WAI were taken at T2 and T3 for Cohort 1
and only at T3 for Cohort 2 (Control Group), because for the retake they first needed to experience coaching.
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“there is a special person who is around when I am
in need.”

Mental Well-Being. Mental well-being was as-
sessed with help of the 14-item Warwick-Edinburgh
Mental Well-Being Scale (WEMWBS; Tennant et al.,
2007), which covers both psychological and subjec-
tive aspects, in other words, satisfaction and happi-
ness, or technically “eudemonic” and “hedonistic”
criteria of mental well-being.

General Self-Efficacy. The General Self-Efficacy
scale was used to assess the coach/coachee self-
efficacy (GSE; Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995). This
scale consists of 10 items on a 4-point Likert scale.
Sample items include: “I can alwaysmanage to solve
difficult problems if I try hard enough,” “If someone
opposes me, I can find the means and ways to get
what Iwant,” and “It is easy forme to stick tomyaims
and accomplish my goals.”

Resilience. Resilience was measured with the
Brief Resilience Scale (BRS; Smith, Dalen, Wiggins,
Tooley, Christopher, Bernard, 2008) which consists
of 6 itemsona5-pointLikert scale,with sample items
“I tend to bounce back quickly after hard times,” and
“I usually come through difficult times with little
trouble.”

Coach Behaviors. For measuring the behaviors of
the coach from the viewpoint of coachee and coach,
we used the Ashridge Coaching Behaviors Ques-
tionnaire (CBQ), which has recently been used in
research and validated (De Haan & Nilsson, 2017).
The questionnaire has 72 items that are measured in
an ipsative way and map 6 different coaching be-
haviors: Prescribing, Confronting, Informing, Releasing,
Exploring, and Supporting. For more information
on these coaching behaviors and the CBQ, see the
Appendix.

Personality Characteristics. For measuring im-
portant aspects of personality, we used the Hogan
Personality Suite (Hogan &Hogan, 1997). TheHogan
Suite was selected not only for its psychometric
properties (e.g., validity and reliability), but also for
its use of relatively accessible language in the items
and feedback information provided. There are three
individual personality-related measures. The Hogan
Personality Inventory (HPI) is a measure of normal
personality based on common “bright-side” di-
mensions. Responses are forced-choice yes/no. The
test–retest reliabilities range from .69 to .87. The
Hogan Development Survey (HDS) is an instrument
to assess 11 “derailer” or maladaptive behavioral
dimensions (Hogan & Hogan, 1997). Respondents
indicate to what extent they “agree” or “disagree”
with the items. The measure has been cross-

validated with measures of abnormal personality,
such as the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality In-
ventory. The internal reliabilities for the scales are
an average alpha of .67 with an average test–retest
reliability of .75. The Motives, Values, Preferences
Inventory (MVPI) is a measure of 10 motives/
preferences that are thought to drive individual
behavioral interests, intent, and effective engage-
ment. Respondents indicate to what extent they
“agree” or “disagree” with the items. MVPI scores
have test–retest reliabilities at an average of .79. For
more information on the different scales in the
Hogan Personality Suite see the Appendix. In ad-
dition to using the Hogan psychometrics, we also
asked all coaches and coachees to give us their
Myers-Briggs Type Inventory (MBTI; Myers et al.,
1998) preferences if they remembered them. 73%of
coaches and 43% of coachees did provide us with
these scores.

Data Pre-Analysis Checks

Descriptive statistics, reliability estimates, and in-
tercorrelations for time point T3 are reported in
Table 2, except for GSE and BRS, which were only
measured at T1. As in other studies employing the
same variables, all variables show good internal
consistency (a . .78 throughout). The other time
points show a similar picture. We tested the com-
parability of the measure for Coaching Effectiveness
(CE) over time; that is, before and after coaching, by
establishing longitudinal measurement invariance.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) is typically
viewed as the best approach for this (e.g., Bollen,
1989; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). A configural in-
variance model was tested across the three time pe-
riods. The fit indices ofGFI5 .957;NF I5 .981; CFI5
.977, and SRMR5 .0377 can be considered excellent
and are all well above accepted threshold levels
(e.g., Hu & Bentler, 1999), supporting configural in-
variance. A metric invariance model was examined
next by checking the CFI. Following the suggestions
of Cheung and Rensvold (2002) and Chen (2007), the
decrease for the CFI value from the configural in-
variance model to the metric invariance model
should not exceed 0.01. The CFI for the metric in-
variance model is .972, so metric invariance is sup-
ported as well.

We also checked for the implications of our mul-
tilevel data structure by comparing the spread in ef-
fectiveness scores for the 30 coaches havingmultiple
coachees against the overall spread in effectiveness
for all coach data. The average SD of the nested data
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were 0.55, which is smaller than the average SD of
the overall sample (0.83) as expected; however, this
difference was only 4% of the mean and therefore
insignificant. For this reason, we did not incorporate
the nested structure into our analysis.

We checked for any differences betweenmale and
female coaches by doing independent t tests for
CE-scores of coaches and coachees between female–
female and female–male pairings. We found no sig-
nificant results, indicating no gender bias in our
sample.

Data Analysis

We first established coaching effectiveness (CE) by
comparing the development of CE scores between
experimental and control groups. Then, on the
lookout for active ingredients that have an impact on
coaching outcomes and personality, we fitted all
data as much as possible to the model in Figure 1.
What is unique and different about this model is that
we propose a direct positive effect of coaching on
personality derailment patterns, as predicted by
Nelson and Hogan (2009) and our Hypothesis 6.

Furthermore, as has been suggested before (Baron &
Morin, 2009; Boyce et al., 2010; DeHaan et al., 2013),
we assume that the coaching relationship, coach
behaviors, and coachee characteristics, such aswell-
being, social support, self-efficacy, and personality
factors, can all be regressed on outcome, but are to a
large extent mediated by the best predictor: the
coaching relationship (measured by WAI). This lat-
ter aspect of our model has been tested before with-
out a control group (e.g., De Haan et al., 2016).
Because of the large number of variables, we applied
the Bonferroni correction at this stage. We explored
the hypothesized relationship between coaching
and personality change by establishing significant
changes in (Hogan) personality aspects as a result of
coaching; that is, changes that are demonstrable in
the experimental group between Time Points 1 and
2, but not according to our model in the control
group.

RESULTS

Hypothesis 1: CE Was Demonstrated as Significantly
Different From Controls

FIGURE 1
Our hypothesized model of coaching effectiveness containing only aspects that are common to all coaching

conversations and coaching models, with six independent variables to impact on coaching outcome (coaching
relationship WAI, coach behaviors, coachee well-being, social support, self-efficacy, and personality factors).

There are two hypothesized outcomes: enhanced coaching effectiveness (CE) and reduced personality
derailment (i.e., relevant changes in Hogan’s HPI, HDS, MVPI). The model assumes that most of the “common

factors” that are significant will be mediated through the coaching relationship (measured by WAI).

