[image: Description: :::::::Desktop:In progress desktop:TRINITY SAINT DAVID:logo:TSD_logo2010.jpg]
Applied Leadership and Management in the Workplace
Module Assignment Submission 

	Student Name:
	Whitney Davies

	Student Number:
	2329046

	Module No:
	BMSK6008

	Module Title:
	Coaching and Mentoring


Statement of Confirmation of Authenticity
By the act of making this submission, the student declares that this is the work of the student named above. The work has not, in whole or in part, been knowingly presented elsewhere for assessment, or where assessment has been built on a previous assessment, this has been identified. Where materials have been used from other sources it has been properly acknowledged. If this statement is untrue, the student acknowledges that an assessment offence has been committed.
Attention is drawn to the plagiarism and unfair practice policies of both the University and of ILM.


Table of Contents
Introduction	3
Definitions	3
Shared Developmental Foundations	4
Key Differences	4
Directive vs Non-Directive Philosophy	4
Timeframe and Scope	4
Power, Influence and Ethical Risk	5
Synthesis	5
Knowledge, Skills, Attitudes and Behaviours of an Effective Workplace Coach	5
Knowledge: Ethical and Contextual Understanding	5
Core Skills: Facilitating Autonomy and Accountability	6
Creating Psychological Safety and Managing Challenge	6
Attitudes: Ethical Restraint and Boundary Management	7
Behaviours: Reinforcing Accountability and Preventing Dependency	8
Critical Reflection: Ethical Coaching in Practice	8
Critically Assessing a Coaching Model for Use in the Workplace	9
The Importance of Structured Coaching Models in Organisational Practice	9
Application of the GROW Model in a Workplace Coaching Situation	9
Comparison with the GO MAD Coaching Framework	10
Comparison with the ACHIEVE Model	11
Contracting, Evaluation, and Organisational Effectiveness	11
Critical Evaluation	11
Conclusion	12
References	13





[bookmark: _1ci93xb][bookmark: _Toc225003150]Introduction
Coaching and mentoring are often presented as tools for performance improvement; however, their deeper purpose lies in enabling individuals to take ownership of their development within a safe and ethically grounded relationship. Foundational coaching literature emphasises that sustainable performance emerges not from instruction alone, but from raising awareness and reducing internal interference (Whitmore, 2017). In parallel, research on psychological safety highlights that individuals are more likely to engage in honest reflection and adaptive learning when they feel secure from judgement or reputational risk (Edmondson, 2019). Within this context, coaching and mentoring are best understood as structured developmental interventions rather than informal or ad hoc support mechanisms. 
Both involve defined roles, agreed objectives and intentional processes that facilitate growth over time. Whether through models such as GROW or staged mentoring relationships, these interventions provide a framework for reflection, challenge, and action. 
Their relevance has intensified in response to increasing workplace complexity. Contemporary organisations operate within rapidly changing technological, social, and economic environments, requiring employees to navigate ambiguity, cross-functional collaboration, and accelerated decision-making (CIPD, 2021). Alongside this, sustained performance pressures, and reduced tolerance for failure, particularly at senior levels, have heightened the emotional and cognitive demands placed upon leaders. Leadership transitions further amplify this vulnerability, as individuals move into roles requiring broader influence, strategic judgement, and relational capability. Within such contexts, coaching and mentoring provide protected space for reflection and adaptive learning, enabling resilient and responsible leadership practice.
Similarities and Differences Between Coaching and Mentoring
Coaching and mentoring are frequently positioned within organisations as interchangeable developmental tools. However, this simplification obscures important philosophical and practical distinctions. While both facilitate individual growth through structured dialogue, they differ in how authority, expertise and responsibility are conceptualised. Without conceptual clarity, organisations risk blurred boundaries, confused expectations, and inappropriate direction. Distinguishing between coaching and mentoring is essential to preserve accountability, psychological safety, and professional integrity.
