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Abstract

Correspondence This study contributes to research on how workplace coach-

Conny H. Antoni, Work and Organizational

Psychology, Trier University, Trier 54286, ing works by examining learning processes as a mediating

Germany. mechanism of the impact of problem-specific interventions
Email: antoni@uni-trier.de on goal attainment. This has rarely been investigated. Fifty-
five coach—coachee dyads with 51 coaches and 55 coachees
participated in the study. Workplace coaching lasted seven
to eight coaching sessions in average. Coaches and coa-
chees gave ratings in each session. We analysed this data
(NLevel2=55, NLevell =335-407) using longitudinal
multilevel structural equation modelling accounting for
the nested data structure. As expected, coachees' perceived
goal attainment increased throughout the coaching process.
The results of the study also revealed the mediating role of
learning processes in the impact of problem-specific inter-
ventions, specifically clatification of meaning and mastery/
coping, and, but to a lesser extent, implementation actuation,
on goal attainment in coaching. Data for all hypothesised
models showed a good or acceptable model fit. In contrast,
the model fit was poor, when we explored differential media-
tion effects, which supported only single-loop learning as a
mediator. These results underscore the importance of stimu-
lating learning processes through specific interventions to
improve the effectiveness of workplace coaching.
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Practitioner points

* Coaches can stimulate different types of self-regulation and learning processes according
to coachee's needs through problem-specific interventions that facilitate goal attainment.
These include supporting coachees in adapting their action strategies, reflecting on and
clarifying their problems and goals and experiencing the associated emotions.

* By supporting coachees in modifying their action plans to better achieve their goals, coaches
facilitate their single-loop learning, enhancing goal attainment.

e If coaches realise that coachees cannot attain their goals by adapting their actions and action
plans alone (single-loop learning), they should support double-loop learning. This means that
coaches support coachees in reflecting on the assumptions underlying their goals and work
behaviour as well as the emotional experiences connected to these assumptions. Following
this reflection, coaches assist their coachees in developing alternative action strategies
aligned with their goals.

INTRODUCTION

Organisations are increasingly relying on coaching as a tool for human resource development (Bozer
et al.,, 2022). Boyatzis et al. (2022) assert that coaching practices have outpaced research. Nevertheless,
the number and quality of studies attesting to the efficacy of workplace coaching have increased, as
evidenced by recent meta-analyses. Workplace coaching enhances personal and work-related outcomes,
including well-being, skill development, self-efficacy, job performance and goa/ attainment (De Haan &
Nilsson, 2023; Nicolau et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2022).

Systematic reviews have also identified the key inputs, processes and contextual factors influencing
coaching effectiveness (Kotte & Bozer, 2022; Plotkina & Sri Ramalu, 2024). The identified input factors
include the characteristics of the coach and coachee (such as the coach's educational background and
the coachee's motivations). Contextual factors possibly influencing coaching effectiveness include the
presence of a supportive organisational context. Process factors include the coach—coachee working
alliance, identified as a key factor (GraBmann et al., 2020), as well as the specific coaching interven-
tions employed. However, specific coaching interventions are particularly under-researched (Kotte &
Bozer, 2022, pp. 978-979).

Coaching is a dynamic learning process (Erdés & Ramseyer, 2021), whereby the coach facili-
tates the coachee's learning capacity by fostering a goal-oriented self-regulatory process (Grant &
O'Connor, 2022). Unfortunately, most studies analysing coaching processes employ between-subject
designs (De Haan & Nilsson, 2023), which are inadequate for analysing the complexity and dynamics of
within-person changes and learning processes.

Although learning is critical for positive coaching outcomes (De Haan et al., 2010), particularly goal
attainment (Kizilcec et al., 2017), the role of Jearning processes in coaching remains largely underexplored.
A recent longitudinal study (Weinberg & Hausfeld, 2024) proposed that personal learning mediates the
level of coaching readiness and trust in the coach and the effectiveness of their work. However, the
study's between-person design and simultaneous assessment of learning and work effectiveness restrict
the ability to confirm mediation processes.

The sequential process model of coaching (Zimmermann & Antoni, 2018a) provides a framework for
analysing how workplace coaching works. The model suggests that problem-specific coaching interven-
tions, including darification of meaning, mastery/coping and implementation actnation, facilitate goal attainment
by adapting strategies and behaviours. Zimmermann and Antoni (2018b) employed the concept of double-
loop learning (DLLL) as proposed by Argyris and Schoén (1974) to examine the mechanisms through which
coaching facilitates goal attainment. Their findings support an indirect effect of DLL on goal attainment,
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wheteby the clarification of meaning and mastery/coping via DLL conttibutes to this outcome. Howevet,
single-loop learning (SI.L), the second learning construct proposed by Argyris and Schon (1974), has not yet
been investigated. Moreover, the researchers did not focus on workplace coaching, and the sample size
was relatively limited, comprising both students and employees, which constrains the generalisability of
their findings. Further studies, including both SLL and DLL, should verify whether the reported effects
are consistent in workplace settings. This study aimed to address these limitations.

First, we evaluated the efficacy of goal-oriented workplace coaching by analysing how goal attain-
ment progresses throughout the coaching process. Second, we build upon the findings of Zimmermann
and Antoni (2018b) by integrating both SLL and DLL into the framework of learning processes. Third,
we examined the mediating role of learning processes, encompassing SLL and DLL, on the impact of
problem-specific interventions, including darification of meaning, mastery/coping and implementation actuation,
on goal attainment (cf. Figure 1). Fourth, we investigated the distinct roles of the SLL and DLL as me-
diators. Fifth, we addressed the lack of longitudinal methods in coaching research, as identified by Hinn
et al. (2022), by employing different measures over time and accounting for nested data structures using
longitudinal structural equation modelling.

HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT
Workplace coaching as a goal-oriented learning process

Bozer and Jones (2018) define coaching as a learning process that places the coachee at the centre of a
learning experience. This pivotal role of learning is also reflected in the definition of workplace coach-
ing as ‘a one-on-one learning and development intervention that uses a collaborative, reflective, and
goal-focused relationship to achieve professional outcomes valued by the coachee’ (Jones et al., 2016,
p. 250). Both definitions emphasise that workplace coaching aims to assist coachees in achieving their
goals through learning. Consequently, coaching research has focused on goals and goal-related activi-
ties (Miller & Kotte, 2020) and has measured success by goal achievement (Theeboom et al., 2014).
Although these definitions imply that learning mediates the effects of coaching interventions on goal
attainment, little empirical research has been conducted on coaches' learning processes. Before analys-
ing these in detail, we focused on the role of goals in coaching.