COACHING
RELATIONSHIP

COACHEE WELL-BEING,
RESILIENCE, &
PERCEIVED SOCIAL

Control variables

(+) COACHING
EFFECTIVENESS (CE)

(–) PERSONALITY 
DERAILMENT

SELF-EFFICACY

(independent variables) (dependent variables)(mediating variable)

GROUP
(Coach/ Control)

COACHING BEHAVIORS
(CBQ)

COACHEE PERSONALITY:
“bright side,” “dark side,” 
"values"
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Hypothesis 1 was supported from the perspective
of the coachees (self-scores) and also from that of
their line managers, but the effect from the coaches’
perspective did not reach significance. Despite the
fact that perspectives on outcome do not correlate
between coachee, coach, and line manager CE
(Table 2), it is possible to see large effects fromboth the
coachees’ and the line-managers’ perspectives (see
Table3).We founda substantialdifference inoutcomes
between the two cohorts (Figure 2), reflected in large
effect sizes between the twogroups:Coachee-estimated
CE effect size at TM2 is d 5 1.08, and line-manager-
estimated CE effect size at TM2 is d 5 1.05, and still
significant at TM3where the control group has already
received half of their coaching: d5 0.38 (see Figure 2).
The strength of the effect was larger than anticipated,
which may be due to the addition of group coaching
andmanagerial support to pure executive coaching, as
part of the overall leadership development program.

Hypothesis 2: The Strength of the Working Alliance
Will Predict CE

We confirmed Hypothesis 2: There was a strong
positive correlation between the coach-reported
WAI and CE as measured by the coach, and the
same for the coachees’ experienced overall WAI and
CE as measured by the coach. Moreover, the coach-
ee’s WAI also predicted CE as measured by the
coachee at amuch later timepoint (seeTable 4 for the
results for Cohort 1, which were similar for the other

cohort). This is entirely consistent with earlier re-
search in psychotherapy: The client’s experience of
the working alliance appears the most stable over
time, as in psychotherapy (Safran et al., 1993).

Consistent with previous research by Baron and
Morin (2009), Boyce et al. (2010), Gessnitzer and
Kauffeld (2015), and De Haan et al. (2013, 2016),
summarized in a recent meta-analysis (Graßmann,
Schölmerich, & Schermuly, 2019), we find some evi-
dence that coachee-rated WAI also predicts coach and
line-manager measured CE, but not for all factors and
only for the same time point (see Table 4). We would
expect that thesecorrelationswouldbecomesignificant
with a larger sample size. As in De Haan et al. (2016)
some of the correlations between CE and the Bond as-
pect of the working alliance seem weaker. However,
computation of Fisher’s r-to-z transformation showed
that none of the differences between task and goal
versus bond aspects of the working alliance were
significant, possibly because sample size is much
smaller here than in De Haan et al. (2016).

Hypothesis 3: General Self-Efficacy, Resilience, So-
cial Support and Mental Well-Being Will Predict CE

Hypothesis 3 was supported in that the coachee’s
aspects of mental preparedness such as self-
motivation, perceived social support, resilience,
and well-being are also significantly related to CE,
but less so than the coachee’s experience of the
coaching relationship WAI (see Table 5). These

TABLE 3
Differences Between Coaching Effectiveness (CE) Reported by Experimental and Control Groups

Interaction

Cohort 1 Cohort 2

T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 f p d

Coachee CE 5.02 (1.11) 5.96 (0.79) 6.19 (0.97) 4.67 (0.96) 4.71 (1.44) 6.05 (0.63) 10.15 ,.001 .75
Line Manager CE 4.92 (0.99) 5.72 (0.69) 5.75 (0.60) 4.91 (0.71) 4.93 (0.81) 5.48 (0.80) 3.51 .055 .53

Simple Effects

Cohort 1
(estimated mean differences)

Cohort 2
(estimated mean differences)

Cohort differences
(independent t tests)

T1-T2 T1-T3 T2-T3 T1-T2 T1-T3 T2-T3 T1 T2 T3

Coachee CE 0.94*** 1.17*** 0.23 0.04 1.42*** 1.38*** 0.35 1.25*** 0.14
Line Manager CE 0.80* 0.83** 0.03 0.05 0.53* 0.48*** 0.18 .57* .55***

Note. Table 3 shows the findings from twoMixed Factorial ANCOVAs, controlling for the gender of the LineManager, and “preparedness”
variablesMSPSS,WEMWBS, GSE, andBRS. The columns showmeans (with SDs in parentheses), f values from the interaction effect, p values,
and effect sizes. The simple effects display mean differences between the time points and the cohorts.

*5 p , .05, ** 5 p , .01, ***5 p , .001.
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“preparedness” factors were also significantly re-
lated to the working alliance, with similar strengths
as in earlier research by De Haan et al. (2013, 2016).
We see a marked reduction in predictive value of
these dimensions as compared with the WAI scores
(compare Tables 3 and 4). There were no consistent
significant correlations with coach or line manager
scores, only random fluctuations.

If we take the two variables that have been mea-
sured at every time point; namely, WEMWBS or
MSPSS, then we can demonstrate through mixed
factorial ANOVAS that they significantly increase
with coaching in the experimental group compared
with the control group:

• Mental well-being. There was a significant in-
teraction of WEMWBS development and cohort, f
(2, 208)5 3.59, p5 .029, partial eta square5 .033.

• Perceived social support. There was a significant
interactionof theMSPSSdevelopment andcohorts,
f (2,206)5 4.27, p5 .015, partial eta square5 .040.

As in previous studies (such as Baron & Morin,
2009; Boyce et al., 2010; De Haan et al., 2013, 2016),
we looked at mediation according to the model
depicted in Figure 1. Because coach–coachee per-
sonality differences were weak predictors of CE, and
coachee self-efficacy and resilience did not predict
WAI,we reduced themodel andchecked forpossible
mediation (Baron & Kenny, 1986), regressing per-
ceived social support and mental well-being and
aspects of theworking alliance (Task, Bond, Goal) on
CE separately for the coachee at T2 (see Figure 1).

The mediation model with MSPSS as a predictor
variable, WAI as a mediating variable, and CE T2 as
outcome variable suggest that MSPSS significantly
predicts WAI, b5 0.23, t5 2.17, p5 .03, WAI in turn
significantlypredictsCET2,b5 0.73, t5 8.55,p, .001
and MSPSS significantly predicts CE T2 with WAI
excluded from the model, b 5 0.28, t 5 2.58, p 5 .01.
However, adding theWAIvariable into themodel takes
away the effect of MSPSS on CE T2, b5 0.11, t5 1.41,
p 5 .16. Furthermore, the significant bootstrapped
indirect effect confirms that the effect of coachee Per-
ceived Social Support was fully mediated by the work-
ing alliance (b5 0.17, 95% CI [0.006, 0.353]).

The other mediation model where WEMBS
worked as the predictor variable with WAI as a me-
diating variable and CE T2 as outcome variable
suggests that WEMBS significantly predicts WAI,
b5 0.03, t5 2.56, p5 .01; WAI in turn significantly
predicts CE T2, b 5 0.71, t 5 8.33, p 5 .000 and
WEMBS significantly predicts CE T2 with WAI ex-
cluded from the model, b 5 0.04, t 5 3.40, p 5 .001.
Adding WAI to the model reduces the effect of
HWMBS on CE T2; however, the relationship be-
tweenWEMBS and CE T2 is still significant, b5 .02,
t 5 3.40, p 5 0.04. Even with a significant effect of
WEMWBS and CE T2, a significant bootstrapped
indirect effect indicates the effect of coachee Mental
Well-Being was partially mediated by the working
alliance (b 5 0.02, 95% CI [0.005, 0.047]).