[bookmark: _3whwml4][bookmark: _Toc225003151]Definitions
Coaching is most consistently defined as a non-directive developmental process in which responsibility for insight and action remains with the individual. Whitmore (2017) describes coaching as “unlocking a person’s potential to maximise their own performance”, emphasising disciplined questioning rather than instruction. The CIPD (2023) similarly positions coaching as a structured conversation enabling individuals to generate their own solutions. Central to this philosophy is autonomy: the coachee owns both goals and outcomes, while the coach provides containment, challenge, and accountability. 

Mentoring, by contrast, involves a more experienced practitioner supporting a less experienced individual through shared knowledge and perspective. Parsloe and Leedham (2009) define mentoring as enabling learning through experiential insight, while the CIPD (2023) highlights its longer-term and career-oriented nature. Unlike coaching, mentoring permits advice, feedback, and role modelling.
[bookmark: _Toc225003152]Shared Developmental Foundations 
Despite structural differences, coaching and mentoring share a developmental ethos. Both aim to enhance capability, strengthen self-awareness, and translate reflection into action. Neither operates as informal support; each relies on intentional dialogue grounded in agreed objectives and relational trust. 
Both align with adult learning theory, particularly Knowles’ (1984; Knowles et al., 2015) concept of andragogy, which positions adults as self-directed learners. While the coach facilitates reflection and the mentor may contribute expertise, neither assumes ownership of outcomes. This emphasis on learner accountability distinguishes both practices from directive supervision and training. 
Psychological safety further underpins both approaches. Edmondson (2019) argues that learning requires environments in which individuals can disclose uncertainty without fear of judgement. In both coaching and mentoring, confidentiality functions as an ethical foundation rather than procedural formality. Without trust, reflection becomes constrained and development superficial. 
[bookmark: _Toc225003153]Key Differences 
[bookmark: _Toc225003154]Directive vs Non-Directive Philosophy 
A central distinction concerns orientation toward expertise. Coaching is intentionally non-directive; the coach facilitates thinking without prescribing solutions (Whitmore, 2017; Grant, 2014). Accountability remains with the coachee, with the coach acting as a process facilitator rather than a subject-matter authority. Garvey, Stokes, and Megginson (2017) emphasise that coaching conversations should prioritise questioning and listening rather than advice giving, as this encourages individuals to develop their own understanding and solutions. Mentoring, by contrast, permits experiential guidance, with mentors recommending approaches or sharing professional strategies based on their own experience (Parsloe & Leedham, 2009; Clutterbuck, 2014). Coaching therefore assumes that solutions reside within the learner, whereas mentoring recognises the developmental value of transferred expertise. However, Garvey et al. (2017) note that strict non-directiveness is difficult to maintain in organisational settings, suggesting coaching often involves some degree of influence.
[bookmark: _Toc225003155]Timeframe and Scope 
Coaching engagements are typically time-bound and focused on defined performance or behavioural objectives (CIPD, 2023; Jones, Woods & Guillaume, 2016; Theeboom et al., 2014). Structured review reinforces accountability and targeted development. Mentoring relationships tend to evolve over longer periods, encompassing career progression and organisational navigation (Kram, 1985). The extended timeframe enables transmission of tacit knowledge (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995) but requires careful management to prevent dependency (Clutterbuck, 2014).
[bookmark: _2bn6wsx][bookmark: _Toc225003156]Power, Influence and Ethical Risk 
Relational power further differentiates coaching and mentoring. In coaching, particularly when externally contracted, the coach acts as process facilitator rather than subject-matter authority. However, coaching is not free from power dynamics; hierarchy, sponsorship and perceived expertise may influence disclosure and accountability. 
