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A Theoretical and Practical Critical Exploration of Coaching and/or Mentoring in the workplace.

Component 1: Academic Essay

Introduction:

This essay will seek to critically examine some of the theoretical perspectives that underpin approaches to coaching and mentoring, to develop a deeper understanding of issues involved in work-based coaching and mentoring processes and practices.  Ethical and practical considerations will be explored through a critical evaluation of different coaching models to identify a model appropriate to organisational needs and culture. 

My professional interest in coaching and mentoring stems from a background in education which spans three decades. Within a contemporary educational context, approaches to coaching and mentoring have become increasingly popular, viewed as a vehicle not only for organisational growth (Bambrick-Santoyo, 2018), but also for the continued professional development of teachers (Caviglioli, 2022), which is considered essential within a self-improving system (Gov.Wales, 2022). Although currently working in Higher Education, my role involves working closely with schools and educational practitioners on a regular basis, not only through the Initial Teacher Education (ITE) Programme, but also as a supervisor to practicing teachers who are studying for the National Master’s Qualification (Wales). It is recognised that an effective mentoring programme can positively impact beginner teachers (Burn, et al., 2015), while it is also asserted that the principles of coaching can be applied or transferred to the role of academic supervisor (Brooks, 2020).  The principle aims of this essay, therefore, will be to explore coaching and mentoring, but especially coaching, in relation to my role as academic supervisor. 

Coaching and Mentoring definitions:

Providing a universal definition of coaching or mentoring is considered problematic, with views tending more towards differences than similarities (Cox, et al., 2009). Opinions within the scholastic field are varied, with some experts comparing domain-focused approaches to conversations, for example, directive versus non-directive (Spence and Grant, 2007); while others propose that antonyms arise from the actual relationship between the facilitator and the client (Bishop 2015), or relate to the intended outcome of the conversations themselves (Bozeman, 2007).

It is proposed that coaching is primarily outcome-focused (Clutterbuck,2004) as it involves striving to become the best version of oneself, with a commitment to continuous and measurable improvement (Knight 2017). Coaching has been defined as action-orientated, a collaborative process which seeks to enhance performance and “facilitate the attainment of goals through self-directed learning” (Spence and Grant, 2007, p18). However, it is asserted that although the coachee has primary ownership of the goal, the coach has ownership of the process (Clutterbuck,2004). Mentoring, on the other hand, refers to a process whereby a person, perceived to have greater relevant wisdom or experience, facilitates another person’s development in a particular area (Bozeman and Feeney, 2007). Whereas coaching aims to help a person transform from where they are to where they want to go, mentoring is perceived as a one-to-one communication between a mentor who has “been there and done that” and a mentee who wants to ‘learn the ropes.’ (Bishop 2015, p96). However, within the field of interest, several commonalities are also noted between coaching and mentoring processes, with both perceived as types of learning conversations which require constant reflection (Cox et al, 2009).

It is recognised that the application of work-based coaching and mentoring psychology is rapidly expanding, and constantly changing (Palmer and Whybrow, 2008), with models for coaching and mentoring often contextually influenced within an organizational setting (Garvey and Stokes, 2022). Indeed, it is acknowledged that through this expansion, traditional approaches to coaching and mentoring have evolved (Stelter, 2019; Stokes et al., 2020), leading to widely different models, along with their practical application. 

The theoretical discussion that follows will primarily focus on Coaching to allow for a subsequent critical evaluation of the relevance and value of specific coaching approaches, to identify a model that is appropriate for the needs and culture of my specific organisation.

Coaching: Theoretical perspectives and issues

Coaching is regarded as an applied, interdisciplinary field of practice which has intellectual roots in multiple academic disciplines including social psychology, learning theories, theories of human and organizational development, and existential and phenomenological philosophy (Taylor, et al: 2006).  Some of these theories are model-specific, for example, “Positive Psychology” methods (Bozeman and Feeney, 2007) which seek to shift the focus from problems to opportunities; or cognitive behavioural coaching which prioritises guiding individuals to devise their own conclusions and solutions (Meggison and Cutterbuck, 2009). However, it is argued that many coaching models share similar, if not identical characteristics, having evolved, by process of development, from common theoretical roots (Armitage and Christian 2003; Noar and Zimmerman 2005). 