Hypothesis 4: None of the Six Classes of Coaching
Behaviors Will Predict CE

Hypothesis 4 was supported. The six coaching
behaviorsmeasured at time points 2 and 3were used
in multiple regressions with the six different CE
measurements (coachee, coach, and line manager,
over two time points; see Table 6). All six CBQ scales
were first entered into the regression model, but the

FIGURE 2
Graphical appreciation of differences in Coaching

Effectiveness (CE) between control and
experimental groups, as perceived by (a) the

coachees and (b) their linemanagers. Cohort 1 is the
experimental group and Cohort 2 is the waiting-list

control group.
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Exploring subscale had to be deleted due to un-
acceptable indicators of multicollinearity. The mul-
tiple regression analysis indicated that coachee CBQ
explains 21% of the variance in coachee CE at T3,
and that coach CBQ explains 27% of the variance in
Coachee CE T3; however, these effects were not sig-
nificant when taking a Bonferroni correction (0.05/
6 5 0.008) due to the multiple comparisons in con-
sideration. The multiple linear regression equations
did not reveal any other significant effects.

However, multiple linear regressionswith the CBQ
subscaleswere also calculated to predictWAI and CE
forTime2andTime3 (seeTable6), and the remaining
model significantly explained 26–33%of theWAI T2
scales and 27%of theWAI BondT3 scale. Bonferroni
corrections (0.05/8 5 0.006) resulted in only the T3
correlations dropping below statistical significance.
At T2 it looks like coachee-rated Confronting and
Supporting positively predict their perceptions of the
working alliance, while Prescribing (and possibly
Informing) contributes negatively. It will be worth
looking at this with larger samples.

The CBQ questionnaire here is based on forced
choice,whichmay explain thedifference foundwith
the earlier, cumulative questionnaire in De Haan
et al. (2011).

Hypothesis 5: Only Big-Five Personality Factors Will
Predict CE

Hypothesis 5a was supported. We confirmed De
Haan et al. (2013, 2016) who show that MBTI-
preferences do not predict coaching outcomes by
correlating all four MBTI polarities (E vs. I, N vs. S,
T vs. F, and J vs. P) with outcomes, both for coaches
and for coachees, and both for coachee- and coach-
rated outcomes, at three time points. This yielded

36 low correlations with only one weak significance;
namely, coach T vs. F, which correlated with coach-
rated outcome at T2, suggesting higher (self-rated)
outcomes for coacheswith anF-preference (p, 0.05).
This was however not replicated at T3.

Table 7 has the correlations between Hogan’s
Personality Inventory and CE as viewed by all three
groups of participants. There are consistent signifi-
cant correlations for Adjustment (T2 from coach and
coachee perspectives), Ambition (T1, T2, and T3),
Interpersonal sensitivity (T2 fromcoachandcoachee
perspectives) and Learning Approach (T2 from
coach perspective), confirming Hypothesis 5c. This
is consistent with earlier results found for Emo-
tional Stability and Openness (Stewart et al., 2008).
The latter also found positive results for Conscien-
tiousness (in terms of Hogan’s HPI this would be
Prudence). We think the high scores for Conscien-
tiousness, which we are not replicating, could be
related to the way Stewart et al. collected data over
the Internet, which may have meant a lower re-
sponse rate of more conscientious people (see also
Ward, Meade, Allred, Pappalardo, & Stoughton,
2017). All in all, Hypothesis 5was confirmed even if
relationships between CE and coachee personal-
ity, although consistent, were weak.

The two other personality instruments, HDS and
MVPI, measuring derailment factors and motives/
values/preferences, do not show any effects that are
statisticallymeaningful, which confirmsHypothesis
5b. A few correlations are significant at p, 0.05, but
their frequency is no better than chance level and
does not replicate at other time points.

Hypothesis 6: Executive Coaching Significantly Im-
proves Personality Derailment Patterns

TABLE 5
Relationships BetweenMentalWell-Being (WEMWBS), Perceived Social Support (PSE), andGeneral Self-Efficacy (GSE) and

Resilience (BRS)

Cohort 1 Coachee Cohort 2 Coachee

CE T1 CE T2 CE T3 CE T1 CE T2 CE T3

WEMWBS T1 .13 (89) .20 (68) .22 (67) .28* (72) .22 (61) .15 (59)
MSPSS T1 .21* (89) .16 (68) .19 (67) .18 (72) -.01 (61) .13 (59)
WEMWBS T2 .14 (67) .40*** (76) .24 (61) .33** (62) .13 (74) -.13 (59)
MSPSS T2 .30* (67) .32** (76) .37** (61) -.22 (62) -.08 (74) .12 (59)
WEMWBS T3 .07 (17) .47*** (62) .46*** (76) -.01 (58) .04 (57) .05 (75)
MSPSS T3 .17 (67) .51*** (62) .45*** (75) .15 (57) .11 (56) .07 (74)
GSE .28** (89) .14 (68) .04 (67) -.02 (72) -.10 (61) .06 (59)
BRS .25* (89) .09 (68) .06 (67) -.06 (72) -.14 (61) -.02 (59)

Note. Expectations of Coaching and Confidence in Coaching (at Time Point 1), and Coaching Effectiveness (CE) as Rated by Coachees.
*5 p , .05, ** 5 p , .01 and, ***5 p , .001 (Sample sizes of the correlations are displayed within the parentheses).
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Hypothesis 6 was supported as well. To check for
any effects of executive coaching on personality, we
asked participants in both cohorts to complete the
Hogan personality instruments twice, at Time Points
1 and2; that is, before the secondcohort had received
any coaching. First, we tested whether any of the
HDS dimensions were significantly different be-
tween the two measurements, which was only the

case for one dimension in 56 (7 HPI, 10MVPI, and 11
HDS, times 2 cohorts); namely, HDS “Diligent,”
which became significantly lower in the second
measurement for Cohort 2, p , 0.05.

When the personality differences were correlated
with coachee-estimated outcomes as perceived at T2
(i.e., after coaching), we found a few significant ef-
fects in the experimental group:

TABLE 7
Relationships Between “Bright Side”Personality Factors (HPI, 1stMeasurement,At TimePoint 1) andCoaching Effectiveness

CE as Rated by Coachees, Coaches, and Line Managers Over All Time Points.

Coachee CE Coach CE Line Manager CE

T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3

Adjustment .09 (148) .16 (134) .14 (127) — .43** (53) .01 (76) .10 (121) -.09 (92) .06 (104)
Ambition .30*** (148) .17 (134) .20* (127) — -.03 (53) .02 (76) .14 (121) .06 (92) .08 (104)
Sociability .11 (148) -.03 (134) -.05 (127) — .18 (53) -.07 (76) -.06 (121) -.04 (92) -.10 (104)
Interpersonal Sensitivity .16* (148) .09 (134) .06 (127) — .49*** (53) .07 (76) .02 (121) -.10 (92) .02 (104)
Prudence .00 (148) .06 (134) .05 (127) — .10 (53) .04 (76) -.05 (121) -.10 (92) -.16 (104)
Inquisitive -.01 (148) -.03 (134) .09 (127) — -.08 (53) -.07 (76) .09 (121) -.27** (92) -.10 (104)
Learning Approach -.06 (148) .07 (134) .17 (127) — .35** (53) .15 (76) .06 (121) -.02 (92) -.11 (104)

Note: Table 7 shows Pearson’s correlations betweenHoganPersonality Inventory (HPI) factors of coachee and coaching effectiveness (CE) as
rated by the coachee, based on both Cohorts 1 and 2.