[bookmark: _Toc225003157]Mentoring more explicitly involves asymmetry of status and influence (Ragins & Kram, 2007). While this can accelerate development, it also introduces ethical risk, as the mentee may become dependent on the mentor’s perspective or adopt behaviours without critical reflection. Such dynamics can be understood through interpersonal role frameworks that attempt to explain patterns of interaction within developmental relationships. Earlier models such as the Drama Triangle (Karpman, 1968) describe roles of victim, rescuer and persecutor, but these have been criticised for oversimplifying complex workplace relationships and for labelling individuals in ways that may reduce personal agency. Contemporary coaching literature places greater emphasis on psychological safety, reflexivity and shared responsibility, recognising that development occurs through collaborative dialogue rather than fixed relational roles.
Synthesis 
Coaching and mentoring share a commitment to trust, accountability, and structured dialogue, yet diverge in philosophical stance, relational dynamics, and scope. Coaching remains facilitative and non-directive; mentoring integrates experiential guidance within a potentially asymmetrical relationship. These distinctions are foundational rather than semantic. Without clear differentiation, developmental interventions risk role confusion and ethical compromise. Conceptual clarity is therefore necessary before examining the knowledge, skills, attitudes, and behaviours required for effective coaching practice.
[bookmark: _Toc225003158]Knowledge, Skills, Attitudes and Behaviours of an Effective Workplace Coach 
[bookmark: _Toc225003159]Knowledge: Ethical and Contextual Understanding 
Coaching within organisational settings requires more than familiarity with structured models; it demands an informed understanding of ethical responsibility, adult learning, and organisational context. While frameworks such as Whitmore’s (2017) GROW model provide procedural structure, their value lies not in mechanical application but in safeguarding autonomy. Garvey et al. (2017) argue that coaching models function most effectively when used as guiding frameworks rather than rigid procedures, allowing the coach to adapt the conversation to the needs of the coachee. 
Effective coaching also draws upon adult learning theory. Knowles’ concept of andragogy emphasises that adults are self-directed, internally motivated, and experience-based learners (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2015). An ethical coach must therefore respect professional agency, recognising that growth emerges from reflection and ownership rather than instruction. When coaching becomes overly directive, there is a risk that development becomes dependent upon the coach rather than embedded within the individual. 
Crucially, coaching in organisational environments is shaped by the wider organisational context rather than occurring independently. Performance metrics, probation reviews, and hierarchical reporting structures shape the psychological conditions within which coaching operates. Ethical coaching practice therefore requires awareness of these contextual pressures. Without such awareness, coaching may become conflated with performance surveillance or managerial oversight. Understanding the broader organisational system allows the coach to preserve the developmental space while remaining transparent about structural realities. 
[bookmark: _Toc225003160]Core Skills: Facilitating Autonomy and Accountability 
[bookmark: _Toc225003161]Beyond theoretical knowledge, effective workplace coaching requires disciplined skill in facilitating reflective dialogue. Central to this is the strategic use of questioning. Rather than supplying solutions, the coach prompts cognitive ownership by encouraging the coachee to analyse situations independently. This approach strengthens decision-making capability and reduces reliance on external correction. Questioning is therefore not merely a conversational technique, but a deliberate intervention designed to enhance individual agency (Grant, 2014; Smither, 2011).
Some coaching approaches also draw on techniques associated with neuro-linguistic programming (NLP), which emphasises the role of language patterns in shaping perception and behaviour. However, the use of NLP within organisational coaching remains debated due to limited experimental support, reinforcing the importance of relying on evidence-based questioning techniques rather than prescriptive methods (Grant, 2014).
Feedback provision also forms a core coaching skill. Developmental feedback must balance affirmation with constructive challenge. After each task, strengths and developmental areas were reviewed, ensuring clarity of expectations while preserving confidence. This structured reflection enabled measurable growth, culminating in successful probation review and transition to autonomous project management. The outcome demonstrated that accountability, when embedded within supportive dialogue, enhances performance without compromising wellbeing.