Within the field of social psychology, there are several traditional theories that can be used to frame the breadth and range of approaches that underpin coaching-philosophy.  Many of these relate to research that has attempted to understand the complexities of cognitive influence on both the process of making decisions and the motivation that underpins this (Young, 2018). For example, cognitive development theories which focus on “how” humans’ reason (Bandura, 1977; Deci and Ryan, 1985; et al.), are perceived as having significantly influenced many of the contemporary coaching models practiced today, including Goal-orientation, Resource Activation and Problem-disengagement models (Grant and O’Connor,2010). 

The function of human reasoning raises many issues relevant to discussions around goal-focused coaching methodology. The augmentation principle in attribution theory (Kelley, 1973), for example, proposes that the main function of human reasoning is argumentation, which has led some scholars to conclude that goal realisation is primarily an outcome of rationalising (Brown and Desforge, 2013). Some studies have also shown that sustained engagement in dialogic argumentation can positively impact on developing decision-making skills (Kuhn, 2001; Kahneman, 2003). However, it is also acknowledged that augmentation can be counter-productive, leading to poor decision making due to the relationship between what is being argued and the arguer (Weber and Johnson, 2007). The experienced arguer does not pursue the truth – but rather the support of personal perception of “truth”, resulting in “Confirmation Bias” thus distorting objective evaluation of a situation (Mercier and Sperber, 2011).  Consequently, it has been proposed that, while reason can enable a person to justify their goals, the process of rationalisation is likely to be more effective, or even accurate in conjunction with a “significant other” (Cunningham, et al., 2010). 

These coaching concepts also correspond to other traditional theories, including the zone of proximal development (ZPD) theory (Vygotsky, 1978), which proposes that individuals learn best when working together with others during collaboration; and Intentional Change theory (Boyatzis, 2006) which focuses on recognising the gap between reality and vision. Commonalities can also be found between Growth mindset theory (Dweck, 2000) which focuses on one’s belief in the power to change, and theories that promote the role of the coach as helping to move an individual beyond a fixed mindset. (Brown and Desforge, 2013). 

Other theoretical perspectives considered to influence the field of coaching include goal-setting and motivational theories (Ellam-Dyson, 2022), with several experts building upon Self-Determination Theory (SDT: Bandura, 1986), by proposing that that the motivations that underpin this cognitive process are likely to feature significantly in influencing the extent to which the decisions are acted upon (Corcoran and Pillai, 2009). One of the most fundamental principles of SDT is the notion that all human behaviour is directed toward accomplishing goals (Deci & Ryan 2000), and it is further suggested that human motivation to achieve goals needs to be explored and understood within the context of psychological factors including autonomy, competence, and relatedness (Ryan & Deci 2017). This has significant implications for proponents of goal-focused models of coaching because it is argued that a critical issue in goal pursuit is the extent to which people seek to satisfy these three needs as they pursue valued outcomes (Ntoumanis and Standage, 2009.). It is important to recognise this because it is also contended that intrinsically motivated goals related to happiness and well-being, generally associated with long-term outcomes, can be come undermined by quicker, short-term (and less effective) outcomes of extrinsically motivated goals, such as rewards (Zuckerman, et al, 1978; Koestner, et al, 1984; Deci and Ryan, 2017). 

Goal-focused approaches to coaching have been identified as having the power to facilitate purposeful positive change in an organisational setting, including education, especially where goals are set by or with the individual, rather than designated, and when they are consistent with the organizational goals and vision of the organisation (Corcoran and Pillai, 2009). Indeed it is argued that Goal-setting theory has many advantages in the workplace, including raising ambition for employees to complete work quickly and effectively by increasing motivation and efforts (Grant, 2022). However, it is also recognised that there are limitations to this approach, especially when organizational goals conflict with the managerial goals, creating incompatible “action drift”, which can have a detrimental effect on individual and team performance (Kabat-Zinn, 2013). Additionally, it is argued that there is little evidence to suggest that goal setting improves job satisfaction (Stelter, 2019)