*5 p , .05, ** 5 p , .01, and ***5 p , .001. (Sample sizes of the correlations are displayed within the brackets)

TABLE 6
Relationships Between Coaching Behaviors Measured by the Coaching Behaviors Questionnaire (CBQ), Rated by Coachees
and Coaches, and Coachee-Rated Working Alliance (WAI) and Coaching Effectiveness (CE), as Expressed by Multiple Re-
gression Analysis (R2) With Unstandardized Beta Values Of Coachee- and Coach-Rated CBQ Scales T2,With Coachee-Rated

WAI T2 And T3 and CE T2 And T3.

Coachee
CBQ

T2 WAI
Task

T2 WAI
Bond

T2 WAI
Goal

T3 WAI
Task

T3 WAI
Bond

T3 WAI
Goal

T2 Coachee
CE

T3 Coachee
CE

CBQ (r2) .32*** .33*** .26** .24 .27** .23* .12 .21*
Confronting .04** .02* .03 .02 .01 .02 .02 .03*
Informing -.01 -.01 -.01 -.04 -.07** -.03 .00 -.05*
Prescribing -.04* -.05** -.04** -.04 -.04** -.04* -.02 -.01
Releasing .00 -.01 -.01 -.03 -.05* -.01 .00 -.02
Supporting .03** .03 .03* .01 .02 .02 .03* .02

Coach CBQ T2 WAI
Task

T2 WAI
Bond

T2 WAI
Goal

T3 WAI
Task

T3 WAI
Bond

T3 WAI
Goal

T2 Coachee
CE

T3 Coachee
CE

CBQ (r2) .13 .15 .15 .19 .23 .15 .21 .27*
Confronting -.08 -.09 -.07 -.02 -.04* -.01 -.10 -.04*
Exploring -.09 -.09 -.08 -.03 -.03 -.02 -.11 -.04
Informing -.09 -.11 -.09 .01 -.03 .01 -.12 -.03
Prescribing -.11 -.12 -.11 -.02 -.02 -.01 -.15 -.05
Releasing -.07 -.08 -.06 .03 .11 .03 -.09 .03
Supporting -.08 -.07 -.06 -.01 -.02 .00 -.10 -.03

Note: T2 regressions had an n of 73 T3 regressions had an n of 58. The second part shows multiple regressions of coach CBQ scales T2,
Coachee WAI T2 (n 5 43) and T3 (n5 42), Coachee CE T2 and T3 (n 5 44).
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(1) HPI Prudence goes up with higher outcome, r 5
0.28 (n 5 54, p , 0.05)

(2) HDS Excitable goes down with higher outcome,
r 5 – 0.29 (n 5 54, p , 0.05)

These are some first indications that executive
coaching can have an effect on personality, particu-
larly as these correlations were not observed in the
control group. The effect seems consistent because
Prudence negatively correlates with Excitable (with
r 5 – 0.32 according to the Hogan statistical guide). It
seems that effective coaching has a small but signifi-
cant calming, balancing, and responsibility-enhancing
effect on personality. Because we use a measure that
stretches over both time points, we know that the sig-
nificant correlations found indicate causality; that is,
executivecoachingprogressivelymakes adifference to
personality measures. However, we need to remain
cautious about these results, as applying the Bonfer-
roni correction would make them both insignificant.

DISCUSSION

The analysis confirms Hypotheses 1 to 6 on the im-
pact of “common factors” on CE. We have found
strong indications that the coaching relationship
WAI as rated by both the coach and coachee corre-
lates with coach- and coachee-rated CE to a consid-
erable degree. This confirms work that was done
by Baron and Morin (2009), Boyce et al. (2010),
De Haan et al. (2013, 2016) and others as summa-
rized inGraßmann et al. (2019),whileGessnitzer and
Kauffeld (2015) have also demonstrated a significant
correlation between observer ratings of the working
alliance in the first session and coachee-rated out-
come after the final session. Similar to Gessnitzer and
Kauffeld, we have found strong indications that WAI
as rated by the coachee predicts CE estimates at later
times (seeTable 4).Wehave also found indications that
coachee self-efficacy, psychological well-being, resil-
ience, and social-support all correlate with coach- and
coachee-rated CE, and that psychological well-being
and social support themselves grow as a result of
coaching. Finally, we have found very little evidence
for a differential impact of specific coaching behaviors
on coach- or coachee-rated CE. This means our results
are alignedwith those summarized by Graßmann et al.
(2019) regarding the coaching relationship; those by
Stewart et al. (2008) in the area of self-efficacy; those by
Grant et al. (e.g., 2009, 2010) related to well-being even
if theirs is a different; namely,morework-related,well-
beingscale; and thosebyDeHaanetal. (2011) regarding
coaching behaviors.

Confirmation That Executive Coaching Can Be an
Effective Intervention

Figure 2 gives us strong evidence that executive
coaching can be an effective intervention; not only in
the eyes of the coachees, but also in the eyes of their
line managers (see Figure 2b), confirming meta-
analysis studies such as Jones et al. (2015). By using a
randomized control group, we know that the effec-
tiveness can be attributed to the intervention itself.
Moreover, thanks to measuring effectiveness through
the eyes of coaches, coachees, and line managers, we
know that the finding is robust against same-source
bias (admittedly, to an extent these three parties will
influence each other; however, they have given their
estimates entirely independently). The fact that we
have foundsuch large effect sizes (d larger than1)may
have something to do with the waiting-list control
group design (e.g., MacKie, 2014, found very similar
effect sizes with such a design). Although the study
was undertakenwithin the healthcare industry (as in
Grant et al., 2009), we believe that these findings are
globally generalizable overmany industries, because
the coachees were globally mobile, senior- and
mostly general managers, not technical healthcare
experts.

Active Ingredients Such as Coaching Relationship,
Coachee “Preparedness,” and Personality Are
Confirmed

We suggest that industrial buyers can feel reassured
that coaching is generally avery effective intervention
as reviewed by coachees and their line managers, in
such a way that it may warrant investment for devel-
opment, but also that this effectiveness depends on a
strong match between coach and coachee; that is, a
strong coaching relationship. Because the working
alliance as rated by the coachee also predicts esti-
mates at later times (see Table 4), we maintain that
matching is best done by the coachee him- herself, on
the basis of a chemistry meeting or trial session and
not byHRor other intermediaries (more evidence that
demographics or external matching make no differ-
ence to CE can be found in Boyce et al., 2010; Page &
De Haan, 2014; and Bozer et al., 2015).

We have also found a significant (even if smaller)
prediction of outcomes by coachee-related factors
such as resilience, self-efficacy, perceived social
support, andmentalwell-being, all factors indicating
a good “preparedness” for the impact of coaching
(this extends earlier results by Stewart et al., 2008;
andDeHaan et al., 2013, 2016, which focused on self-
efficacy only). Finally, we confirm the relationship
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between coachee personality and outcome for some
well-researched personality factors (namely Adjust-
ment, Ambition, and Interpersonal sensitivity, see
Table 7, confirming results by Stewart et al., 2008).
These findings are relatively small and not consistent
over all times and sources, so it is too early to try and
interpret them.