Creating Psychological Safety and Managing Challenge 
Coaching effectiveness is heavily dependent upon the relational climate within which dialogue occurs. Edmondson (2019) and Kahn (1990) argue that psychological safety is a prerequisite for learning, as individuals must feel secure enough to acknowledge uncertainty and explore mistakes without fear of embarrassment or negative judgement. Organisational culture also plays a significant role in shaping this environment. Schein (2010) suggests that leadership behaviour, shared norms and workplace expectations influence whether individuals feel able to speak openly and engage in reflective dialogue. An effective workplace coach must therefore cultivate a non-judgemental and confidential environment in which reflective risk-taking becomes possible, while also remaining aware of the wider organisational context in which the coaching takes place. 
Confidentiality functions as a structural safeguard within coaching relationships. Without explicit agreement regarding what remains private and what may be shared within organisational reporting lines, trust is undermined and developmental dialogue becomes constrained. In workplace contexts where coaching intersects with performance evaluation systems, clarity regarding confidentiality boundaries becomes ethically essential. 
In practice, this requires active listening, behavioural consistency, and emotional regulation. The session discussion emphasised three pillars of effective coaching: non-judgement, non-criticism, and confidentiality. These behaviours reduce defensiveness and enable honest reflection. However, psychological safety does not eliminate challenge. Effective coaching involves calibrated challenge, questioning assumptions, surfacing blind spots, and reinforcing accountability while maintaining respect. 
Balancing safety and challenge demands nuanced interpersonal awareness. However, Schein (2010) argues that organisational culture may limit psychological safety regardless of the coach’s behaviour. Too little challenge risks superficial development, while excessive pressure may destabilise trust. The skilled coach therefore regulates emotional intensity, maintaining a climate where assumptions can be questioned without diminishing confidence. When effectively calibrated, psychological safety strengthens performance expectations rather than diluting them, supporting sustainable behavioural change within complex organisational environments. 
[bookmark: _Toc225003162]Attitudes: Ethical Restraint and Boundary Management 
While skills and knowledge are essential, coaching effectiveness rests upon professional attitude. Ethical coaching requires patience, humility, and disciplined restraint. The coach must resist the temptation to solve problems on behalf of the coachee, even when efficiency pressures encourage direct correction. Bachkirova (2016) argues that restraint requires ongoing reflexivity rather than simple adherence to coaching principles.
This skill was demonstrated in my own coaching practice when supporting a new employee during their initial period in the organisation. Although the individual had completed formal induction training, operational competence still required further structured support. Rather than correcting errors directly, I adopted a questioning approach, asking where relevant data could be located, how it should be interpreted and which stakeholders required communication. This method required restraint, as immediate correction would have been more efficient.
Boundary management further reflects ethical disposition. While rapport and warmth are beneficial, blurred personal boundaries risk compromising objectivity. Maintaining professionalism until formal closure ensures that the developmental relationship remains purposeful rather than socially entangled. Following the conclusion of structured coaching, relationships may evolve, but the transition must be intentional rather than assumed. 
Maintaining ethical boundaries is essential to effective coaching practice. Professional coaching bodies emphasise the importance of confidentiality, role clarity, and informed consent to protect the integrity of the coaching relationship (International Coaching Federation, 2021; EMCC, 2022). Without clear boundaries, coaching may be perceived as performance monitoring or managerial control, which can reduce trust and limit openness. Ethical awareness therefore requires the coach to remain conscious of their influence and to ensure that responsibility for development remains with the coachee rather than shifting toward the coach or the organisation. 
[bookmark: _Toc225003163]Behaviours: Reinforcing Accountability and Preventing Dependency 
Beyond knowledge and technical skill, effective workplace coaching requires disciplined behavioural consistency. While psychological safety enables openness, the coach’s behaviour must reinforce accountability and prevent dependency. 
Whitmore (2017) emphasises that coaching is concerned with increasing awareness and responsibility, both of which must remain with the coachee throughout the relationship. This requires behavioural restraint from the coach, particularly in workplace contexts where performance pressures may encourage direct intervention. Grant (2014) argues that sustainable behavioural change occurs when individuals generate their own insights, rather than being given solutions. Maintaining a questioning stance therefore supports long-term capability rather than short-term efficiency. 