The question of what encourages or discourages individuals to be coached, or not, is an interesting one on both a practical and ethical basis. It is widely acknowledged that the relationship between coachee and coach determines the effectiveness of the coaching outcome (Singer, 2004, Garvey and stokes, 2022), and to this end, psychological models have often been employed. For example, Jungian psychology (1921) has influenced “personality” testing phenomena, including the Myers-Briggs test (1943), developed to measure people’s personality traits to help them find work that suited them better following World War Two. This approach has been utilised in coaching models today and considered to be an effective starting point for building rapport between coach and client (Grant, 2022).  However, it is important to note that the validity of Jung’s theory is also widely contested (Neher 1996; Meyers, 2006), and it is recommended that the theories that underpin the “personality tests” should be met with caution, particularly as Jung Jung himself warned that his personality "types" were just rough tendencies he'd observed, rather than strict classifications, leading to caution being applied in this field (Neher 1996, Singer, 2004; Kabat-Zinn, 2013). 

A Critical Evaluation of Coaching Models

Within the scholastic field, there is an acknowledgement that data pertaining to the effectiveness of coaching, and coaching models, is ambivalent (Theeboomb, et al, 2014) and incomplete (Chutterbuck 2003).  It is proposed that research into the growing number of coaching models, is particularly challenging as Social Science researchers tend to observe phenomenon through the lenses of social paradigms such as positivism or interpretivism, which by nature tend towards associating credibility with the extent to which the phenomenon can be measured (Garvey and stokes, 2022). For some, this is considered problematic as much of the empirical literature into solution-focused coaching, has tended to report on the actual outcomes, rather than unpicking specifically how these approaches work. As such, the actual psychological mechanics of how these approaches create change is relatively unknown (Grant & O’Connor,2010). However, other scholars would contend that it is less important to understand how the approaches work, stating that it is more important to know that something does work, and consequently, how to make it work (Kiser,1996; McKergow & Jackson, 2005).

Within the field it is asserted that solution-focused, and goal-orientated approaches to coaching are becoming increasingly popular (Crowther, 2017), with an emerging body of empirical research to suggest that these approaches may be applicable in a wide range of settings, including education (Knight, 2017).  However, it is acknowledged that introducing coaching models into organisations and building a coaching culture can be challenging (Garvey and Stokes, 2022), in relation to both the implementation of models for coaching purposes (Noar and Zimmerman, 2005) and the challenges and considerations of implementing specifically solution or goal focused approaches (Robertson and Timperley, 2011). It is warned that culturally, goals and targets may have negative connotations in some organisations (Western, 2012), while setting goals may be taken for granted as good practice, (Garvey and Stokes), leading to oversimplification of coaching processes. Concerns have also been expressed that seeking to serve organizational goals at the expense of client goals can be detrimental (Smart, 2016) and, in some cases, profoundly destructive (Nielsen and Norreklit, 2009), and it is recommended that theoretical and ethical considerations should also be given to the balance of power in organisations prior to introducing coaching models or attempting to build a coaching culture (Morgan, 2006). 

With regards to the coaching-model approach, the main concerns tend to centre around limitations imposed on coach, client and situation, due to the rigidity, inflexibility and dominance of the process (Connor and Pokora, 2012). Nevertheless, some scholars argue that structured, focused interaction and the use of appropriate tools and techniques can yield sustainable change which can potentially benefit the client and stakeholders within an organisation, leading to improvements in performance, skillset or even the attitudes of individuals, which, in turn leads to improvements in the performance and culture of the organisation as a whole (Greene & Grant, 2003;Wrosch et al., Schulz, 2003; Cox et al, 2016). In order to identify a model that is appropriate for the needs and culture of my specific organisation, a critical evaluation will be conducted of three widely used models.