First Indications That Coaching May Play a Role in
Preventing Leadership Derailment

Even if only as a first indication, we can report that
executive-coaching effectiveness as seen by the
coacheewas significantly correlatedwith changes in
two personality measures; namely, Prudence and
Excitable. Prudence rises significantly while Excit-
able lowers in the experimental group. Thismay be a
single, coherent impact of coaching because the two
measures are inversely related (with a correlation of
about –0.32, see Hogan & Hogan, 1997). If we look at
the meaning of these measures (see Appendix), we
find that the leaders being coached are becoming
more self-disciplined, responsible, or conscientious
while becoming lessmoody, annoyed, hard to please,
or emotionally volatile. Executive coaching seems to
have a demonstrable calming or containing effect,
which is exactly what it sets out to do in being a
conversational, reflective practice. This result con-
firms a large-scale meta-analysis study into the effect
of psychotherapy on personality traits, which has re-
ported midsize effects (d 5 0.37) that persist over
substantial periods after treatment of similar person-
ality traits, such as emotional stability and extraver-
sion (Roberts, Luo, Briley, Chow, Su, & Hill, 2017).

At this point, we do not know if coaching does have
the capacity to change the bright or dark sides of per-
sonality, or if coachingonlyaffectsmoodstates insuch
a way that the coachee only “feels” better or calmer.
We also do not know which aspects of coaching re-
lationships help most to produce the measured
changes. All we know is that measurable adjustments
on rigorous psychometrics do occur in our sample.
The case could be that coachees are generally calmer
or uplifted by the coaching sessions; however, in that
case, we would have expected more effects on other
personality dimensions as well. Moreover, Roberts
et al. (2017) make a plausible case that in their very
large sample (N5 20,024), personality traitshavebeen
changed substantially and robustly, a change that
could not be explained by mood changes.

Another possibility is that coachees may have
received new insight that sensitized them to their
habitual responses, so that they became more self-

aware, adaptive, or self-regulated in general ways,
without fundamentally changing their deeper “per-
sonalities.” We argue this would still change their
reputation in the workplace in a positive manner, so
at least their personalities as perceived by others
would be affected positively. Moreover, the tools we
used, the HPI and HDS, are well known for measur-
ing lasting reputations in the workplace.

Another area for speculation and in the future for
possible research is asking what exactly contributes
to the realized changes in these “personality derail-
ers?”We conjecture that to make an impact on these
deeper levels of personality in such a short time
frame, a combination of substantial safety, trust, and
intimacy with direct, frank, and robust challenge
would have been required. This may help us to
conceptualize coaching for leaders as a deeply sup-
porting (or, more technically, “containing”) and ro-
bustly challenging intervention. Interestingly, we
have also found Supporting and Confronting to be
the only coach behaviors scored by the coachees as
significantly andpositively correlatedwith theirWAI
scores (see Table 6 for T2). If support and challenge
are indeed important, that finding would argue
against purely facilitative coaching approaches such
as those promoted by prominent coach associations
(e.g., the International Coach Federation) and coach-
ing handbooks (e.g., Whitmore, 1992).

SUMMARY

In summary, we believe this research can help po-
tential buyers of coaching (HR, line managers, and
Learning & Development professionals) in four dif-
ferent ways: first, executive coaching appears to be a
significantly effective intervention in the coachees’
view, as well as independently in their line man-
agers’; second, some of this effectiveness has an
impact on deeper layers of the leader’s personality;
third, effectiveness depends to a large extent on the
strength of the working alliance between coach and
coachee; and fourth, coaching effectiveness can be
further improved by coachees being mentally pre-
pared, resilient, and motivated, while coaching in
turn improves their well-being and sense of support
in a virtuous circle.

LIMITATIONS

Some limitations of our study have to be acknowl-
edged. First, participants experienced both individual
and group coaching, and some had a few con-
versations with senior-level managers, which pose
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potentially confounding effects on the outcomes.
Hence, some of the CE gains may have arisen from
additional management support, rather than the
impact of the coaching itself. Furthermore, even
though we asked explicitly about the effects of in-
dividual coaching on outcomes, the reported effects
may just as well have been reached by group
coaching as by individual coaching. At least we can
guarantee that no training or teaching took part
within this organizational intervention, so we are
convinced that effects found should be ascribed to
coaching (and perhaps management conversations
prompted by the program).

Second, same-source bias is expected in some
of the reported effects (when coachee measures
are compared). Even when different sources are
employed (e.g., coaches and line managers), one has
to bear in mind that these other sources were both
contributing to the intervention, for example, at the
triangular meetings beginning and ending the coach-
ing, so they were not fully independent.

Third, the sample sizes of some measurements
were lower than would be hoped, mainly because of
the attrition rate of responses from both the experi-
mental and control groups, and from coaches and
line managers in particular. As Ward et al. (2017)
suggest, attrition (and careless responses,whichmay
be related to attrition) are potential sources of bias in
online surveys. Their two studies found attrition and
careless responses relating to the Big-5 personality
traits and to bias. Conscientiousness, Extraversion,
Emotional Stability, and Agreeableness were signif-
icantly related to survey attrition and carelessness
resulting in significant differences between re-
spondents who carefully completed the survey and
those lost by way of attrition or careless response
screening (Wardet al., 2017).However, theyalso find
that carelessness is more of an overall trait and does
not vary at different time points. Moreover, the sig-
nificant effects of attrition only occur in Extraversion
and Emotional Stability, and for Emotional Stability
the effect is actually opposite the one we found for
Prudence andExcitable.Ward et al. (2017) found that
those who dropped out in their study are lower in
neuroticism, so one would imagine a less prudent
and more excitable population to remain in the
study. Our effects reported above are exactly in the
opposite direction.

Fourth, there are small risks of distortions through
researching exclusively female leaders and through
nested data: Some coaches had more than one
coachee, and some linemanagers hadmore than one
direct-report on the program. Also, there may be

nesting effects through geographies or divisions of
the company. After checking for multilevel effects,
we think these risks are small.Moreover, there is no
evidence in the literature for any sizable differ-
ences between men and women as coachees (the
only small, but significant differences thatwe know
of are in Bozer et al. 2015, and De Haan et al., 2016,
and we did check for gender effects in the coaching
relationships, but could not demonstrate any.

Fifth, there are limitations as to the generalizability
of the study sample to managers in other positions,
organizations, industries, and geographical regions.
Although we believe the kind of roles and re-
sponsibilities of the women leaders in the sample are
common to managerial roles in other large organiza-
tions,we acknowledge that other settingsmay contain
numerous unique factors that influence the effective-
ness of coaching interventions. Furthermore, while
our focus onwomen only enabled us to control for the
gender variable, itmay limit the generalizability of the
results to all managers, including male managers.

IMPLICATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Implications for Theory

More coaching theory is needed to conceptualize
how this highly tailored, empathetic, supportive,
and yet challenging, thoroughly confidential in-
tervention might have an impact on those deeper
levels of the personality. What is it about coaching
that makes it such a promising and effective
leadership-development tool in the presence of
pressures such as high anxiety, high stress, or pow-
erful projections? Seniormanagers aremost prone to
those pressures, as Kaiser, LeBreton, and Hogan
(2015) show by quoting studies demonstrating that
personality-derailment risks (as measured by the
Hogan HDS) are more prevalent in higher manage-
ment cadres. Kaiser and Kaplan (2006) suggest that
coachesmust be prepared to confront the subtle fears
of failure, inadequacy, and rejection that can cloud
the executive’s judgment and impair interactions
with subordinates andpeers.Weneedmore theory to
model and then test this kind of “tough love” that
combines the offer of a safe confidential space with
considerable challenge. However, given the methodo-
logical issueswe encountered in exploring personality
factors, we recommend that future research continues
exploring this issue using larger samples. We need
more theory about the impact of effective coaching on,
for example, performance and personality change of
the leader and how this affects thewider organization,
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following initial qualitative studies such as, for ex-
ample, by Swart and Harcup (2013). Levenson (2009)
argues that even if coaching may be demonstrated to
work on personality derailment (such as is the case
with our sample), that does not necessarily demon-
strate a positive impact on business results or orga-
nizational context. So, what is needed is more
research, but also crisp, verifiable theory that brings
management stress and anxiety, executive coaching
outcomes, well-being, resilience, mindfulness, per-
sonality derailers, and performance measures in the
workplace together in a single, testablemodel similar
to our Figure 1. Such a model could be based on the
large, existing research body regarding the impact of
mindfulness through well-being on performance (see
for a recent example and summary relevant to man-
agement education, Lomas,Medina, Ivtzan, Rupprecht,
& Eiroa-Orosa, 2017).