Clear structure also supports independence. Goal setting, regular review, and defined closure help prevent over-reliance on the coach and reinforce ownership of development. As the coaching relationship progresses, responsibility should gradually shift toward the coachee, reflecting principles of adult learning and self-determination (Knowles et al., 2015; Deci & Ryan, 2000). 
Ethical coaching therefore involves consistent behavioural discipline. By maintaining clear boundaries, encouraging ownership, and resisting unnecessary direction, the coach protects both professional growth and organisational effectiveness (Bachkirova, 2016). 
[bookmark: _Toc225003164]Critical Reflection: Ethical Coaching in Practice 
The integration of psychological safety, calibrated challenge and accountability within my coaching practice illuminated the inherent tension between developmental support and organisational performance expectations. The probation review process introduced evaluative pressure, yet preserving confidentiality and learner ownership remained central. This dynamic exposed the ethical complexity of workplace coaching, where developmental dialogue operates alongside formal assessment structures. 
Navigating this boundary required deliberate role clarity and disciplined communication to ensure that the coaching space was not perceived as managerial surveillance. The experience demonstrated that coaching is not a neutral intervention; it functions within power-laden organisational systems and therefore demands ongoing ethical reflexivity. 
Reflectively, this practice affirmed that ethical coaching is not passive encouragement but structured containment within performance-driven environments. Effective workplace coaching enhances capability while safeguarding dignity. When autonomy is preserved and psychological safety maintained, developmental outcomes become sustainable rather than compliance driven.
[bookmark: _Toc225003165]Critically Assessing a Coaching Model for Use in the Workplace 
[bookmark: _Toc225003166]The Importance of Structured Coaching Models in Organisational Practice 
Although coaching is often described as a conversational and flexible developmental activity, effective coaching in organisational contexts requires a structured and intentional process. Without a clear framework, coaching may become informal advice giving, which contradicts the core principle that responsibility for learning and change must remain with the coachee. Structured coaching models provide consistency, clarify expectations, and help maintain the non-directive nature of coaching, particularly in workplaces where performance pressures and hierarchical relationships may encourage a more directive approach. 
Whitmore (2017) argues that coaching is most effective when it follows a disciplined process that increases awareness and personal responsibility. Similarly, Cox, Bachkirova and Clutterbuck (2014) suggest that coaching models function as ethical safeguards, ensuring that the coach facilitates reflection rather than imposing solutions. In organisational environments, structured models also allow coaching to be aligned with performance objectives while still preserving the developmental focus required for long-term capability building. 
The use of formal coaching frameworks is therefore not simply procedural but supports professional and ethical practice. Models provide a structure that protects psychological safety, reinforces accountability, and helps ensure that coaching remains distinct from mentoring, supervision, or performance management (Cox, Bachkirova, & Clutterbuck, 2014; Garvey et al., 2017). However, the effectiveness of any model depends on the skill and judgement of the coach, rather than the framework itself. 
The GROW model, developed by Whitmore (2017), is one of the most widely used coaching frameworks in organisational settings. The model consists of four stages: Goal, Reality, Options and Will, providing a structured but flexible process that supports awareness, reflection, and action. 
The Goal stage establishes a clear outcome defined by the coachee, reinforcing personal ownership of development. The Reality stage explores the current situation, increasing self-awareness and helping the individual recognise barriers to progress. During the Options stage, the coach facilitates exploration of practical solutions through questioning rather than instruction, encouraging independent thinking. The final stage, Will, focuses on commitment to action, ensuring that responsibility for change remains with the individual. 
A key strength of the GROW model is its adaptability. It can be applied in formal coaching sessions or shorter workplace conversations while still maintaining a non-directive approach. However, its simplicity may also limit its effectiveness in complex situations where motivation, organisational constraints or behavioural patterns require deeper exploration. As Grant (2014) suggests, coaching models should be used as flexible guides rather than rigid procedures, with the effectiveness of the intervention depending on the skill and judgement of the coach. 
