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This study examined the effects of executive coaching on multisource
feedback over time. Participants were 1,361 senior managers who received multisource feedback; 404 of these senior managers worked
with an executive coadi (EC) to review their feedback and set goals.
One year later, 1,202 senior managers (88% of the original sample)
received multisource feedback from another survey. Managers who
worked with an EC were more likely than other ttians^ers to set specific (rather than vague) goals {d = .16) and to solicit ideas for improvement from their supervisors (d = .36). Managers who worked with an
EC improved more than other managers in terms of direct report and
supervisor ratings, however, the effect size (d = .17) was small.

This study examines two interventions that have become increasingly
widespread in leadership development—^multisource feedback and executive coaching. Although multisource feedback had its origins many
years earlier (Klimoski & London, 1974), its popularity has soared in
recent years (Hedge, Borman, & Birkeland, 2001) and there have been
an increasing number of books (e.g., Bracken, Timmreck, & Church,
2001; Tbmow & London, 1998; Waldman & Atwater, 1998) and articles
that address the process. The use of external executive coaches is also
an increasingly popular trend in corporations (Graddick & Lane, 1998;
Smither & Reilly, 2001). Despite the growing popularity of these interventions in applied settings, they have received relatively little attention
in empirical research studies. Only a modest number of longitudinal
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studies have examined the impact of multisource or upward feedback
on performance, and longitudinal research on the impact of executive
coaching is scarce.
This field stucfy extends the current literature on muitisource feedback and executive coaching in several ways. The data represent the
first test of whether woridng with an external executive coach can improve multisource feedback ratings over time. We also examine whether
working with an executive coach affects the goals that feedback recipients set and the likelihood that feedback recipients will discuss their
feedback with raters to solicit ideas for improvement. In addition, we
examine whether feedback recipients' reactions to executive coaching
are related to improvement in multisource feedback ratings over time.
These data are important from a practical perspective because, as Hall,
Otazo, and Hollenbeck (1999), Hollenbeck and McCall (1999), and Harris (1999) have noted, organizations that are implementing coaching on
a large scale are becoming concerned about cost. If the impact of executive coaching cannot be demonstrated, it could be viewed by some
organizations as too expensive and might be eliminated when budgets
get tight. These data also contribute to the emerging literature on factors
that might enhance the impact of muitisource feedback in organizations.
Dalessio (1998) defines multisource feedback as evaluations gathered about a target participant from two or more rating sources, which
can include: self, supervisor, peers, direct reports, internal customers,
external customers, and vendors/suppliers. Executive coaching can take
a number of different forms. Some executives use coaching to leam specific skills, others to improve performance on the job or to prepare for
advancement in business or professional life, and still others to support
broader purposes, such as an executive's agenda for major organizational change (Witherspoon & White, 1996). Thus, executive coaching
may involve a small number of meetings (as in the current study) where
the coach and a senior-level manager are focused on a relatively narrow
goal, or it may involve a longer relationship with multiple and complex
goals. Hall et al. (1999) state that executive coaching is "a practical,
goal-focused form of personal one-to-one learning for busy executives.
It may be used to improve performance, to improve or develop executive
behaviors, to work through organizational issues, to enhance a career, or
to prevent derailment." (p. 40)
The Impact of Multisource and Upward Feedback on Behavior Change