WOOP Coaching Model
Introduced to the public in 2014, by a German Professor of Psychology Gabriele Oettingen, WOOP stands for Wish, Outcome, Obstacle, and Plan.  WOOP is based on the premise that goal-realisation begins with clarity of understanding of what we want to achieve, an appreciation of potential obstacles that could get in the way, and a plan to overcome these to achieve desired outcomes (Oettingen 2014). The model is based on the principles of goal setting and motivation and finds its intellectual roots in established goal-setting theories (Ryan & Deci 2017), which speculate that employees work more productively when guided by clear and achievable goals and when given feedback that relates to the goals (Locke, 1968).

It is proposed that the benefit of WOOP model is that it is simple, effective, and highly adaptable as it can be tailored to the needs of individuals and be used for any goal, large or small (Grant, 2020).  It is also asserted that the WOOP coaching model provides a structured framework within which individuals can plan and execute their goals, which can result in increased motivation and self-efficacy, and accountability (Moore, 2022). However, as with many goal-focused models, it is recommended that goals set should be within the client’s skills and competencies, as creating an environment whereby individuals continually fail to hit their goals can lead to a decline in performance (Oettingen, 2014) or even lead to unethical behaviour to meet unrealistic targets (Financial times, 2018).

Although this model is familiar within a corporate organisational setting, there is limited evidence to suggest that some positive outcomes have been found in relation to positive learning and emotional outcomes in an educational context (Botha, et al., 2017). Much of the literature relating to the WOOP model, places it within the context of large corporate organisations, including soft drinks and Sports manufacturers (Financial times, 2018), with a focus on organisational improvements and cultural shifts.  As such, adapting this model from a macro to a micro-scale to suit the needs of individual clients during academic supervision could be problematic.  

OSKAR MODEL: 

The OSCAR coaching model (Whittleworth and Gilbert, 2002), was developed with the aim of building on the GROW coaching model (Whitmore, 1992). OSCAR is an acronym of Outcome, Situation, Choices, Actions, Review. The model is advocated as a “solution-focused model”, considered different, or even superior to other models, including GROW as it prioritises problem-avoidance, focusing on what works, when analysing problems, rather than what is going wrong (Whittleworth and Gilbert, 2002). The model therefore seeks to highlight the coachee's strengths while encouraging the coachee to use his or her strengths to overcome their own problems  (Jackson & McKergow, 2007). It is asserted that the model is effective because it is easy to learn, can be implemented immediately and is particularly helpful for individuals in the work place (Pataray, 2019). The theoretical framework that underpins the model relate to Brief-Solution Focused Therapy (Bozeman and Feeney, 2007), which avoids analyzing the problem, focuses on what works and doing more of it, rather than identifying what is going wrong and doing something differently. Encouraging the individual to focus on what is going well and replicate that, and could therefore be described as having migrated from therapy to coaching (Pataray, 2019).

While there is some evidence to support the purposeful use of this model within an educational setting (Botha et al 2017), It is contended that there is limited impact in educational setting compared to GROW, mainly due to Limited to one-off events rather than continuous professional development – idea that there is one universal fix (Othman, 2015). Additionally, it is proposed that the Model prioritises a “quick fix” approach, which is not considered efficient in terms of long-term outcomes (Attanasio, F., 2016). In relation to academic supervision, while a quick-fix approach may seem desirable in terms of achieving academic outcomes (Chapman, 2013), it is unlikely that this approach would be suited to supporting teachers to apply theory to practice throughout their careers (Gov.Wales: NSER, 2022). 

GROW Model: 

This model was first introduced in John Whitmore's 1992 book “Coaching for Performance”, where coaching was defined as a process for unlocking individual potential to maximise performance. The GROW model thus involves a four-step system for setting and achieving goals and is an acronym for this process of: Goal, Reality, Obstacles (or Options), and Way Forward (or Will). The GROW model is one of the most popular coaching frameworks (Miller 2022), and it has been suggested that is a proven performance coaching instrument across many organisations (Mukherjee, 2014). According to Grant (2011), the popularity of the model stems from the fact that it provides a framework from which to have purposeful discussions which focus on relevant issues rather than drifting off into a conversation that has no clear purpose or goal. Additionally, it is regarded as providing a good starting point from which to engage with more complex and fluid coaching conversations (Lewis, 2015).