[bookmark: _Toc225003167]Application of the GROW Model in a Workplace Coaching Situation 
The practical value of the GROW model can be illustrated through a workplace coaching situation in which I supported a new employee who had recently joined the organisation. Although the individual had completed formal induction training, they lacked confidence when completing tasks independently and frequently sought reassurance before making decisions. The aim of the coaching process was to develop their autonomy and ability to take ownership of their work. 
During the Goal stage, the coachee identified the objective of becoming confident in completing tasks without constant supervision. Establishing this goal ensured that the development focus came from the individual rather than being imposed by management, which helped maintain motivation and engagement. 
In the Reality stage, the coachee explored the reasons for their lack of confidence. Through questioning, it became clear that uncertainty about procedures and fear of making mistakes were the main barriers. This stage increased self-awareness and helped the coachee recognise that the issue was not lack of ability, but lack of experience. 
In the Options stage, the coachee generated ways to improve independence, including reviewing previous work examples, attempting tasks before asking for help, and keeping notes of processes. The use of questioning rather than instruction encouraged ownership of these ideas and reinforced responsibility for improvement. 
In the Will stage, the coachee agreed specific actions, including completing the next task independently and reviewing progress at the end of the week. This stage ensured that the coaching conversation resulted in clear commitments rather than general discussion. 
Over time, the individual became more confident and was able to manage work independently. This demonstrated the effectiveness of the GROW model in developing capability rather than simply solving the immediate problem.
[bookmark: _Toc225003168]Comparison with the GO MAD Coaching Framework 
Although the GROW model is widely used, alternative coaching frameworks may be more suitable in certain situations. One example is the GO MAD model, developed by Gilbert and Chackrovaity (2001), which stands for Goal, Motivation, Action, and Development. This model places greater emphasis on the reasons behind the goal and the individual’s commitment to achieving change. 
The GO MAD approach begins by identifying the difference the individual wants to make and the reasons why the goal is important. This focus on motivation can be particularly valuable in organisational contexts where individuals may feel pressured to achieve goals that are not personally meaningful. By exploring motivation in more depth, the coach can ensure that the coachee is genuinely committed to the development process. 
Compared with GROW, the GO MAD model places stronger emphasis on personal responsibility and sustained effort. This can be beneficial when coaching involves long-term development rather than short-term performance improvement. However, the model may be less practical in time-limited workplace conversations, as the additional stages require more discussion and reflection. 
In the workplace situation described earlier, the GO MAD model could have been useful in exploring the coachee’s motivation to become more independent. However, the simplicity of the GROW model made it more appropriate for regular coaching discussions within a busy work environment. 
[bookmark: _Toc225003169]Comparison with the ACHIEVE Model 
Another recognised coaching framework is the ACHIEVE model (Dembkowski & Eldridge, 2003), which provides a more detailed structure than GROW. The model includes stages such as assessing the current situation, generating alternatives, defining goals, evaluating options, and designing action plans. It also emphasises reviewing progress and maintaining momentum. 
The ACHIEVE model can be particularly useful in complex coaching situations where behavioural change requires sustained effort over time. The inclusion of evaluation and follow-up stages ensures that development is monitored and that the coaching process remains focused on outcomes. 
However, the increased complexity of the ACHIEVE model may also be a limitation in organisational settings where coaching conversations need to be concise. In practice, many coaches adapt elements of different models rather than following a single framework rigidly (Cox et al., 2014). This suggests that coaching models should be viewed as guides rather than strict procedures. 
In the workplace example discussed earlier, the ACHIEVE model may have provided more detail than required, as the coaching objective was specific. The GROW model offered sufficient structure while allowing flexibility within the conversation. 
[bookmark: _Toc225003170]Contracting, Evaluation, and Organisational Effectiveness 
The effectiveness of coaching does not depend solely on the model used. In organisational contexts, formal coaching should also include clear contracting and evaluation. Contracting involves agreeing the purpose of the coaching, the roles of the coach and coachee, confidentiality boundaries and how success will be measured. Without clear contracting, coaching may be confused with mentoring or performance management, which can reduce trust and limit openness. 