Although there has been considerable research on immediate reactions to mi^tisource feedback as well as to the level of agreement withinand between-rater sources (Mount & Scullen, 2001; Murphy, Cleveland,
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& Mohler, 2001), less attention has been directed to the impact of multisource feedback over time. Smither, London, Flautt, Vargas, and Kucine
(20(^) summarized 13 longitudinal studies that examined whether performance (as measured by subsequent feedback scores) improved following multisource or upward feedback. They noted that, despite considerable variability in the magnitude of effect sizes across studies, 11
of the 13 stiuiies found evidence of improvement over time for people
receivii^ multisource or upward feedback. Of the three studies Uiat included a control group (Atwater, Waldman, Atwater, & Cartier, 2000;
Hegarty, 1974; Heslin & Latham, 2001), two found that managers who
received feedback improved more than managers who did not receive
feedback. Smither et al. (2002) concluded that managers often (but not
always) improve their performance (at least as reflected by subsequent
feedback) after receiving multisource or upward feedback, and improvement is greatest among managers who initially receive the most negative
feedback or who initially overrate themselves.
The Emer^g Literature on Executive Coaching
Many recent articles approach the topic of executive coaching from
the perspective of counseling or clinical psychology (e.g., multimodal
therapy, psychodynamic theory or {^chotherapy, eye movement desensitization and reprocessing), and rely on case studies or vignettes as illustrations or sources of evidence (Foster & Lendl, 1996; Kilburg, 1996,
1997; Laske, 1999; Levinson, 1996; Richard, 1999; Rotenberg, 2000,
Speny, 1993). Hollenbeck and McCall (1999) described a follow-up
study of a coaching-based executive development process where participants rated the process as very valuable (3.95 out of 5.00) and reported
that they changed (4.07 out of 5.00; Edelstein &, Armstrong, 1993). Hall
et al. (1999) asked executives to rate the overall effectiveness of their
experiences with coaching and concluded that "the positive image of
coaching that is presented in the business media is supported by the experiences of the people we interviewed."
Olivero, Bane, and Kopehnan (1997) examined the effects of executive coaching in a public sector agency where managers participated
in a 3-day management development program and then worked with an
internal executive coach for 8 weeks. The authors found that both the
management development program and coaching increased productivity with executive (x>aching resulting in a significantly greater gain compared to the management development program alone. McGovem et
al. (2001) examined the impact of executive coaching on 100 executives
from 56 organizations. Coaching programs generally ranged from 6 to
12 months in duration. Based on interviews, they found that 86% of par-
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ticipants and 74% of stakeholders (immediate supervisors or HR representatives) indicated they were very satisfied or extremely satisfied with
the coaching process. Participants estimated that the return on coaching
was nearly 5.7 times the investment in coaching. However, these results
relied on executives' estimates of impact, as contrasted with input from
other stakeholders.
In sum, preliminary evidence indicates that managers generally have
a favorable reaction to executive coachii^, but very little attention has
been directed to examining the impact of executive coaching on behavior
change and performance improvement. It is especially noteworthy that
none of the studies cited above compared managers who received executive coaching with managers who did not receive executive coaching.
How Executive Coaches Might Enhance the Impact of Multisource
Feedback
There are several ways that executive coaches may enhance the impact of multisource feedback on behavior change. For example, a coach
can help feedback recipients acquire new skills (e.g., offering useful suggestions about how feedback recipients can better manage subordinates
with performance problems). In addition, discussing the feedback with
an executive coach may increase the feedback recipient's sense of accountability to u ^ the feedback to guide behavior diange (rather than
ignoring the feedback; London, Smither, & Adsit, 1997). Moreover, executive coaches can help feedback recipients navigate through the stages
of change (Dalton & Hollenbeck, 2001; Prochaska, Norcross, & DiClemente, 1995).
In the current study, we also examine two specific ways that executive
coaches could affect the impact of multisource feedback. First, executive coaches can help feedback recipients set appropriate goals based
on the feedback. Locke and Latham (1990) have shown that feedback
alone is not the cause of behavior change, instead, it is the goals that
people set in response to feedback, i b the extent that executive coaches
encourage and help feedback recipients to set specific goals, they should
enhance the impact of the feedback on behavior change. Second, executive coaches can encourage feedback recipients to share their feedback
with and solicit suggestions for improvement from raters. Walker and
Smither (1999) found that feedback recipients who met with direct reports to discuss their upward feedbadc improved more than other feedback recipients, and feedback recipients improved more in years when
they discussed the previous year's feedback with direct reports than in
years when they did not discuss the previous year's feedback with direct
reports. In the current study, we examine whether executive coaching
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affects the extent to which feedback recipients set specific goals and discuss their feedback with raters. We also examine whether goal specificity
and discussing feedback with raters partially mediate the relationship between executive coaching and performance improvement.
Summary and Hypotheses
Figure 1 presents a summary of the conceptual model tested here.
First, we hypothesize that feedback recipients who work with an executive coach will be more likely than other feedback recipients to set specific (rather than vague or general) goals. Second, we hypothesize that
feedback recipients who work with an executive coach will be more likely
than other feedback recipients to share their feedback with raters and solicit suggestions for improvement. Third, we hypothesize that executive
coaching will be positively related to improvement in multisource ratings and, consistent with the feedback and goal setting literature (Locke
& Latham, 1990; London & Smither, 1995; Walker & Smither, 1999),
goal specificity and sharing feedback/soliciting suggestions from raters
will partially mediate this relationship. Fourth, we hypothesize that the
reactions of feedback recipients to the executive coach and the coaching
process will be positively related to improvements in multisource ratings.
Method
Overview