Goals are internal representations of desired outcomes (Austin & Vancouver, 1996). This is a fun-
damental aspect of all theories of self-regulation (Sitzmann & Ely, 2011). Challenging goals with fre-
quent feedback on goal progress has been demonstrated to enhance motivation (Clark et al., 2020) and
facilitate self-regulated actions (Carver & Scheier, 1998; Hacker, 2003; Wong et al., 2021). Goal setting
theory differentiates between performance and learning goals. It proposes that to attain performance
goals, one must use existing skills, whereas for learning goals, one must devise novel strategies for suc-
cess (Latham & Locke, 2007; Locke & Latham, 2002). This approach fosters enhanced self-regulated
learning (Sitzmann & Ely, 2011) and performance (McLucas et al., 2024).

Research supports that a goal-focused coach—coachee relationship is a stronger predictor of coaching
success than satisfaction with a coach—coachee relationship or autonomy support and proximity to an ‘ideal’

Problemspecific

Interventions .

Mastery/Coping Goal Attainment
Clarification of Meaning
Implementation Actuation

Learning
Single-Loop Learning
Double-Loop Learning

FIGURE 1 Conceptual model of our study.
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relationship (Grant, 2014). Meta-analytical findings have confirmed that goal-oriented workplace coach-
ing enhances coachees' goal-directed self-regulation (Theeboom et al., 2014) and goal attainment (Sonesh
et al.,, 2015; Wang et al., 2022). In addition, stronger effects are found for goal attainment than for other
outcomes, such as job skills and well-being, and the overall weighted effect (De Haan & Nilsson, 2023).

Within-subject designs show stronger effects than between-subject designs (Theeboom et al., 2014),
suggesting that goal-oriented workplace coaching supports changes within coachees over time, facili-
tating goal attainment.

Hypothesis 1. Goal-oriented workplace coaching supports changes in coachees over
time, facilitating goal attainment.

Learning processes in coaching

Over the past few decades, numerous learning theories have been discussed in coaching literature to
explain how coaching works, such as transformative learning theories (Cox, 2015), Bandura's (1991)
social cognitive learning theory (Connolly, 2017) or behavioural, cognitive and social constructivism
(Hurlow, 2022). Furthermore, the concepts of DLL and SLL (Argyris & Schén, 1974) have been used to
develop the concept of double-loop leadership coaching (Witherspoon, 2014) and to examine sequential
coaching processes (Zimmermann & Antoni, 2018b).

Single-loop and double-loop learning

Argyris and Schoén (1974, 1978) proposed that individuals engage in self-monitoring to ascertain the
efficacy of their actions and modify their strategies and behaviours per this assessment. Upon realising
that their actions have failed to yield the intended results, individuals modify their behaviour to attain
their goals. Should this behavioural adjustment proves efficacious in resolving the issue and achieving
the desired outcome, Argyris and Schoén (1974) designated it as SLL, signifying that the individual has
acquired the capacity to adapt their behaviour to successfully address the problem. Hummelbrunner
and Reynolds (2013) describe SLL as ‘learning to adapt’ (p. 1), with the fundamental question being
‘Are we doing things right?’ (p. 1). Furthermore, they characterised SLL as a method of addressing
symptoms but not the underlying causes. Argyris and Schén (1974) contended that individuals are
primarily inclined towards SLL when addressing matters involving others and contentious issues.

In cases where multiple behavioural adjustments fail to achieve the desired outcome, DLL is re-
quired. DLL involves individuals reflecting on their goals, situational conditions and underlying as-
sumptions of their unsuccessful problem-solving attempts to gain insight into the fundamental causes of
the problem and identify a novel and efficacious approach to problem-solving (Argyris & Schon, 1978).
DLL prompts the question, ‘Are we doing the right things?’ It is described as ‘learning to change’
(Hummelbrunner & Reynolds, 2013, p. 1) or transformative learning to change meaning perspectives
(Terblanche, 2020). Therefore, DLL is primarily a cognitive learning process in which the underlying
assumptions of behavioural patterns are questioned and reflected upon (Terblanche, 2020). By contrast,
SLL is primarily a behavioural learning process that leads to changes in plans and behaviours based on
given assumptions (Hayes & Allinson, 1998). In this respect, DLL can be described as having a higher
level of self-reflection than SLL (Greif, 2008).

Coaching as a cyclical process of self-regulation

Similar to SLL and DLL, self-monitoring and self-reflection on one's actions are at the core of the
generic model of goal-directed self-regulation in coaching. Grant and O'Connor (2022) described
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coaching as a cyclical process of self-regulation in six stages: (1) identifying the issue; (2) setting a
goal; (3) developing an action plan; (4) acting; (5) monitoring, evaluating, changing what is working
and doing more of what works and (6) success. If the result of Stage 5 is that the coachees' actions
are ineffective in achieving their goals, they must change what is not working. This may prompt
coachees to modify their actions, revert to Stage 3 and develop an alternative action plan, revert
to Stage 2 and modify their goals or revert to Stage 1 and analyse the underlying causes of their
problems before progression in this dynamic process, which involves some overlap in practice
(Grant & O'Connor, 2022).

Changing one's actions or action plans without analysing the underlying causes of the problem or
changing one's goals is consistent with SLL. Similarly, analysing the underlying causes of a problem or
changing one's goals is consistent with DLL, which involves questioning one's underlying assumptions.
Therefore, both SLI. and DLL can be integrated into a cyclical model of goal-directed self-regulation in
coaching, as both describe dynamic self-regulation processes with feedback loops.

In the following, we argue why problem-specific coaching interventions stimulate learning pro-
cesses, including SLL and DLL.

Problem-specific interventions in coaching

The concept of common success factors (Grawe, 2007), which is empirically well established in
psychotherapy research (Gémez-Penedo et al., 2023), is also one of the most influential concepts
applied to coaching research (Behrendt & Greif, 2022). There are five common factors, which are
divided into two categories (Grawe, 2007). The first category focuses on activating resources and
the therapist—client working alliance to foster positive emotions and support. The second category
comptrises clarification of meaning, mastery/coping, and implementation actuation as problem-
specific interventions. Psychotherapy research has shown that problem-specific interventions,
particulatly clarification of meaning and mastery/coping, can directly support clients' learning and
change by potentially stimulating new neural connections and influencing therapy outcomes beyond
the therapist—client working alliance, while the activation of resources is assumed to facilitate, but
not directly influence, learning (Gémez-Penedo et al., 2023; Grawe, 2007). Therefore, this study
focused on problem-specific interventions.