Evaluation is also necessary to determine whether coaching has been successful. Kirkpatrick and Kirkpatrick (2006) propose a four-level evaluation model that assesses reaction, learning, behavioural change, and organisational results, while later approaches emphasise the importance of linking development interventions to organisational performance and return on investment (Phillips & Phillips, 2007). Using formal evaluation criteria helps demonstrate that coaching is not only beneficial for individuals but also contributes to organisational effectiveness. 
In the workplace situation described, effectiveness could be measured by increased independence, reduced need for supervision, and improved confidence. Using evaluation frameworks ensures that coaching is not viewed as an informal activity but as a structured development intervention with measurable outcomes. 
[bookmark: _Toc225003171]Critical Evaluation 
The GROW model remains one of the most widely used coaching frameworks due to its clarity, flexibility and strong alignment with the non-directive philosophy that underpins effective coaching practice (Whitmore, 2017). Its structured progression from goal setting to action planning supports accountability while allowing the coachee to retain ownership of both the problem and the solution.
While Whitmore (2017) presents GROW as a structured framework for increasing awareness and responsibility, Grant (2014) argues that coaching models must be adapted to context rather than followed rigidly. This indicates that coaching effectiveness depends more on practitioner judgement than on the model itself, particularly in organisational environments shaped by performance pressures.
Furthermore, organisational environments are rarely neutral. Power relationships, performance targets, and time constraints may encourage more directive behaviour, even when a non-directive approach is intended. Bachkirova (2016) suggests that ethical coaching requires continual reflexivity, as the coach must remain aware of how their authority, experience or organisational role may influence the coachee’s responses. In such situations, strict adherence to a model may be less effective than the coach’s ability to exercise professional judgement. 
Alternative frameworks such as GO MAD (Gilbert & Chackrovaity, 2001) and ACHIEVE (Dembkowski & Eldridge, 2003) attempt to address some of these limitations by placing greater emphasis on motivation, evaluation, and sustained development. These models may be more appropriate where behavioural change requires longer-term support or where organisational objectives must be integrated with individual development. However, their increased complexity may reduce practicality in fast-paced workplace settings. 
This suggests that no single coaching model is universally effective. Models provide structure, but effective coaching depends on ethical judgement and contextual awareness. In organisational practice, the most effective approach may involve adapting elements from different models while maintaining the core coaching principles of autonomy, accountability, and psychological safety. When applied with professional judgement rather than mechanical adherence, coaching frameworks can support both individual growth and organisational performance.
[bookmark: _Toc225003172]Conclusion 
Coaching and mentoring are often grouped together as developmental interventions, yet this report has shown that they differ significantly in philosophy, relational dynamics, and purpose. Coaching is fundamentally non-directive, positioning the individual as responsible for insight and action, whereas mentoring allows the transfer of experience and may involve asymmetry of expertise. Recognising these distinctions is essential to avoid role confusion and to maintain ethical clarity within professional practice. 
Focusing on workplace coaching, the analysis has demonstrated that effectiveness depends not only on the use of structured models such as GROW, but on the integration of knowledge, skills, attitudes, and behaviours grounded in ethical awareness. Psychological safety, calibrated challenge, boundary management, and behavioural restraint emerged as essential competencies. Coaching operates within performance-driven organisational systems shaped by culture, hierarchy, and leadership expectations (Schein, 2010). As a result, the coach must balance autonomy with accountability.
[bookmark: _3o7alnk][bookmark: _23ckvvd][bookmark: _ihv636][bookmark: _32hioqz][bookmark: _1hmsyys]From an organisational perspective, coaching should not be viewed solely as a performance tool, but as a structured developmental intervention that supports responsible decision-making, professional growth, and cultural integrity. When applied with ethical awareness and professional judgement, coaching contributes not only to individual effectiveness but to resilient and sustainable organisational performance.
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