The current study used a quasi-experimental pre-post control group
(executive coaching vs. no executive coaching) design. The key dependent variable was improvement in multisource ratings over a 1-year period. We also examined goal specificity and sharing feedback/soliciting
suggestions for improvement from raters. The subjects were 1,361 senior managers in a large, global corporation who received multisource
feedback in the autumn of 1999 (as part of a broader company-wide multisource feedback program). The senior manager's supervisor also received a copy of the feedback report and was allowed to use the results as
input to the formal appraisal process. (Raters were aware of this feature
in the feedback process.) After receiving their feedback, 404 (29.7%) of
these senior managers worked with an external executive coach (EC).
After working with the executive coach, 286 (70.8%) of these 404 senior
managers responded to a brief online survey that gathered their reactions to the executive coach and the coaching process.
In July 2000, the company administered a brief survey where raters
evaluated the extent of progress made toward individual goals set by
each manager based on the initial multisource feedback. At the same
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time, raters indicated whether the manager had shared his or her feedback and solicited suggestions for improvement from the rater. I b partidpate in the survey, each manager was first required to create one to
three development goais based sm JJbf Jmij^ JzUsJlissGW-^;? Sscdb&ck. Of
the 1,361 senior managers who received multisource feedback in the autumn of 1999,1,229 (90.3%) participated in the survey. Of the 404 senior
managers who worked with an executive coach, 400 (99%) participated
in the survey. Of the 957 senior managers who did not work with an
executive coach, 829 (86.6%) participated in the survey.
In the autumn of 2000, there was another administration of the
company-wide muMsource feedback program. Of the 1,361 senior managers who received multisource feedback in the autumn of 1999,1,202
(88.3%) received feedback from the autumn 2000 multisource feedback
survey. Of those who worked with an executive coach, 94.6% received
feedback from the autumn 2000 multisource feedback survey; of those
who did not work with an executive coach, 85.7% received feedback
from the autimm 2000 multisource feedback survey (chi square = 21.66,