Coaches use clarification of meaning interventions to explore coachees' concerns and problems to
establish mutual understanding and agreement on specific coaching goals. To achieve this, they encour-
age the coachees to reflect on their current behavioural patterns and goals. The objective is to enable
coachees to better understand the motivational factors that underlie their behaviour and to identify
the implicit meanings of their interactions. Clarification of meaning primarily focuses on cognitive
processes, as it entails reflective questioning of coachees' behavioural patterns and goals to help them
clarify their implicit assumptions, motives and goals.

To facilitate behavioural change and align action strategies with desired outcomes, coaches use mas-
tery/coping interventions such as providing advice and instruction. Accordingly, mastery/coping intet-
ventions primarily focus on coachee behaviour to help them attain their goals.

Coaches use implementation actuation interventions (also referred to as problem actualisation) to
facilitate coachees' emotional engagement with a given situation, thereby enhancing their ability to
transfer alternative behaviours to their work environment.

Learning as a mediator between problem-specific interventions and goal
attainment

As described above, we assume that problem-specific interventions can stimulate coachees' SLL and
DLL and improve their self-regulation processes. As SLL and DLL lead to changes and improved
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goal attainment, we assume that learning processes mediate the effects of problem-specific coaching
interventions on goal attainment. Referring to the generic model of goal-directed self-regulation (Grant
& O'Connor, 2022), coaches use problem-specific interventions to facilitate the self-regulation processes
of their coachees to monitor, evaluate and adjust goal-directed actions (SLL). Further, if needed, reflect
on and adapt their issues, goals and respective action strategies (DLL), thus indirectly supporting goal
achievement through these learning processes. Definitions of coaching, which conceptualise it as a goal-
oriented learning process (Bozer & Jones, 2018; Miiller & Kotte, 2020), imply a cause—effect mechanism
in which coaches' interventions stimulate their coachees' learning processes, which mediate the effects
of their interventions on coaching success.

Problem-specific interventions to stimulate learning processes and facilitate the self-regulation
processes of their coachees to monitor, evaluate and adjust goal-directed actions (SLL) and to reflect
on and adapt their issues, goals and respective action strategies (DLL) encompass mastery/coping,
clarification of meaning and implementation actuation. Therefore, we propose the following medi-
ation hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2. Mastery/coping interventions lead to coachees' goal attainment through
coachees' learning processes.

Hypothesis 3. Clarification of meaning interventions lead to coachees' goal attainment
through their learning processes.

Hypothesis 4. Implementation actuation interventions lead to the coachees' goal
attainment through their learning processes.

Exploratory research questions

An interesting question is whether mastery/coping, clarification of meaning and implementation
actuation interventions stimulate differential learning processes. Given that coaches utilise clarification
of meaning interventions to question coachees' current behavioural patterns and goals to help them
identify implicit meanings and motivational factors that underlie their behaviour, it could be argued
that they are more closely aligned with DLL than with SLL. This is because DLL describes how
gaining insights into the fundamental causes of problems and identifying novel and effective problem-
solving approaches. In contrast, coaches use mastery/coping interventions, such as providing advice
and guidance, to facilitate the development or adaptation of their coachees' action plans for problem-
solving. This suggests mastery/coping interventions may be mote closely associated with SLL than with
DLL. This is because SLL states that coachees have acquired the capacity to adapt their behaviour to
successfully address their problems. Coaches employ implementation actuation interventions to engage
with the emotional dimensions associated with their issues in specific situations, identifying the problem
itself. It could be posited that this approach may assist coachees in reflecting and understanding the
motivational dynamics, thus providing support for DLL.

However, given that Grant and O'Connor (2022) argue that the process of self-regulation is cyclical
and dynamic, with overlapping stages, SLL and DLL may also be closely linked. For example, when
coaches use clarification of meaning interventions and question coachees' goals, they may examine
the underlying causes of their problems. Further, when they identify new causes, they may also obtain
insights for alternative action plans better suited to solve their problems. Conversely, when coaches sug-
gest alternative action plans, they may also obtain a different problem perspective and become aware of
their behavioural patterns. Indeed, Zimmermann and Antoni (2018b) showed that both mastery/coping
and the clarification of meaning stimulated DLL. As it seems difficult to substantiate clear predictions,
we will explore the extent to which mastery/coping, clarification of meaning and implementation actu-
ation interventions stimulate SLL and DLL differentially and thus influence goal attainment.



LEARNING PROCESSES IN WORKPLACE COACHING 7 of 22

METHODS

To test the mediating hypotheses regarding the learning processes in workplace coaching, we focused on
within-person effects using a quantitative longitudinal multilevel design. We analysed coach—coachee
dyads in a workplace setting using established and validated scales to measure each model variable, with
ratings provided by both the coach and coachee at the beginning and end of each session.

Participants

Fifty-five coach—coachee dyads, with 51 coaches and 55 coachees participated in this study. The
coachees were between 21 and 62years old (M=36.89, SD=10.17); 58.2% were female. All coachees
were employed and came from different professional backgrounds, namely economics (27.27%), health
cate/social work (12.7%), IT (7.27%), psychology (3.63%), pedagogy (3.63%) and others (40%). The
coachees worked between 20 and 60h a week (M=40.00, SD=8.20) and were highly educated, with
59.69% holding a bachelot's degree or higher.

The coaches were between 22 and 67 years old (M= 38.49, SD=10.806); 83.60% of the coaches were
female, and 14.50% were male, reflecting the greater interest of women in coach training. One coach did
not answer the gender question, and two did not indicate their age. Coaches were native German speak-
ers and mainly employed (83.60%); 9.09% were students, and 5.45% had another status. 64.71% Of the
coaches had at least a bachelot's degree, 15.69% did not report their degree. Coaches reported diverse
occupations, including leadership/management (17.65%), economics (15.69%), psychology (15.69%), re-
search/science (13.73%), human resoutces (13.73%), pedagogy (7.84%), health care/social work (5.88%)
and others (9.80%). Only four had previously worked as professional coaches.