Implications for Practice

These findings extend past work to provide research
that may help guide the coaching industry and
the development of evidence-based approaches to
coaching, aswell as inform the choices that aremade
in the recruitment, development, deployment, and
matching of executive coaches (as e.g., summarized
in Wycherley & Cox, 2008). This study clearly dem-
onstrates effectiveness of coaching on objective
measures with the help of a randomized controlled
trial design. Given this effectiveness, the added costs
and time associated with executive coachingmay be
viewed by organizations as acceptable. However, we
agree with Nieminen et al. (2013) that the potentially
longer time horizons associated with such in-
terventions may not be appropriate in organizations
with more immediate leadership needs and a wider
target population. On a practical level, coaches can
learn to look into their coachee’s “preparedness” for
coaching: their motivation, support, and mental
well-being generally, and in the initial contracting
conversations, advise coachees to look after or be
aware of those aspects as well. Second, coaches
should keep inquiring into the quality of theworking
alliance, particularly from the perspective of their
coachees, as it is such an important predictor of ef-
fectiveness. Third, coacheswoulddowell todevelop
their support and challenge, and perhaps not be
afraidof thesemorepersonal, yet risky interventions,
because coachees do relate these to a stronger alli-
ance, and they may also be related to the helpful ef-
fects we have found on the leader’s personality. After
all, executive coaching (together with psychotherapy

and counseling, see Roberts et al., 2017) may be the
only intervention at our disposal within the broader
field of leadership education and organizational de-
velopment, that is customized (“tailored”), supportive,
and challenging enough to develop the leader’s per-
sonality and reputation in the workplace to make a
real, meaningful difference for many colleagues and
clients, and even entire teams and organizations, at
that relatively deep, personal level.

Future Research

There is still a lively debate in the coachingprofession
around the question of whether coaching is effective
at all (see e.g., Briner, 2012). So first, we recommend
more and larger scale RCT studies to (dis-) confirm
and deepen the findings of this study. Although one
of the unique contributions here was measurement
at three time points, we recommend that in future
studies more time points, including follow-up mea-
surements, are considered so that the long-term pre-
dictive value of the active ingredients canbe assessed.
This would also help in establishing whether (a) in-
dependent variables such as “preparedness” and
“working alliance” only drive baseline levels of ef-
fectiveness (the so-called intercept); that is, general
coachability, or do they also have an impact on the
slope of the learning curve through coaching, the ac-
tual addedvalue of coachingper session, andwhether
(b) there are key turning points in sessions that lead to
overall effectiveness and where they might lie in the
coaching journey. Second, we need more studies ex-
ploring thenature of thedemonstratedchanges through
coaching. This could help to find out more about the
directionality of the effect (e.g., with self-efficacy, well-
being, and perceived social support we now know that
the effect is probably bidirectional). Third, we recom-
mend better (personality-based aswell as performance-
related) outcome variables to make this demonstration
more convincing. Fourth, we recommend that future
studies start unpacking the differential effects of group
and individual coaching that we had to conflate some-
what here. This would be interesting to do for organi-
zational context andcultureaswell, to check if there is a
moderating factor in terms of the industry, culture, or
nationalities participating in the coaching setting.

REFERENCES

Athanasopoulou, A., & Dopson, S. 2018. A systematic re-
view of executive coaching outcomes: Is it the journey
or the destination that matters the most? Leadership
Quarterly, 29(1): 70-88.

20 DecemberAcademy of Management Learning & Education



Anderson,S.L.,&Betz,N.E.2001.Sourcesof social self-efficacy
expectations: Their measurement and relation to career
development. JournalofVocationalBehavior, 58: 98-117.

Armstrong, S. J. 2011. From the Editors: Continuing our
quest formeaningful impact onmanagement practice.
Academy of Management Learning & Education,
19(2): 181–187.

Baron, L., & Morin, L. 2009. The coach-coachee relation-
ship in executive coaching: A field study. Human
Resource Development Quarterly, 20: 85–106.

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. 1986. The moderator–
mediator variable distinction in social psychological
research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical con-
siderations. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 51: 1173–1182.

Blackman, A.,Morsardo, G., &Gray, D. E. 2016. Challenges
for the theory and practice of business coaching: A
systematic review of empirical evidence. Human Re-
source Development Review, 15(4): 459–486.

Bollen, K. A. 1989. Structural equations with latent var-
iables. New York: Wiley.

Boyce, L. A., Jackson, R. J., & Neal, L. J. 2010. Building
successful leadership coaching relationships: Exam-
ining impact of matching criteria in a leadership
coaching program. Journal of Management Devel-
opment, 29: 914–931.

Bozer, G., Baek-Kyoo, J., & Santora, J. C. 2015. Executive
coaching: Does coach-coachee matching based on
similarity really matter? Consulting Psychology
Journal, 67(3): 218–233.

Bozer, G., Sarros, J. C., & Santora, J. C. 2013. The role of
coachee characteristics in executive coaching for ef-
fective sustainability. Journal of Management De-
velopment, 32(3): 277–294.

Briner, R. B. 2012. Does coaching work and does anyone re-
ally care?Occupational Psychology Matters, 16: 4–11.

Bryson, A., Forth, J., & Stokes, L. 2014. Does worker well-
being affect workplace performance? Department for
Business Innovation & Skills. Retrieved from https://
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/366637/bis-14-1120-does-
worker-wellbeing-affect-workplace-performance-
final.pdf

Chen, F. F. 2007. Sensitivity of goodness of fit indexes to
lack ofmeasurement invariance.Structural Equation
Modeling, 14(3): 464–504.

Cheung, G. W., & Rensvold, R. B. 2002. Evaluating good-
ness-of-fit indexes for testingmeasurement invariance.
Structural Equation Modeling, 9(2): 233–255.

Dahling, J. J., Taylor, S. T., Chau, S. L., & Dwight, S. A.
2016. Does coaching matter? A multilevel model link-
ing managerial coaching skill and frequency to sales
goal attainment. Personnel Psychology, 69: 863–894.

DeHaan, E. 2008.Relational coaching – Journeys towards
mastering one-to-one learning. Chichester: Wiley.

De Haan, E., & Duckworth, A. 2013. Signaling a new trend
in coaching outcome research. International Coach-
ing Psychology Review, 8(1): 6–20.

De Haan, E., & Nilsson, V. 2017. Evaluating coaching be-
havior in managers, consultants and coaches: A
model, questionnaire, and initial findings.Consulting
Psychology Journal, 69(4): 315–333.

De Haan, E., Bertie, C., Day, A., & Sills, C. 2010. Critical
moments of clients of coaching: Towards a ‘client
model’ of executive coaching. Academy of Manage-
ment Learning & Education, 5(2): 109–128.