The Executive Coaching Program
In the autumn of 1999, the company allowed the leader in each line
of business to decide whether to require all senior managers in the line
of business to use an EC. Some of these leaders required all senior
managers to work with an EC, some declined to participate, and some
made the process optional (that is, individual senior managers could
decide whether they wanted to work with an EC). In most instances, if
the leader of the line of business worked with an EC, their subordinate
senior managers also worked with ECs. Of the 286 senior managers who
worked with an EC and completed the online survey, 7.7% indicated that
they were hesitant to work with a coach but it was a requirement in their
business unit, 79.6% indicated that they welcomed the opportunity to
work with a coach and it was a requirement in their business unit, and
12.7% indicated that they requested a coach but it was not a requirement
in their business unit.
Those lines of business that elected to participate in the EC process
agreed to pay for 5 hours (and in a few instances 7 hours) of EC time
for all senior managers. For most ECs, the 5 hours were allocated to
preparation time (reviewing the senior manager's multisource feedback
report and other background material) and two or three in-person meetings with the senior manager.
Identifying, screening, and matching ECs. Several years earlier, the
company identified a small number of ECs who had previously worked
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with leaders of the business. These ECs provided names of other potential ECs and still other potential ECs were identified via word of mouth.
Potential ECs were asked to describe their philosophy and approach to
coaching and specific examples where they had worked as an EC. In addition, the corporate human resource department checked references
provided by each EC. The majority of ECs had a master's degree with a
smaller percentage having a doctorate. Most had backgrounds in organization development, psychology, human resources, or relevant industry
experience.
Orientation and instructions for ECs. The company sponsored a halfday orientation session for all ECs. The company also subsequently
provided forums where ECs could talk to each other in order to leverage
the e^erience, knowledge, and successes acquired by individual ECs.
ECs were told that their goal was to help the senior manager interpret
his or her feedback results, link the feedback to the senior manager's
business plan or situation, offer suggestions to help the senior manager
create a development plan, help the senior manager identify ways to
share feedback with his or her raters and solicit ideas for improvement,
and encourage the senior manager to coach and give feedback to others.
Matching senior managers to ECs. ECs were invited to a meeting
with the senior HR and development leaders for a specific business unit.
Based on these meetings and a review of ECs' biographical sketches, ECs
were matched to senior managers by the senior HR and development
leaders in the line of business. The number of senior managers with
whom each EC worked ranged from 1 to 36 (M = 5.47, SD = 6.21);
the distribution was positively skewed (skewness index = 2.51) with a
median of 3.0.
Interim Survey
This survey was administered in July 2000. To create the survey, each
feedback recipient (ratee) was first asked to list up to three development
goals. The mean number of goals set per ratee was 2.59 (SD = .59).
Raters then evaluated the short-term progress of ratees toward these
goals. As part of the survey, raters responded to two other items: "1b
what extent did this person share their feedback with you?" and "Tb what
extent did this person solicit suggestions for how to improve?" Each of
these items was rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 = to a great extent
to 5 = not at all. For our andyses, we reversed this scale so that 5 =toa
great extent and 1 =notat all. Across all raters, the correlation between
sharing feedback and asking for su^estions for how to improve was .87
(p < .01). We therefore created a 2-item scale based on the mean of
these two items (alpha = .93).
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Autumn 1999 and Autumn 2000 Multisource Feedback Surveys
All ratings were completed on a 5-point rating scale where 1 = outstanding and 5 = unsatisfactory. For purposes of all analyses, this rating
scale was reversed (so that 5 = outstanding and 1 = unsatisfactory). In
the autumn of 1999, the number of items on the survey varied depending on the type of rater (^e Appendix). In the autumn of 2000, all rater
types cr<mpleted ratings on 20 items and also provided an overall rating
(see Appendix). Because we were interested in comparing autumn 1999
ratings to ratings collected in the autumn of 2000, we focused on the
subset of items for each rater group from the autumn 1999 survey that
were also included on the autumn 2000 survey. For example, there were
eight identical items that peers rated on both surveys. The alpha coefficients for peer ratings on these eight items in 1999 and 2000 were .89
1999 was highly correlated with the average of peer ratings on the other
survey items that were rated by peers in 1999 (r = .91). The average
of peer ratings on these eight items in 2000 was highty correlated with
the average of peer ratings on the other survey items that were rated by
peers in 2000 (r = .87). Based on the above, we used these eight items
when comparii^ peer ratings in 19S)9 and 2000. We conducted parallel
analyses to those desaibed above for self, supervisor, and direct report
ratings (see summary in Tkble 1). For each rater source, the common
item set (i.e., items rated on both surveys) was highly correlated with
other items on the surveys and internally consistent (see Ikble 1). All
subsequent analyses are therefore based only on those items that each
rater source rated in both the autumn 1999 and autumn 2000 surveys.
Oiir dataset therefore contained the mean ratings from peers, supervisors, and direct reports in autumn 1999 and autumn 2000 where each of
these mean ratings was based on the subset of items described above.
The Coaching Effectiveness Survey
As noted above, 286 of the 404 senior managers who worked with an
EC responded to a brief online survey that gathered their reactions to the
EC and the coadiing process. Respondents were asked "How many faceto-face/phone conversations did you have with your external coach?"
Responses were coded 1, 2, or 3 or more. Over half (55.0%) of the
senior managers reported having three or more conversations with the
coach, 29.4% had two conversations with the coach, and 15.6% reported
having only one conversation with the coach. Respondents were also
asked, "For the next 360-degree feedback process, do you want to work
with a coach again?" We coded responses 1 = m> and 2 = yes. Ratees
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who answered "yes" to the this question were asked, "Would you like to
work with someone else or the same coach?" We coded 1 = someone else
and 2 —the same coach.
Respondents were asked to rate the effectiveness of their coach on six
items: Helping you interpret your feedback results by asking questions
to uncover reasons for the feedback; helping you link your feedback to
your business plan/situation; offering you useful suggestions, advice, or
insights to set goals for development; helping you identify ways to share
feedback with your raters and to solicit ideas for improvement; encouraging you to coach and give feedback to others; and, overall, contributing to your job performance and career development. Each of these
items was rated on a 5-point scale where 1 = very effective and 5 = very
ineffective. For our analyses, we reversed this scale (i.e., higher numbers indicated more effective coaching). We conducted a factor analysis
on these six items using principal axis extraction. The first eigenvalue
was 4.45 and no other eigenvalue exceeded 1.0, thereby suggesting that
a single factor explained most of the common variance among the six
items. We created a coaching effectiveness scale based on the mean of
these six items (alpha = .93) and used this as an overall measure of the
coach's effectiveness (as perceived by the senior manager who received
the coaching).
Results