All the coaches participated in a coach training program offered by a German university. The pro-
gram trainer was an experienced coach and supervisor and was not involved in this study. Conversely,
we were not involved in the enrolment or training processes.

Coach training program

The training lasted 150h and was taught in German. It was aimed at consultants, human relations
professionals and managers and was advertised online by the university. Before enrolment, the
participants and the trainer clarified their mutual expectations and fit.

Each training session consisted of seven 2-day modules with a maximum of 10 participants. The five
modules focused on knowledge transfer and practical training interventions for work-related issues,
such as conflict resolution, employee motivation, stress management and self-improvement, using role
plays, peer consultations, feedback and supervised practice. Training aimed to provide a comprehensive
understanding of how common factors (Grawe, 2007; Greif, 2008) influence coaching success, train
coaches to apply problem-specific interventions, activate coaches' resources and build a good working
alliance. The last two modules are used for case-based supervision. Each coach was required to con-
duct at least one full coaching process with a coachee supervised by a program trainer. Coaches were
responsible for recruiting their own coaches and determining the terms of coaching, including payment
arrangements. The coaches and coachees were not allowed to know each other prior to the coaching
session.

Research procedure and design

Before coaching began, coaches were informed about the study and provided informed consent to
complete questionnaires throughout the coaching process, before and after each coaching session, using
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an online portal. These questionnaires served both as tools for mutual feedback to monitor coaching
progress and as a database for this study. The local ethics committee of the university approved this
study in compliance with the ethical standards (EK Nr. 80/2018).

Coaching typically consisted of seven to eight sessions (M =7.44; SD=2.15; Mdn="1.5, range = 3—11),
each lasting approximately 60—90 min, mostly over 6 months. The coaching sessions focused primarily
on work-related challenges and goals such as career reorientation and leadership development. Table 1
illustrates the multilevel longitudinal study design.

During the first session, the coachee and coach agreed on the coaching goals and recorded them.
Coaches helped their coachees to clarify, describe and set goals as specifically as possible in order to
monitor progress together. Coachees were asked to describe situations reflecting different degrees
of goal attainment, starting with the current state (0%) and then 50% and 100% goal attainment.
In addition, coachees were asked to describe a situation illustrating a 25% deterioration from their
current state. These different degrees served as anchor examples for the goal attainment scale, as
explained below. Table 2 shows three examples of learning objectives based on coachees' professions
and their objectives .

TABLE 1 Study design.
At the beginning of every
Before the first session session (1+ n) At the end of every session (1+ n)
Coachee Demographics Goal attainment Single-loop learning
Double-loop learning
Coach Demographics Mastery/coping
Clarification of meaning
Implementation actuation
TABLE 2  Goal setting examples.

Topics Profession ~ —25% 0% 50% 100%

Leadership ~ Management I make the I am dissatisfied I have a plan of I want to find a way to
situation so bad with the distribution  where I want to go distribute the tasks in
that the current of tasks, especially with my leadership such a way that there
purchasing in the purchasing and how I want to is a balanced workload
manager leaves the  department distribute the tasks for my employees and
company thus motivation is

increased

Stress Team leader  In difficult and In difficult and I react appropriately  In difficult or stressful

management stressful situations, stressful situations, in difficult and situations, I react
I take things so such as conflict stressful situations. appropriately (factually
much to heart that  situations, I take In my private life, and objectively), keep
they weigh heavily  things very much to  these issues take to myself and don't
on me emotionally  heart and take them  up space only for a take the issues into my
for days with me into my short period of time  private life

private everyday life

Conflict Management 1 lose my control I feel uncomfortable  I'm able to recognize 1 can recognize and

management and temper with in conflict situations  that there is a anticipate the signs

the team or ignore
the situation,
tensions and
conflicts

and tensions, |
hesitate with my
role as a leader and
struggle with a lack
of self-confidence
and a tendency to
remain silent

Note: Goal setting examples were translated into English by the authors.

conflict. I'm able to
take a step out of my
comfort zone and
express my views
and feelings about
this conflict

and act accordingly by
trusting myself. I know
when to engage and
ifIdoso,Idoitina
constructive way with
a positive outcome for
all involved
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Measures

The scales employed were established and validated in coaching research. To avoid attrition over
time, we followed the recommendations for diary studies (Ohly et al., 2010) and focused on short
scales.

Problem-specific interventions

To measure problem-specific interventions, we used the adapted Bern Post Session Report 2000 (BPSR-T,
Flickiger, 2010). The BPSR-T'is a reliable instrument in psychotherapy research with established construct
validity (Fluckiger et al., 2010). Its three subscales have been successfully adapted to coaching research by re-
placing the term patient with the term dient (Zimmermann & Antoni, 2018b). Each subscale comprised three
items. Responses ranged from 0 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Example items are for mastery/cop-
ing: “Today I worked towards making the client better able to cope with difficult situations for him/het’; for
clarification of meaning: “Today I worked towards the client becoming clearer about his goals and motives’
and for implementation actuation: “Today, I specifically worked to engage the client emotionally’. All scales
had good internal consistency (Cohen, 1988) averaged over the different measurement points (mastery/
coping a=.92, clarification of meaning a=.81, implementation actuation a=.87). Coaches completed the
scales at the end of each session.

Learning processes

After each session, the coachees filled in an adapted version of the organisational learning instrument,
which showed construct, discriminant and convergent validity (Jashapara, 2003). The items were suc-
cessfully adapted to the coaching context by changing specific terms, such as innovation, to more general
terms, such as problems (Zimmermann & Antoni, 2018b). SLL and DLL were measured with three items
each (e.g., SLL: ‘In the last session I got an idea of how I can tackle my problems’. DLL: ‘In the last
session I questioned the way I used to solve my problems before’.). The items were rated on a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from 0 (totally disagree) to 4 (totally agree). The average internal consistency across
all measurement points was good (SLL a=.92, DLL a=.82; Cohen, 1988).

Goal attainment

We measured the coachees' perceived goal attainment using the revised version of the Goal Attainment
Scale (GAS-R, Kiresuk & Lund, 1979). Following Zimmermann and Antoni (2018b), who had adapted
this scale to the coaching context, we used a 7-point scale ranging from 0 (=50%) to 6 (100%) goal
attainment, with a 25% increase or decrease between each step. In the first coaching session, goal
attainment was defined as 2 (0%). Before each session, the participants rated their goal attainment relative
to their baseline. The GAS-R score can indicate a meaningful change in goal attainment. However, it
is difficult to determine the general validity of the GAS-R, given the different goal definitions and the
range of scores across studies (Shankar et al., 2020).