Despite being a well-known and popular medium for coaching, including in educational environments, GROW is not without its critics, with some experts keen to point out the limitations of placing too much emphasis on the early formation of a goal, short-term outcomes, and deliverables (Hawkins, et al., 2018), sometimes to the detriment of other important considerations including ethical issues (Drake, 2020), and the exclusion of personal and philosophical aspects such as personal transition and life goals. (Taylor et al., 2006). This means that while GROW might be suitable for goal-oriented fields such as business or sports, it is not suitable for life-coaching conversations (Cushion and Partington, 2016). An over reliance on GROW can also make it difficult to move flexibly through a coaching conversation (Somers, 2019). 

However, it is proposed that coaching conversations, aligned to GROW can lead to authentic, professional development for teachers (O’Leary, 2018; Christodolou, 2018; Moyse, 2020). It is also argued that the model balances advocacy with Inquiry thus empowering coachee to collaboratively identify goals, strategies, and adaptations (Cox, et al., 2014). Additionally, dialogic, facilitative, and instructional coaching, many of which have adopted  elements of GROW,  for example Jim Knight (2017), Tom Sherrington (2019) and Oliver Calvigioli (2022) are already widely used within many educational settings, and the familiarity of the model to fellow professionals could suggest that this model would be preferrable to implement, as coach and client are both likely to have some professional knowledge of the processes involved. Furthermore, the principles that underpin GROW, including identification of improvement-drivers and working collaboratively towards a common goal, align with principles of other common theories within educational circles, including change management (Taylor and Francis, 2005) and distributive leadership (Harris, 2008). Overall, structured sessions that facilitate professional conversations with people as opposed to having unprofessional conversations about people, are regarded as favourably impacting on a cohesive work-based culture (Brene Brown, 2016). The GROW model therefore would appear to be more appropriate to the organisational needs, especially as the clients will have an educational background and context. 

References:

Al Hilali, K.S., Al Mughairi, B.M., Kian, M.W. and Karim, A.M., 2020. Coaching and mentoring. Concepts and practices in development of competencies: A theoretical perspective. International Journal of Academic Research in Accounting, Finance and Management Sciences, 10(1), pp.41-54.

Armitage, C.J. and Christian, J., 2003. From attitudes to behaviour: Basic and applied research on the theory of planned behaviour. Current psychology, 22, pp.187-195.

Attanasio, F., 2016. Understanding Coaching. Lulu Press, Inc.

Botha, R.J. and Triegaardt, P.K., 2014. Distributive leadership as management strategy for school effectiveness: the place and role of the OSCAR coaching model in South African schools. Journal of Social Sciences, 40(2), pp.251-260.

Bozeman, B. and Feeney, M.K., 2007. Toward a useful theory of mentoring: A conceptual analysis and critique. Administration & society, 39(6), pp.719-739.

Burns, M. and McComas, J., 2015. Data drive these coaches. The Learning Professional, 36(2), p.20. 

Clutterbuck, D., 2004. Making the most of informal mentoring: A positive climate is key. Development and Learning in Organizations: An International Journal, 18(4), pp.16-17.

Corcoran, J. and Pillai, V., 2009. A review of the research on solution-focused therapy. British Journal of Social Work, 39(2), pp.234-242. 

Ellam‐Dyson, V. and Palmer, S., 2022. Leadership coaching? No thanks, I'm not worthy. Coaching Practiced, pp.155-167.

Garvey, B., Garvey, R. and Stokes, P., 2021. Coaching and mentoring: Theory and practice. Sage.

Grant, A.M., 2011. The solution-focused inventory: A tripartite taxonomy for teaching, measuring and conceptualising solution-focused approaches to coaching. The Coaching Psychologist, 7(2), pp.98-106.

Grant, A.M. and Gerrard, B., 2020. Comparing problem-focused, solution-focused and combined problem-focused/solution-focused coaching approach: Solution-focused coaching questions mitigate the negative impact of dysfunctional attitudes. Coaching: An International Journal of Theory, Research and Practice, 13(1), pp.61-77.