Ikble 2 presents the correlations among the major variables. Ratings
from different sources were modestly correlated on the autumn 1999
survey and on the autumn 2000 survey. Same-source ratings of autumn
1999 with autumn 2000 ratings were also moderately correlated. Senior managers who worked with an executive coach (EC) did not differ
from senior managers who did not work with an EC in terms of their
self-ratings, supendsor ratings, direct report ratings, or peer ratings (all
p > .50), thereby indicating there were no preexisting differences between the two groups on the target behaviors.
On the coaching effectiveness survey, 86.3% of the senior managers
indicated that they wanted to work with a coach again. Of these, 78.5%
wanted to work with the same coach. The mean of the coaching effectiveness scale was 4.04 (SD = .76). Tkken together, these findings indicate that senior managers generally had favorable reactions to their
executive coach and the coaching process.
Hypothesis One
Using a 1 = very general to 4 = very specific rating scale, the first two
authors independently rated each of the 2,927 developmental goals that
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senior managers wrote as part of their participation in the interim survey
described above. At the time we completed our ratings, we did not know
whether the senior manager had worked with an EC. For each goal, we
then calculated the mean of our ratings (interrater reliability was .73).
The mean rating of goal specificity was 2.34 (SD - .84, n = 2,927). For
each senior manager, we then calculated the average goal specificity
across goals. Consistent with Hypothesis 1, senior managers who worked
with a coach (M = 2.42, SD = .78) set more specific goals (t - 2.60,
df - 1,124, p < .01) than senior managers who did not work with a coach
(2.30, SD = .69), however the effect size (d = .16, where d equals the
mean difference divided by the pooled standard deviation, Cohen, 1988)
was small.
Hypothesis Two

An omnibus test (multivariate analysis of variance, MANOVA) indicated that senior managers who worked with a coach differed from
senior managers who did not work with a coach on the set of three dependent variables: sharing feedback and soliciting ideas for improvement from their supervisor, direct reports, and peers (Wilks F = 10.82;
df = 3,926; p < .01). The results of follow-up t-tests indicated that seniior managers who worked with a coach (M = 3.78, SD = 0.95) were
more likely than other senior managers (M = 3.42, SD = 1.03, t = 5.60,
df = 1,074, p < .01, d s= .36) to share their feedback and solicit ideas for
improvement from their supervisors. The effect size was moderate (according to Cohen, 1988, small, medium, and large vales of d are about
.20, .50, and .80 respectively). However, senior managers who worked
with a coach (M = 2.91, SD = 0.84) were not more likely than other senior managers (M = 2.82, SD = 0.89) to share their feedback and solicit
ideas for improvement from direct reports (t = 1.63, df = 1,081, p = .10,
d = .10) or peers (M = 2.08, SD = 0.68; M = 2.10, SD = 0.70; t - 0.53,
d/ = l,188,p = .60,d = .03).
Finally, coaching effectiveness was positively related to whether senior managers shared their feedback and solicited ideas for improvement from peers (r = .13, p < .05, see Tlible 2).
Hypothesis Three

Hypothesis 3 stated executive coaching will be positively related to
improvement in multisource ratings, and goal specificity and sharing
feedback/soliciting suggestions from raters will partially mediate this relationship. In each analysis described below, improvement in ratings is
assessed by treating autumn 2000 ratings from a specific source as the
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TABLE3
Mean Ratings from Each Source for Senior Mtme^ers Who Were
Coached Versus Not Coached

Direct reports
Supervisors
Peers

Not coached
1999
2000
4,29 (.43)
4.30 (.41)
4.31 (.44)
4.26 (.43)
4.26 (.35)
4.26 (.35)

Coadied
1999
20Q0
4.29 (.35)
4.34 (.33)
4.30 (.37)
4.31 (.37)
4.25 (.32)
4.26 (.32)

Note: Standard deviations are in parentheses.

criterion and autumn 1999 ratings from the same source as a covariate (Cronbach & Furby, 1970). To show mediation, four relationships
must be demonstrated (Baron & Kenny, 1986). First, the relationsMp
between the predictor (executive coaching) and criterion (impro\«ment
in multisource ratings) must be significant. Second, the relationship between the predictor and mediator variables (goal specificity and shar>
ing feedback/soliciting suggestions for improvement) must be significant.
Third, the relationship between the mediator variables and the criterion must be significant. Fourth, a regression equation is examined in
which the predictor and mediator variables are used to predict the criterion. If the regression weight of the predictor decreases or becomes nonsignificant and the mediator remains significant, this serves as evidence
of mediation.
Mediation Test 1. The mean autunm 1999 and autumn 2000 ratings
for senior managers who worked with an executive coach and those who
did not work with an executive coach are provided in Ikble 3. Ib determine whether executive coaching was related to improvement in ratings,
we conducted hierarchical regression analyses with autumn 2000 ratings
from a specific source as the criterion, autumn 1^9 rating from the
same source as the covariate, and working with an EC (1 = no, 2 = yes)
as the predictor. For direct report ratings, working with a coach was positively related to improvement from autumn 1999 to autumn 2000 (see
Ikble 4). The interaction term (i.e., the cross product of coaching and
autumn 1999 ratings) was not significant. To illustrate this finding we
calculated an adjusted autumn 2000 direct report score (actual autumn
2000 direct report rating minus predicted autunm 2000 direct report rating based on the autumn 1999 direct report rating) and conducted a t-test
that compared the adjusted autumn 2000 direct report scores of senior
managers who were coached (M = .03, SD == .27) vereus senior managers who were not coached (M = -.02, SD - .33, t = 2.15, p < .05).
The effect size (d = .17) associated with executive coaching was positive
and statistically significant but small (Cohen, 1988).
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TABLE4
Results of Hierarchical Reffvssion Analyses