Analytical strategy
Our data had a nested structure with sessions (Level 1) nested in persons (Level 2). To test for

Hypothesis 1, we calculated a longitudinal multilevel model (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). First, we
estimated a basic model to calculate the intra-class correlation coefficient (ICC) and determine the
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characteristics of the dependent variable (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992). In the second step, we added the
session as a predictor variable.

Before testing Hypotheses 2—4, we performed confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for the problem-
specific interventions (mastery/coping, clarification of meaning and implementation actuation) and
learning constructs (SLL and DLL) to determine their discriminant validity. We used maximum like-
lihood estimation and fixed the loading of every first factor at 1. For problem-specific interventions,
we compared one 1-factor with three 2-factor and one 3-factor solution. For the learning variables, we
compared a 1-factor with a 2-factor solution and a model with a second-order factor. The models were
fitted with the open-source software R (R Core Team, 2023) using the lavaan-package (Version 16,
Rosseel, 2012). We used CFI (=.95), TLI (2.95), RMSEA (=.08) and SRMR (=.05) as model quality
criteria (Hooper et al., 2008) and AIC and BIC in the model comparisons.

For the problem-specific interventions, the three-factor solution fitted the data best [y2(24)=45.17,
p»=.0006, CFI=.99, TL.I=.98, RMSEA= .05, SRMR=.04, AIC=10372.1, BIC=10454.9] with adequate
to good factor loadings (1=.62—.94; Table S1). For the learning variables, the two-factor solution fitted
the data best [y2(8) =16.70, p=.033, CFI=.99, TLI=.99, RMSEA=.05, SRMR=.02, AIC=5247.3,
BIC=5299] with adequate to good factor loadings (A=.76—.92; Table S2). The model with the second-
order factor learning had nearly the same fit [;(2(7) =16.70, p=.000, CFI= .99, TL.I= .99, RMSE.A= .00,
SRMR=.02, AIC=5249.3, BIC=5304.9]. From a theoretical perspective, we decided to work with the
second-order factor because SLI. and DLL are both forms of learning,

To test Hypotheses 2—4, we calculated three multi-level structural equation models (MSEM, Preacher
et al.,, 2011) using a maximum likelihood estimator. MSEM allows for the disaggregation of the within-
and between-variance components of variables; thus, we were able to identify the mediation process at
the within-person level. We specified a 1-1-1 mediation model with problem-specific intervention as the
independent variable, goal attainment as the dependent variable and learning (SLL and DLL) as the me-
diator. The aforementioned models were then fitted. As all the hypotheses postulated directed effects,
we used one-sided significance tests.

The data and codes supporting the findings of this study are available from the corresponding author
upon request.

RESULTS

Table 3 displays means, standard deviations and zero-order correlations between study variables.

Preliminary analysis

We first estimated a null model for goal attainment and calculated the intra-class correlation coefficient
(ICC1) to determine the characteristics of the dependent variable (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992). Intra-
class correlation coefficient (ICC1) of goal attainment was .45, indicating that 45% of the variation in
goal attainment was due to between-person differences and 55% was due to within-person variance.
Following Bliese and Ployhart (2002), we assessed the error structure of the null model. Adding auto-
correlations to the null model for goal attainment fitted the data better (LR =129.68, p<.001), while
heteroscedasticity was not present (LR=2.25, p=.133). We consider the error structure of the null
model in the following analyses.

Test of hypotheses

To test Hypothesis 1, that goal-oriented workplace coaching supports changes within the coachees over
time, facilitating their goal attainment, we added the session as a predictor to the null model of goal
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attainment with autocorrelation in the residuals (Table 4). The number of sessions predicted goal attain-
ment (b, =.34, SE=.02, p<.001). Hypothesis 1 can be confirmed.

To test Hypothesis 2, that mastery/coping leads to goal attainment through a learning process, we
fitted the model shown in Figure 2. The model showed a good fit to the data [;(2(67) =164.79, p<.001,
CFI1=.95, TLI=.93, RMSE.A=.07, SRMR=.04]. As hypothesised, mastery/coping positively affected
goal attainment through learning (b=.21, SE=.05, p<.001). The total effect v" was significant, too
(=.43,SE=.00, p<.001). Hypothesis 2 can be confirmed.

Hypothesis 3 proposed a mediation effect of clarification of meaning on goal attainment via learn-
ing, as shown in Figure 3. The model fit was acceptable [;(2(67) =172.15, p<.001, CFI=.93, TL.I= .90,
RMSEA=.07, SRMR=.06], and the significant indirect effect of clarification of meaning on goal at-
tainment via learning (b=.17, SE=.00, p <.001) confirms our Hypothesis 3. The total effect was v’ =.35
(SE=.08, p<.001).

TABLE 4 Parameter estimates and variance components session predicting the outcome goal attainment (Hypothesis 1).

Model 0 Model 1
Variable Est SE t Est SE t
Intercept 3.98 15 25.97kx 3.06 .16 19.68%#*
Session .34 .02 14.50%**
Level 1 intercept variance (SE) 2.15 (1.47) .62 (79)
Level 2 intercept variance (SE) .00 (.03) .90 (95)
AIC 981.49 883.33
BIC 996.84 902.51
—2xLL 486.75 436.67

Note: First session = 0. Esz, estimate; NLevel2 =55, NLevell =344,
Abbreviations: AIC, Akaike information criterion; BIC, Bayesian information criterion.
*HEp<.001.

M. £ .-y/ .22*,‘*

Coping

Goal Attainment

487 437

Learning

FIGURE 2 Results from the multi-level path model for Hypothesis 2 with standardised regression coefficients. *p<.05,
kp< 01, *%p < 001,

Clarification A7
of Meaning

Goal Attainment

36" 49"

Learning

FIGURE 3 Results from the multi-level path model for Hypothesis 3 with standardised regression coefficients. *p<.05,
P <01, F*kp<.001.



LEARNING PROCESSES IN WORKPLACE COACHING | 13 of 22

To test Hypothesis 4, that implementation actuation leads to goal attainment via learning, we fitted
the model shown in Figure 4.