Hausburg, T.C., 2022. Teaching with Intention: Using WOOP to Support Social-Emotional Learning in the Classroom (Doctoral dissertation, University of Pennsylvania).

Holmes, M., 2019. The complete handbook of coaching:: edited by Elaine Cox, Tatiana Bachkirova and David Clutterbuck, London, Sage Publications Ltd, 2018,£ 28.45 (pbk), ISBN 978-1-4739-7304-6, 978-1-4739-7305-3. 

International Journal of Academic Research in Progressive Education and DevelopmentVol.9,No.2, 2020,E-ISSN:2226-6348  

Journal of Management Research ISSN 1941-899X 2015, Vol. 7, No. 2 103 www.macrothink.org/jmr problems. 

Kabat-Zinn, J., 2015. Mindfulness. Mindfulness, 6(6), pp.1481-1483.

Lane, D., Stelter, R. and Stout-Rostron, S., 2019. The future of coaching as a profession. The complete handbook of coaching, pp.377-390.

Mercier, H. and Sperber, D., 2011. Why do humans reason? Arguments for an argumentative theory. Behavioral and brain sciences, 34(2), pp.57-74. 

Moore, M., 2022. Coaching Theories: A Scientific Foundation for Coaching Competencies in Medical Education. Coaching in Medical Education-E-Book, p.18.

Neher, A., 1996. Jung's theory of archetypes: A critique. Journal of Humanistic Psychology, 36(2), pp.61-91.

Noar, S.M. and Zimmerman, R.S., 2005. Health Behavior Theory and cumulative knowledge regarding health behaviors: are we moving in the right direction?. Health education research, 20(3), pp.275-290.

Oettingen, G., 2014. Rethinking Positive Thinking: Inside the New Science of Motivation (Current, New York).
Othman, N. and Yee, C.S., 2015. Empowering teaching, learning, and supervision through coaching in action research. Journal of Management Research, 7(2), pp.98-108.

Palmer, S. and Whybrow, A., 2008. Coaching psychology: An introduction.

PATARY, C.L., 2019. The Agilist’s Guidebook–a reference for agile transformation. Zorba Books.

Pittenger, D. (2005). Cautionary comments regarding the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator. Consulting Psychology Journal Practice and Research

Price, D., Claxton, G., Stevenson, M., Robinson, L., Kidd, D., Hannon, V., Waters, M., Roberts, H., McGill, R.M., Barwell, C. and Holt, M., 2017. Education forward: moving schools into the future. Crux Publishing Ltd.

Ryan, R.M. and Deci, E.L., 2022. Self-determination theory. In Encyclopedia of quality of life and well-being research (pp. 1-7). Cham: Springer International Publishing. Grant and O’Connor,2010).

Spence, G.B. and Grant, A.M., 2007. Professional and peer life coaching and the enhancement of goal striving and well-being: An exploratory study. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 2(3), pp.185-194. 

Taylor, et al: 2006: A Review of the use of the Health Belief Model (HBM), the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) and the Trans-Theoretical Model (TTM) to study and predict health related behaviour change.

Zuckerman, M., Porac, J., Lathin, D. and Deci, E.L., 1978. On the importance of self-determination for intrinsically-motivated behavior. Personality and social psychology bulletin, 4(3), pp.443-446.

Websites:

https://www.managementstudyguide.com/goal-setting-theory-motivation.htm 

(accessed 5/5/23)

https://www.open.edu/openlearn/health-sports-psychology/psychology/everyone-can-learn-coach-coaching-the-oscar-model 

(accessed 5/5/23)

https://www.open.edu/openlearn/health-sports-psychology/psychology/everyone-can-learn-coach-coaching-the-oscar-model 

(accessed 12/5/23)

https://coachfoundation.com/blog/woop-coaching-model/ 

(accessed 12/5/23)

https://smallbusiness.chron.com/goalsetting-motivation-organizational-behavior-25840.html 

(accessed 15/5/23)

https://hwb.gov.wales/professional-development/schools-as-learning-organisations/ 

(accessed 15/5/23)

[image: image1.jpg]