Step
1
2
3

Dq)endent variable: Direct report ratings 2000
Increase
Variable entered
^
infl'
Standardized g
Direct report ratings 1999
.353
.59
Coached (1 = no, 2 = yes)
.356
.003
.05
Interaction
.356
.000
-.21

t
23.35
2.15
-.69

P
.00
.03
.49

Step
1
2
3

Dependent variable: Supervisor ratings 2000
Increase
Variable entered
g^
iniZ'
Standardized 0
Supervisor ratings 1999
.264
.51
Coached (1 = no, 2 = yes)
.268
.004
.07
Interaction
.268
.000
.01

t
19.02
2.48
.04

P
.00
.01
.97

Step
1
2
3

Dependent variable: Peer ratings 2000
In^ease
Variable entered
R^
mP?
Standardized 0
Peer ratings 1999
.381
.62
Coached (1 = no, 2 = yes)
.382
.001
.02
Interaction
.385
.003
-.75

t
26.70
.64
-2.64

P
.00
.52
.01

t
15.75
3.11

P
.00
.00

1.87

.06

Step
1
2
3

Dependent variable: Supervisor ratings 2000
Increase
Variable entered
R^
mR^
Standardized 0
Supervisor ratings 1999
.288
.54
Shared feedback/Solicited
.295
.007
.09
suggestions from supervisor
Interaction
.298
.003
.56

For supervisor ratings, working with a coach was positively related
to improvement from autumn 1999 to autumn 2000. The interaction
term was not significant. A t-test that compared the adjusted autumn
2000 supervisor scores of senior managers who were coached (M = .04,
SD — .32) versus senior managers who were not coached (Af = -.02,
SD = .37, t - 2.48, p < .05). The effect size (d = .17) associated with
executive coaching was positive and statistically significant but small.
For peer ratings, the main effect of working with a coach was not significant. Although not hypothesized, the interaction term was significant
however the effect size was small. To explore this interaction, we split
senior managers into three groups based on their autumn 1999 peer ratings (bottom third, middle third, top third). For senior managers whose
autumn 1999 peer ratings were in the bottom third, working with a coach
was positively related to autumn 2000 ratings (r = .11, p < .05). For senior managers whose autumn 1999 peer ratings were in the middle third.
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working with a coach was unrelated to autunm 2000 rating (r = .03,
p = .57). For senior managers whose autumn 1999 peer ratings were
in the top third, working with a coach was negatively related to autumn
2000 ratings (r = -.10, p < .05).
In sum, the relationship between executive coaching and improvement in direct report and supervisor ratings was p(witive but small.
Mediation Test 2. As described above, executive coaching had a significant, albeit modest, relationship to goal specificity and sharing feedback/soliciting suggestions from supervisors (but not from direct reports
and peers).
Mediation Test 3. We conducted hierarchical regression analyses with
autunm 2000 ratings from a specific source as the criterion, autuom
1999 ratings from the same source as the covariate, and goal spedfidty
as the predictor. Results showed that goal specificity was unrelated
to improvement in direct report, supervisor, or peer ratings, thereby
indicating that goal specificity does not mediate the relationship between
executive coaching and improvement in ratings.
We also conducted hierarchical regression analyses with autumn
2000 ratings from a specific source as the criterion, autumn 1999 ratings
from the same source as the covariate, and sharing feedback/soliciting
suggestions from supervisors as the predictor. (Note that we did not conduct similar analyses for sharing feedback/soliciting suggestions from direct reports and peers because we determined at Step 2 of the mediation
analysis that these variables cannot mediate the relationship between
executive coaching and improvement in ratings.) Results (see Ikble 4)
indicated that sharing feedback/soliciting suggestions from the supervisor was significant^ and positively related to improvement in supervisor
ratings, however, the variance explained was small.
Mediation Test 4. Using autunm 2000 ratings from the supervisor as
the criterion and autunm 1999 ratings from supervisors as a covariate,
the regression weight for coaching remained nearly unchanged when
sharing feedback/soliciting suggestions was added to the regression equation (standardized beta = .067, t = 2.48, p = .01 vs. standardized
beta = .061, t = 2.17, p = .03, respectively), thereby indicating that
sharing feedback/soliciting suggestions from supervisors does not mediate the small relationship we observed between executive coaching and
improvement in supervisor ratings.
Hypothesis Four