The model fit was acceptable [}(2(67) =154.24, p<.001, CFI=.94, TLLI=.92, RMSE.A=.06,
SRMR = .05], the indirect effect was significant (b=.07, SE =.03, p=.046) confirming Hypothesis 4.
The total effect was significant (t”=.15, SE=.05, p=.010). Table 5 lists the effects of the three
models.

Exploratory analyses and results
After testing the hypothesised mediation effects of the learning processes, we explored the differential

mediation effects of SLL and DLL. We fitted three exploratory models for each problem-specific inter-
vention with two separate mediation processes (SLL and DLL) for goal attainment.

Implementation .08

Actuation

Goal Attainment

14 .53**

Learning

FIGURE 4 Results from the multi-level path model for Hypothesis 4 with standardised regression coefficients. *p<.05,
wxp < 01, ¥¥%p < 001,

TABLE 5 Within results of multilevel SEMs (Hypotheses 2—4).

Predictor and effect b SE 95% CI P B

Hypothesis 2

a—Path mastery learning 2 .04 [18, .33] .000 48
b—Path learning goal attainment .83 18 [48, 1.18] .000 43
¢’—Path mastery goal attainment 23 .07 [.09, .37] .001 22
Indirect effect 21 .05 [11,.31] .000 21
Total effect 44 .06 [.32,.56] .000 43
Hypothesis 3

a—Path clarification learning .21 .05 [11, .31] .000 .36
b—~Path learning goal attainment 97 18 [.63, 1.32] .000 49
¢’—Path clarification goal attainment 2l .08 [.04, .37] .007 17
Indirect effect .21 .06 [.09,.32] .001 17
Total effect A1 .08 [.25,.58] .000 .35
Hypothesis 4

a—Path actuation learning .06 .03 [=.00, .12] .033 14
b—~Path learning goal attainment 99 17 [.66, 1.33] .000 .53
¢’—Path actuation goal attainment .06 .05 [=.00, .15] 108 .08
Indirect effect .06 .03 [-.01, .13] .046 .07
Total effect 12 .05 [02, .21] .010 Al

Abbreviations: actuation, implementation actuation; CI, confidence interval; clarification, clarification of meaning; Mastery, mastery/coping.
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The model, specified for mastery/coping leading to goal attainment via SLL and DLL, showed a poor
fit to the data [)(2(67) =239.54, p<.001, CFI= 91, TLI=.87, RMSE.A=.09, SRMR=13]. Mastery/
coping had a positive effect on goal attainment via SLL (b=.16, SE=.04, p<.001), but not via DLL
(b=.05,SE =.03, p=.074). The total effect v’ was significant (v’ = .44, SE =.06, p <.001). The model, that
was specified for clarification of meaning leading to goal attainment via SLL and DLL, also showed
a poor fit to the data [y2(67) =251.73, p<.001, CFI=.87, TL.I=.83, RMSEA=.09, SRMR=.14]. The
indirect effect of clarification of meaning on goal attainment via SLL was significant (b=.14, SE=.05,
p<.001), whereas the indirect effect via DLL was non-significant (¢=.04, SE =.05, p=.130). The total
effect ©” was significant (t’=.39, SE=.08, p<.001).

Also, the model specified for implementation actuation showed a poor fit to the data [)(2(67)
=247.68, p<.001, CFI= .88, TLLI=.84, RMSE.A=.09, SRMR=.16]. Implementation actuation had a
significant effect on goal attainment via SLL (4=.06, SE =.03, p=.041) and a non-significant effect via
DLL (b=.03,SE=.02, p=.121). The model indicated a significant total effect (t’=.17, SE =.05, p=.005).

In conclusion, comparative analyses of the differential mediation effects of SLI. and DLL revealed
an overall poor model fit. However, the results indicated that the effects of the three problem-specific
interventions via SLL, but not DLL, on goal attainment were significant. However, when we ana-
lysed the mediation effect of SLL. and DLL separately, we were able to replicate Zimmermann and
Antoni's (2018b) finding that DLL mediates the effect of mastery/coping and clarification of meaning
on goal attainment. Furthermore, DLL mediated the effect of implementation actuation on goal attain-
ment (Table S3).

DISCUSSION

This study aimed to examine the underlying mechanisms through which learning processes mediate
the impact of workplace coaching interventions on goal attainment. First, we analysed the development
of goal attainment during the coaching process. The findings indicated that the coachees reported an
improvement in their goal attainment. This finding supports changes within coachees over time that
facilitate goal attainment, confirming Hypothesis 1. This is also consistent with existing research using
within-subject designs (Theeboom et al., 2014), as well as the outcomes of between-subject studies
(De Haan & Nilsson, 2023). We examined the mediating role of learning processes (SLL and DLIL)
on the effects of problem-specific interventions on goal attainment. As expected, mastery/coping,
clarification of meaning and implementation actuation interventions led to goal attainment through
learning processes, thus confirming Hypotheses 2—4.

We replicated Zimmermann and Antoni's (2018b) finding that DLL mediated the effects of mastery/
coping and clarification of meaning on goal attainment when we explored the mediation effects of SLL
and DLL separately. Contrary to their results, we found a significant indirect effect of implementa-
tion actuation on goal attainment via DLL, although this was the smallest of the three. This suggests
that focusing on the emotional elements of situations that coachees encounter not only helps them
change their behaviour but also their underlying assumptions. Furthermore, we extend the findings of
Zimmermann and Antoni (2018b) by demonstrating that learning processes, including DLL and SLL
processes as part of a second-level latent learning variable, act as mediators between problem-specific
interventions on goal attainment. These findings underscore the importance of learning processes as
mediating mechanisms in the impact of problem-specific interventions on goal attainment in workplace
coaching,.