De Haan, E., Culpin, V., & Curd, J. 2011. Executive
coaching in practice: What determines helpfulness for
clients of coaching? Personnel Review, 40(1): 24–44.

De Haan, E., Duckworth, A., Birch, D., & Jones, C. 2013.
Executive coaching outcome research: The contribu-
tion of common factors such as relationship, person-
ality match, and self-efficacy. Consulting Psychology
Journal, 65(1): 40–57.

De Haan, E., Grant, A., Burger, Y., & Eriksson, P.-O. 2016. A
large-scale study of executive coaching outcome: The
relative contributions of working relationship, person-
ality match, and self-efficacy. Consulting Psychology
Journal: Practice and Research, 68(3): 189–207.

Digman, J.M.1990. Personality structure: Emergenceof the
Five FactorModel.AnnualReviewofPsychology, 41:
417–440.

Duijts, S. F. A., Kant, I., Van den Brandt, P. A., & Swaen,
G. M. H. 2008. Effectiveness of a preventive coaching
intervention for employees at risk for sickness absence
due to psychosocial health complaints: Results of a
randomized controlled trial. Journal of Occupational
and Environmental Medicine, 50(7): 765–776.

Ely, K., Boyce, L. A., Nelson, J. K., Zaccaro, S. J., Hernez-
Broome, G., & Whyman, W. 2010. Evaluating leader-
ship coaching: A review and integrated framework.
The Leadership Quarterly, 21(4): 585–599.

Evers, W. J. G., Brouwers, A., & Tomic, W. 2006. A quasi-
experimental study on management coaching effec-
tiveness.Consulting Psychology Journal, 58: 174–182.

Gessnitzer, S., & Kauffeld, S. 2015. The working alliance in
coaching: Why behavior is the key to success. The Jour-
nal of Applied Behavioral Science, 51(2): 177–197.

Grant, A. M. 2003. Towards a psychology of coaching: The
impact of coaching on metacognition, mental health
and goal attainment. Dissertation Abstracts In-
ternational Section B, 63: 6094 and downloadable at
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED478147.pdf.

Grant, A. M. 2014. The efficacy of executive coaching in
times of organisational change. Journal of Change
Management, 14(2): 258–280.

2019 21De Haan, Gray, and Bonneywell

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/366637/bis-14-1120-does-worker-wellbeing-affect-workplace-performance-final.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/366637/bis-14-1120-does-worker-wellbeing-affect-workplace-performance-final.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/366637/bis-14-1120-does-worker-wellbeing-affect-workplace-performance-final.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/366637/bis-14-1120-does-worker-wellbeing-affect-workplace-performance-final.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/366637/bis-14-1120-does-worker-wellbeing-affect-workplace-performance-final.pdf
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED478147.pdf


Grant, A. M., Curtayne, L., & Burton, G. 2009. Executive
coaching enhances goal attainment, resilience and
workplace well-being: A randomized controlled study.
The Journal of Positive Psychology, 4(5): 396–407.

Grant, A. M., Green, L. S., & Rynsaardt, J. 2010. De-
velopmental coaching for high school teachers: Exec-
utive coaching goes to school. Consulting Psychology
Journal, 62(3): 151–168.

Gray, D. E., & Goregaokar, H. 2010. Choosing an executive
coach: The influence of gender on the coach-coachee
matching process. Management Learning, 41(5):
525–544.

Graßmann, C., Schölmerich, F., & Schermuly, C. C. In
Press. The relationship between working alliance and
client outcomes in coaching: Ameta-analysis.Human
Relations.

Green, L. S., Grant, A. M., & Rynsaardt, J. 2007. Evidence-
based life coaching for senior high school students:
Building hardiness and hope. International Coach-
ing Psychology Review, 2(1): 24–32.

Green, L. S., Oades, L. G., & Grant, A. M. 2006. Cognitive-
behavioral, solution-focused life coaching: Enhancing
goal striving, well-being, and hope. The Journal of
Positive Psychology, 1(3): 142–149.

Grover, S., & Furnham, A. 2016. Coaching as a de-
velopmental intervention in organisations: A system-
atic review of its effectiveness and the mechanisms
underlying it. PLoS One, 11(7): 1–41.

Hogan, R., & Hogan, J. 1997. Hogan development survey
manual. Tulsa, OK: Hogan Assessment Systems.

Hogan, R., & Kaiser, R. B. 2005. What we know about lead-
ership. Review of General Psychology, 9(2): 169–180.

Hooijberg, R., & Lane,N. 2009.Usingmultisource feedback
coaching effectively in executive education. Acad-
emy of Management Learning & Education, 8(4):
483–493.

Horvath, A. O., & Greenberg, L. S. 1986. The development
of the Working Alliance Inventory: A research hand-
book. In L. S. Greenberg & W. Pinsoff (Eds.), Psycho-
therapeutic processes: A research handbook. New
York: Guilford Press.

Horvath, A. O., & Marx, R. W. 1990. The development and
decay of the working alliance during time-limited coun-
selling. Canadian Journal of Counselling, 24: 240–259.

Horvath, A. O., & Symonds, B. D. 1991. Relation between
working alliance and outcome in psychotherapy: A
meta-analysis. Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 61: 561–573.

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. 1999. Cutoff criteria for fit indexes
in covariance structure analysis: Conventional criteria
versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Mod-
eling, 6(4): 1–55.

ICF 2016. Global Coaching Study - International Coach
Federation ICF. [Accessed 7 October 2017 at https://
coachfederation.org/2016study]

Jones, R., Woods, S., & Guillaume, Y. 2015. The effective-
ness of workplace coaching: A meta-analysis of
learning and performance outcomes from coaching.
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psy-
chology, 89(2): 249–277.

Kaiser, R. B., & Kaplan, R. E. 2006. The deeper work of exec-
utive development: Outgrowing sensitivities. Academy
of Management Learning & Education, 5: 463–483.

Kaiser, R. B., LeBreton, J. M., & Hogan, J. 2015. The dark
side of personality and extreme leader behavior. Ap-
plied Psychology, 64(1): 55–92.

Kenworthy, A. L., Passarelli, A., & Van Oosten, E. 2014.
Introduction: Coaching and positive emotions: Ex-
ploring a collection of resources in the health and
wellness domain. Academy of Management Learn-
ing & Education, 13(2): 290–292.

Kets de Vries, M. F. R. 2006. The leader on the couch: A
clinical approach to changing people and organi-
zations. Chichester, UK: Wiley.

Ladegard, G., & Gjerde, S. 2014. Leadership coaching,
leader role-efficacy and trust in subordinates.Amixed
methods study assessing leadership coaching as a
leadership development tool. The Leadership Quar-
terly, 25(4): 631–646.

Levenson, A. 2009. Measuring and maximizing the busi-
ness impact of executive coaching. Consulting Psy-
chology Journal, 61(2): 103–121.

Liu, X., & Batt, R. 2010. How supervisors influence per-
formance: A multilevel study of coaching and group
management in technology-mediated services. Per-
sonnel Psychology, 63: 265–298.

Lomas, T., Medina, J. C., Ivtzan, I., Rupprecht, S., & Eiroa-
Orosa, F. J. 2017. The impact of mindfulness on the
wellbeing andperformance of educators: A systematic
review of the empirical literature. Teaching and
Teacher Education, 61: 132–141.

Luszczynska, A., Scholz, U., & Schwarzer, R. 2005. The
general self-efficacy scale: Multicultural validation
studies. The Journal of Psychology, 139(5): 439–457.