We examined this hypothesis by looking at whether improvement in
ratings from autumn 1999 to autumn 2000 was related to the number
of conversations senior managers had with the coach or to the senior
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ratings of the coach's effectiveness. The effectiveness of the
coach as rated by the senior manager (entered on the second step of each
analysis) was unrelated to improvement from autumn 1999 to autumn
2000 as rated l^ direct reports, supervisors, or peers. These results fail
to support Hypothesis 4.
Discussion

There may be no simple answer to the broad question of whether
executive coaching enhances performance. Instead, we believe that research should examine how the impact of executive coaching is shaped
by a variety of factors such as its purpose (e.g., to facilitate use of multisource feedback, to overcome behavior problems that limit career advancement, to support a transition to a new leadership assignment),
length (several meetings over several weeks vs. many meetings over
many months), organizational context, and individual d^erences among
(X>aches and among those being coached. Ultimately, the goal is to identify situations where the use of executive coaching is likely to have a positive impact versus situations where executive coaching is likely to be less
effective.
The current results are important because they provide the first data
on the impact of working with an executive coach as judged by other
sources (supervisors, direct reports, and peers). We found that managers who worked with an EC were more likely than other managers to
set specific (rather than vague) goals (d = .16), solicit ideas for improvement from their supervisors (d - .36), and receive improved ratings
{d - .17) from direct reports and supervisors. In addition, the small relationship between executive coaching and improvement in ratings was not
mediated by goal specificity and sharing feedback/soliciting suggestions
for improvement.
Practical Implications, Limitations, and Directions for Future Research