Implications for theory and research

Our findings support the assumptions of models of goal-directed self-regulation in coaching (Grant &
O'Connor, 2022) and self-regulated learning (Sitzmann & Ely, 2011), which help explain how coaching
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works. Goals stimulate self-regulation strategy development, monitoring their implementation and,
where necessary, adjustments to ensure goal attainment. The DLL ensures that the premises of goals
and actions are reflected and changed when needed (Argyris & Schén, 1974). Coaches can facilitate
this process by clarification of meaning interventions such as asking incisive questions that stimulate
reflection and alternative perspectives (Terblanche, 2020). Coaches can also support their self-regulation
by fostering a working alliance and image of self-perspective-taking, thus indirectly contributing to
coaching success (Mihlberger et al., 2024). Future research should test both coachees' self-regulation
competency and learning as predictors of goal attainment in coaching,

A body of literature compares solution- and problem-focused coaching (Braunstein & Grant, 2016;
Grant, 2012). While problem-focused questions in coaching ‘invite casual analysis’, ‘solution-focused
questions invite goal identification and the development of action pathways’ (Grant & O'Connor, 2018,
p. 2). Building on this approach, we assigned learning concepts to two foci. SLL focuses on adapting
behaviours to reach goals and is thus primarily a solution-focused behavioural learning process (Hayes
& Allinson, 1998), whereas DLL aims to reflect on the premises of one's problem-solving approaches
(Argyris & Schon, 1974; Terblanche, 2020), making it more problem-focused. Problem-specific inter-
ventions can be classified into two categories: solutions and problem focus. Clarification of meaning
interventions, which explore current behavioural patterns prior to goal setting, and implementation ac-
tuation, which aims to evoke feelings that the coachee might otherwise avoid, both align with the focus
on reflection and can thus be classified as problem-focused. Conversely, mastery/coping and SLL adopt
a solution-focused approach to modify behaviours to enhance goal attainment.

Studies using student samples have suggested that both problem- and solution-focused coaching
questions improve goal attainment. However, solution-focused questions lead to a higher goal approach,
the generation of more action steps, higher self-efficacy and an increase in positive affect while decreas-
ing negative affect, compared to the problem-focused approach (Braunstein & Grant, 2016; Grant &
O'Connor, 2018). This may explain outr observation that SLL and mastery/coping are mote strongly
associated with goal attainment than the other interventions. With regard to solution-oriented inter-
ventions that support implementing solutions in the workplace and thus goal attainment, Greif (2022)
suggests that implementation support, such as through shadowing or text messaging, is particularly
effective. As he reported on initial empirical support, it may be worthwhile to analyse the differential
effect of implementation support, in addition to general mastery/coping factors, in further studies.

Miihlberger et al. (2023) compared the efficacy of coaching among individuals with a dominant
promotion or dominant prevention focus. These two self-regulatory systems are described in Higgins'
(1997) regulatory focus theory. The authors posit that these concepts are comparable to those of solu-
tion and problem focus. They argued that solution-focused coaching, such as promotion focus, focuses
on solutions rather than problems, whereas problem-focused coaching involves analysing clients' prob-
lems, similar to prevention focus. They found that a higher promotion focus than a prevention focus
was related to coaching success. They also found that coaches can facilitate coachees' goal attainment
using promotion-oriented rather than prevention-oriented language. It may be promising for future re-
search to analyse whether using a different language by coaches results in different learning approaches
(SLL/DLL) and, subsequently, in varying degrees of goal attainment.

Workplace coaching typically involves a combination of problem- and solution-focused inter-
ventions. To address this issue, Grant and Gerrard (2019) compared the effects of solution-focused
coaching questions with questions that combined both problem and solution focuses in an under-
graduate sample. Participants in both conditions were asked to respond to these questions regarding
a personal real-life problem. The results showed that solution-focused questions were more effective
at increasing goal attainment, self-efficacy, positive affect and decreasing negative affect than ques-
tions that combined problem- and solution-focused approaches. The authors' analysis was limited
to a single session, with no consideration of the interaction processes between the coach and the
coachee or the review and evaluation of implemented action plans. This necessitates a study on
multiple-session coaching, as was conducted in this study. Additionally, it is reasonable to hypothe-
sise that students are unlikely to select complex problems for coaching exercises, as with employees
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and managers. Thus, whether a problem- or solution-focused approach to workplace coaching is
more effective remains an open question for future research. This might depend on the severity
and complexity of coaches' problems (Theeboom et al., 2014), as well as on cultural and coaching
contexts (Bozer & Delegach, 2019).

Cyclical models of coaching (Grant & O'Connor, 2022) emphasise the dynamic interplay of problem
identification, goal setting, action planning, action monitoring, evaluation and feedback processes to
change ineffective or enhance effective behaviour. This cyclical process implies that coaching entails
both problem- and solution-focused intervention. Problem-focused interventions involve clarification
of meaning to identify and clarify problems, whereas solution-focused interventions involve mastery/
coping to set goals and develop suitable action strategies to attain them. Additionally, these strategies
allow for learning whether these action strategies are effective or require adaptation (SLL) or if problem
causes and goals must be reanalysed and changed (DLL). This ultimately leads to the initiation of a new
action-regulation cycle.

Hummelbrunner and Reynolds (2013) also indicated that both learning facets are required for deep
learning, beginning with SLL and subsequently progressing to DLL. This is in line with the hierarchical
and sequential structure of cyclical models of coaching and other models of action regulation (Carver &
Scheier, 1998; Hacker, 2003). Once goals have been established and action plans have been defined, the
coachee will act in accordance with them before modifying the goal or even reflecting on the underly-
ing assumptions of the issue. We could not test this sequential model assumption because we analysed
both learning facets as simultaneous mediators. When we explored the differential mediation processes
of SLL and DLL, only SLL. mediated the effects of problem-specific interventions on goal attainment.
However, our differential mediation models showed a poor model fit, which may be attributed to the
common variance between the two learning facets. SLL and DLL were highly correlated, both between
and within individuals. A promising avenue for future research would be to investigate both learning
aspects with larger samples and greater statistical power to test for even small effects while accounting
for sequential effects.

Additionally, the stages of self-regulatory cycles have been shown to ovetlap (Grant & O'Connor, 2022).
These dynamic and complex feedback processes in cyclical models may provide an additional rationale
for the difficulty of differentiating between SLL and DLL in questionnaires following a coaching ses-
sion. For instance, when coaches prompt coachees to reflect on the underlying causes of their problems,
coachees may rapidly transition from identifying causes to potential solutions. Consequently, feedback
cycles may occur over several coaching sessions, or shorter feedback cycles may occur within a single
session (e.g. when coachees modify their goals based on their reflection of situational influencing fac-
tors). To analyse such shorter within-session feedback cycles, it is necessary to examine the actual inter-
action sequences between coaches and coachees (Gessnitzer & Kauffeld, 2015).

Furthermore, an analysis of coaches' and coachees' behaviour would facilitate a more comprehen-
sive examination of the interplay and consequences of diverse coaching interventions and the learning
processes of coachees. The design of the present study, which includes measurement points at the
conclusion and commencement of each session, permits analysis of the coaching processes between
sessions only. It would be beneficial for future studies to focus on analysing actual interaction sequences
between coaches and coachees to gain a deeper understanding of the dynamics between interventions
and SLL and DLL processes.