MacKie, D. 2014. The effectiveness of strength-based ex-
ecutive coaching in enhancing full range leadership
development: A controlled study. Consulting Psy-
chology Journal, 66(2): 118–137.

Martin, D. J., Garske, J. P., & Davis, M. K. 2000. Relation of
the therapeutic alliance with outcome and other var-
iables: A meta-analytic review. Journal of Consulting
and Clinical Psychology, 68: 438–450.

McDermott, M., Levenson, A., & Newton, S. 2007. What
coaching can and cannot do for your organization
Human Resource Planning, 30(2): 30–37.

22 DecemberAcademy of Management Learning & Education

https://coachfederation.org/2016study
https://coachfederation.org/2016study


Moen, F., & Skaalvik, E. 2009. The effect from executive
coaching on performance psychology. International
Journal ofEvidenceBasedCoachingandMentoring,
7(2): 31–49.

Myers, I. B., McCaulley, M. H., Quenk, N. L., & Hammer,
A. L. 1998. MBTI manual. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting
Psychologists Press.

Nelson, E., & Hogan, R. 2009. Coaching on the dark side.
International Coaching Psychology Review, 4: 7–19.

Nieminen, L. G., Smerek, R., Kotrba, L., & Denison, D.
2013. What does an executive coaching intervention
add beyond facilitatedmultisource feedback? Effects
on leader self-ratings and perceived effectiveness.
Human Resource Development Quarterly, 24(2):
145–176.

O’Neil, D. A., Hopkins, M. M., & Bilimoria, D. 2015. A
framework for developing women leaders: Applica-
tions to executive coaching. The Journal of Applied
Behavioral Science, 51(2): 253–276.

Page, N., & De Haan, E. 2014. Does coaching work? . . . and
if so, how? The Psychologist, 27(8): 582–586.

Passmore, J., & Rehman, H. 2012. Coaching as a learning
methodology: A mixed methods study in driver de-
velopment. A randomized controlled trial and the-
matic analysis. International Coaching Psychology
Review, 7(2): 166–184.

Passmore & Theeboom T. 2015. Coaching psychology: A
journey of development in research. In L. E. Van
Zyl, M. W. Stander, & A. Odendal (Eds.), Coaching
psychology: Meta‐theoretical perspectives and ap-
plications in multi‐cultural contexts. New York, NY:
Springer.

Passmore, J., & Velez, M. J. 2012. Coaching fleet drivers: A
randomized controlled trial (RCT) of short coaching
interventions to improve driver safety in fleet drivers.
The Coaching Psychologist, 8(1): 20–26.

Ridler Report. 2016. The Ridler Report 2016. Avaiblable
http://www.ridlerandco.com/ridler-report/. (Last Access
12/11/2019).

Roberts, B. W., Luo, J., Briley, D. A., Chow, P. I., Su, R., &
Hill, P. L. 2017. A systematic review of personality
trait change through intervention. Psychological
Bulletin, 143(2): 117–141.

Roehrle, B., & Strouse, J. 2008. Influence of social sup-
port on success of therapeutic interventions: A meta-
analytic review. Psychotherapy (Chicago, Ill.), 45(4):
464–476.

Safran, J. D., Crocker, P., McMain, S., & Murray, P. 1990.
Therapeutic alliance rupture as a therapy event for
empirical investigation. Psychotherapy (Chicago,
Ill.), 27: 154–165.

Safran, J. D., Muran, C. J., & Wallner Samstag, L. 1993.
Resolving therapeutic ruptures: A task analytic

investigation. In A. O. Horvath & L. S. Greenberg
(Eds.), The working alliance: Theory, research, and
practice. New York: Wiley.

Sherer, M., Maddux, J. E., Mercandante, B., Dunn, P.,
Jacobs, B., & Rogers, R. W. 1982. The self-efficacy
scale: Construction and validation. Psychological
Reports, 51: 663–671.
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APPENDIX

A more detailed description of all dimensions in
the Coaching Behaviors Questionnaire and the Ho-
gan Personality Suite:

(1) TheAshridgeCoachingBehaviorsQuestionnaire
is based on a model of “six categories of interven-
tions” proposed by John Heron and looks at
coaching skills and behaviors in a broad sense:
a. Prescribing: giving directions, advice, and

recommendations to the learner/client.
b. Informing: giving information andknowledge

to the learner/client.
c. Confronting: challenging the learner/client’s

assumptions; stimulating their awareness of
their own behavior, attitudes, or beliefs.

d. Releasing: helping the learner/client to release
tension, and todischargeor come to termswith
emotions that are blocking progress.

e. Exploring: helping the learner/client to self-
discovery, to self-directed learning, and to
owning and solving his or her own problems,
without becoming involved in the learning or
change oneself as a coach.

f. Supporting: building the learner/client’s self-
esteem, self-confidence, and self-respect.

(2) TheHogan Personality Inventory (HPI) describes
normal, or bright-side personality qualities that
describe how we relate to others when we are at
our best. This questionnaire uses forced-choice
206 items to map 7 scales:
a. Adjustment: confidence, self-esteem, and

composure under pressure
b. Ambition: initiative, competitiveness, and

desire for leadership roles
c. Sociability: gregariousness, and need for so-

cial interaction
d. Interpersonal Sensitivity: tact, perceptive-

ness, ability to maintain relationships
e. Prudence: self-discipline, responsibility and

conscientiousness
f. Inquisitive: imagination, curiosity, and crea-

tive potential
g. Learning Approach: achievement-oriented,

up-to-date on business matters
(3) The Hogan Development Survey (HDS) focuses

on a person’s tendencies when under stress, to
answer the question: “What tendencies could
derail this individual’s career or performance?”
This questionnaire uses 168 items to map 11
derailment tendencies:
a. Excitable: moody, easily annoyed, hard to

please, emotionally volatile
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b. Skeptical: distrustful, cynical, sensitive to
criticism, focused on the negative

c. Cautious: unassertive, resistant to change,
slow to make decisions

d. Reserved: aloof, indifferent to the feeling of
others, uncommunicative

e. Leisurely: overtly cooperative, but privately
irritable, stubborn, uncooperative

f. Bold: overly self-confident, arrogant, inflated
feelings of self-worth

g. Mischievous: charming, risk-taking, limit-
testing and excitement-seeking

h. Colorful: dramatic, attention-seeking, inter-
ruptive, poor listening skills

i. Imaginative: creative, but thinking and acting
in unusual or eccentric ways

j. Diligent: meticulous, precise, hard to please,
tends to micromanage

k. Dutiful: eager to please and reluctant to act
independently

(4) TheMotives, Values, Preferences Inventory (MVPI),
whichdescribespersonality fromtheinside: thecore

goals, values, drivers, and interests that determine
what we desire and strive to attain. This question-
naire uses 200 items tomap 10 personalmotivators:
a. Recognition: responsive to attention, ap-

proval, and praise
b. Power: desiring success, accomplishment,

status, and control
c. Hedonism: orientated for fun, pleasure, and

enjoyment
d. Altruistic: wanting to help others and con-

tribute to society
e. Affiliation: enjoying and seeking out social

interaction
f. Tradition: dedicated to strong personal beliefs
g. Security: needing predictability, structure,

and order
h. Commerce: interested in money, profits, in-

vestment, and business opportunities
i. Aesthetics: needing self-expression, concerned

overlook, feel, and design of work products
j. Science: wanting knowledge, research, tech-

nology, and data
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