Practitioners may wonder whether the small, albeit positive, effect
sizes observed in the current stucfy are sufficient to justify the investment in executive coaching. Because the standard deviation of job performance in dollars (SDy) is likely to be large for senior managers, even
small improvements in performance may be associated with meaningful
economic benefits. In the end, we think that judgments about the practical (e.g., economic) value of executive coaching must await further research. For example, the generalizability of the results described here
might be limited because multisource feedback was shared with the feedback recipient's supervisor, who could use the information to infiuence
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compensation, promotion, and so on. This may have increased recipients' sense of accountability to respond to the feedback even in the absence of executive coaching (London et al., 1997). When accountability
to act on the feedback is already high, the incremental impact of working
with an executive coach may be limited. Future research should examine
the impact of executive coaches in an environment where accountability
is relatively low (e.g., where multisource feedback is confidential).
Because research on executive coaching is in its infancy, there are
many other areas where additional research would be desirable. For example, future research should examine the impact of longer term executive coaching relationships. Another promising avenue for future
research would be to focus on individual differences in readiness for
change (Prochaska, DiClemente, & Norcross, 1992; Prochaska et al.,
1995) or receptivity to coaching and feedback (London & Smither, 2002).
In the current study, we know little about the nature or content
of the executive coaching conversations. Future research could examine whether the effects of coaching are related to the coach's style.
Moreover, we do not know how the background of executive coaches
(e.g., counseling psychology, organization development) might affect the
coaching process or the outcomes of coaching. Executive coaches with
specific backgrounds (e.g., counseling psychology) may be well suited
for some situations (e.g., helping a senior manager overcome an a^ressive or demeaning interpersonal style) but not for others (e.g., helping a
senior manager integrate organizational cultures during a merger or acquisition). In addition, the match or "chemistry" between the executive
coach and the senior manager may be important. It would also be desirable for future research to examine the effects of executive coaching
where participants are randomly assigned to conditions.
A final issue that will be important in future research is determining the appropriate criteria for assessing the impact of executive coaching. For example, in the current study, we examined changes in multisource ratings over time. In other settings (e.g., where coaching is focused on working with career transitions or on learning specific skills)
different criteria will be required. It is also possible that multisource
feedback ratings (collected before and after coaching) are simply too
broad a measurement tool to detect the impact of executive coaching.
Future research could examine more individualized criteria of behavior
change (e.g., long-term measures of progress toward specific goals set by
each feedback recipient). It would 2dso be desirable to use retrospective
pretests (Smither & Walker, 2001) to evaluate behavior change.
The process and outcomes of executive coaching are likely to be influenced by many variables not measured here. The popularity of executive coaching, coupled with the number of potentially relevant ex-
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planatoiy variables, should make this an important area for future research. Such research can enhance our theoretical imderstanding of executive development, feedback processes, and behavior change while at
the same time pointing to situations in which executive coaching can and
cannot provide a valuable return on investment.
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APPENDIX
Autumn 1999 Items
Partnership/Ibamwork (M, P, D)
Client skilWCustomer focus (M, P, D)
Ibchnical skills (M,P,D)
Responsiveness^pendability (M, P, D)
Judgment/Dedsion making (M, P, D)
Management (M, P, D)
Leadership (M, P, D)
Quickly assesses the "big picture" in complex situations and identifies what is
critical. (M)
Recognizes pattems and connections in information from different sources and their
business implications. (M)
Creates simple, compelling messages and few key prioritira that guide and focus the
efforts of others. (D)
Simplifies complex projects or sitiiations by focusing on key issues, activities and
goals. (M, D)
Delegates detailed oversight and responsibility to those wiith the necessary skills and
information. (D)
Provides dear goals, written performance appraisals and follow-up discussions
annually. (D)
Provides coaching and feedback to improve performance. (P, D)
Negotiates realistic resources to achieve results. (M)
Respectfiilly confronts problematic behavior. (M, P, D)
Encourages and is open to feedback and coadiing from others. (M, P, D)
Stands firm in the face of opposition/disagreement from iiifiuential others when
appropriate. (M, P, D)
Maices tough choices and decisions in a timely fashion. (M, D)
Invests time and resources to enhance the effectiveness of management team. (M, D)
Responds to others' needs to balance personal and work demands. (M, D)
Seeks out and listens to customers' and colleagues' views to establish their
concerns. (M, P, D)
Involves those who are directly affected by decisions in the decision-making
process. (D)
Gains cooperation by ejqylicitly addressing others' interests and concerns. (P, D)
Accurately assesses the impact of own behavior and decisions on others. (M, P, D)
Accurately identifies own strengths and weaknesses and works to overcome
weaknesses. (M, P, D)
IVeats people respectfully regardless of personal views, disagreements, or
level. (M, P, D)
Ikkes calculated risks needed to achieve results. (M)
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APPENDIX (continued)
Autumn 1999 Items (continued)
Demonstrates technical ejqpcitisc to resolve business issues. (M, P)
Maintains composure and pc^itive attitude during stressful situations. (M, P)
Proactively seeks new e3q)eriences and knowledge. (M)
Quickly adjusts in response to changing situations. (M, P, D)
Looks for ways to do things better, faster and more cost efficient. (M, P, D)
Shows by his or her actions a strong commitment to diversity. (M, P, D)
Overall rating (M, P, D)
(M = Rated by supervisors, P = Rated by peers, D = Rated by direct reports)

Autumn 2000 Items
Demonstrates tedmical e;q)ertise to resolve business issues.
Gains cooperation by e}q}licitly addressing others' interests and concerns.
Seeks out and listens to customers' and peers' views to establish their coiKxms.
Sets a strong personal example by consistently and visibly demonstrating the
Chase Values.
Provides clear goals, written performance appraisals, coaching and feedback.
Ikkes calculated r i ^ needed to achieve results.
Maintains composxire and positive attitude during stressful situations.
Ikkes a view on issues and constructively stands behind them.
Makes tough choices and decisions in a timely fashion.
Builds strong partnerships with colleagues and customers.
Shows by his or her actions a strong commitment to diversity.
Looks for ways to do things better, faster, and more cost efficiently.
Simplifies complex projects or situations by focusing on key issues, activities and goals,
ll-eats pei^tie respectfully re^dless of personal views, disagreements, or level.
Responds to others' needs to balance personal and work demands.
Demonstrates passion and commitment in order to continually drive change.
Uses vision andCTeativityto develop innovative approaches to business challenges.
Takes the lead in understanding and af^fying internet thinking.
Consistently takes hiitiative to make things happen.
Client driven in all interactions with customers and colleagues.
Please provide a rating based on your general impression of XXX: Overall rating (1-5)