Strengths and limitations

The strength of our study lies in its longitudinal multi-level within-person design, which allowed us to
disaggregate within- and between-person variance, facilitating the analysis of the mechanisms through
which coaching exerts its effects. Furthermore, we analysed coaching sessions from a sample comprising
solely employed coachees with 100% work-related objectives. Additionally, we used multimodal measures
that considered both coaches' and coachees' perspectives. We used a multi-level structural equation
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model (MSEM) and focused on within-subject effects to draw conclusions regarding the coaching
process and behavioural modifications of each coach—coachee dyad. Problem-specific interventions
were assessed by the coaches who rated their learning and goal attainment. In doing so, we reduce the
common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2012).

The coaches underwent extensive training before participating in the coaching process, also super-
vised by an experienced coach through case presentations and private sessions. The coachees were of
different ages, had varying levels of professional experience and sought support for work-related issues.
Thus, our findings are likely applicable to many workplace coaching scenarios, which enhances external
validity.

Nevertheless, the coaches lacked experience, which may have influenced their coaching outcomes and
our findings. However, meta-analytic research suggests that coaching expertise does not significantly
moderate the relationship between coaching and goal attainment (Sonesh et al., 2015). Furthermore,
similar research on psychotherapy has shown that therapist experience does not strongly impact psy-
chotherapy outcomes (Newman, n.d.; Stein & Lambert, 1984). Future studies could further explore
coaching experience, given the limited number of studies in the meta-analysis by Sonesh et al. (2015).

One might also question whether the number of coaching sessions analysed in this study is rep-
resentative of workplace coaching. However, the median number of coaching sessions in our study
was similar to that in previous meta-analyses (De Haan & Nilsson, 2023; Theeboom et al., 2014).
Therefore, the results of our study are representative. Furthermore, these meta-analyses show no
(GraBmann et al., 2020; Nicolau et al., 2023; Theeboom et al., 2014) or nearly no effect (De Haan &
Nilsson, 2023) of the number of coaching sessions on coaching outcomes. Only Sonesh et al. (2015)
reported a moderation effect, with the strongest effects for 7-9 sessions, and 1-3 sessions having
stronger effects than 4—06 sessions.

By choosing MSEM over multi-level modelling, we gained the advantage of having a test statistic for
model fit (Christ et al., 2017). The sample size for MSEM should be at least 50 Level 2units to obtain
trustworthy standard errors for Level 2-parameter estimates and global model tests (Sagan, 2019). We
met these standards with 55 dyads (Level 2units). Furthermore, the required sample size depends on
the researcher's specific interests (Meuleman & Billiet, 2009). As we focused on within-person effects
power analyses with the pwrSEM app, our N=2335—407 Level 1-data units provide sufficient power
(:91-1.0) for our statistical tests (Wang & Rhemtulla, 2021).

The lack of a control group is a major weakness in coaching literature (Hinn et al., 2022). Within the
conditions of the training program in which the coaches sought out their coachees, we could not imple-
ment a control group or waiting-list control group. However, given our interest in within-person effects,
a within-person design controls for the influences of differences between coachees, thus allowing for
testing changes over time that would not be possible when relying solely on a traditional between-
person design (McCormick et al., 2020). Nevertheless, combining a within-subject with a between-
group design, for example, using a waitlist control group and randomised group assignment, would be
promising for future research.

Practical implications

The findings indicate that all three problem-specific interventions facilitate goal attainment among
coachees by enhancing their learning processes. Moreover, the results showed that both SLL and
DLL facilitate goal attainment. Cyclical models of coaching, such as the model of goal-directed self-
regulation (Grant & O'Connor, 2022), illustrate how coaches can use mastery/coping, clarify meaning
and implementation actuation interventions to stimulate SLL and DLL, supporting coaches in attaining
their goals.

Coaches can facilitate their coachees' SLL through mastery/coping interventions, such as offering
advice on developing new action plans. Newly developed action plans can be implemented through role-
playing exercises during coaching sessions and shadowing in the workplace. Role playing may also be
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regarded as an implementation actuation intervention, as it facilitates coachees' emotional engagement
with a given situation and their behavioural patterns, enhancing their capacity to transfer alternative be-
haviours to their work environment in the interval between sessions (Behrendt, 2000). It is essential to
review and evaluate the implemented actions to check whether the solutions developed have solved the
problem or improved the situation at work, leading to the coachee's goal attainment in the subsequent
session. Frequent monitoring of goal progress, such as through an online feedback portal, supports goal
achievement (Harkin et al., 2010).

If the action does not result in achieving the desired outcome, coaches may assist their coachees in
modifying their behaviour by developing alternative solutions and action plans to enhance their SLL in
the subsequent cycle. Alternatively, this may indicate that SLL has been ineffective, and that DLL is re-
quired to reflect the undetlying assumptions of one's behaviour and goals. In particular, when coachees'
workplace-related problems are deeply rooted in an organisational context in which interactions are
based on shared values, principles and knowledge structures, DLL may be required to identify these
mental models.

To facilitate DLL, coaches may employ various clarification of meaning techniques, including re-
flective questioning, active listening and regular feedback. It is possible that during DLL, coaches alter
their coaching goals. It is recommended that coaches permit changes to goals, as adherence to the initial
goals, once set, may prove unproductive for coachees in terms of goal attainment.

The qualitative study by Terblanche (2020) on the transition coaching of managers shows, in line
with the assumptions of DLL (Argyris & Schon, 1974), that questioning and reflecting on current as-
sumptions support transition learning that changes meaning perspectives. This may lead to individual
goal attainment and increased self-efficacy (Bozer & Jones, 2018) and also stimulate organisational
learning (Ellinger & Ellinger, 2021; Jashapara, 2003).

CONCLUSION

This study contributes to the existing body of coaching process outcome research by examining the
role of learning processes as mediators of problem-specific coaching interventions, which has received
limited attention in previous studies. The findings show that clarification of meaning, mastery/coping
and implementation actuation interventions impact goal attainment via the SLL and DLL processes.
We identified and specified the mechanisms of coaching interventions and empirically validated the
knowledge available for practice and research. These insights can help improve coaching practices and
refine and validate theoretical knowledge.
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