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Abstract
Purpose – Leadership coaching has become an increasingly common method to maximize
competency development and behaviors for organizational leaders as well as to improve retention
and career mobility. Few empirical studies have tested its capacity to generate such outcomes.
The purpose of this paper is to evaluate the effectiveness of a coaching program within a healthcare
organization, showing significant impact to the leaders’ behaviors and retention, measured through
non-self-report data.
Design/methodology/approach – In the present study, the behaviors associated with leadership
competencies were evaluated using a quasi-experimental design to determine if significant gains have
been achieved following a coaching intervention when compared to prior competency ratings.
Retention and career movement of participating leaders were tracked to compare rates against a
control group.
Findings – In the present study, leadership coaching was evaluated. Results indicate that individuals
who participated in the program, in comparison with those that did not, showed significantly improved
leadership competencies and significantly higher retention rates one year post-program. Implications
for leadership development programs are discussed.
Research limitations/implications – One possible limitation of this study is the program structure
in the experimental condition received both individual and group coaching so the competency
improvement cannot be parsed out to one type of coaching vs another. The authors suggest that this
limitation is an opportunity for future research to explore differing effects by coaching type.
Originality/value – This study provides the healthcare organization with unique quantitative data
regarding the positive implications of a leadership program that has not been reported previously. The
findings will provide further justification to support leadership coaching programs.
Keywords Evaluation, Competencies, 360 assessment, Leadership coaching
Paper type Research paper

Leaders in the healthcare industry will need to develop interpersonal and emotional
intelligence competencies in order to successfully operate increasingly complex
organizations (Henochowicz and Hetherington, 2006). There is now widespread
recognition that effective leadership by healthcare professionals is essential in modern
healthcare settings. The major factor underpinning this is the drive to improve the
quality of healthcare (Kumar, 2013). Challenges associated with leading a $1.7 trillion
industry have created a need for strong leaders at all levels in healthcare organizationsLeadership & Organization
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(McAlearney, 2006). In the last decade, executive coaching combined with 360 feedback
has been one of the fastest growing executive development options within global
companies (Goldsmith et al., 2000; Judge and Cowell, 1997).

Although the use of executive coaching has been extended to lower levels of
management over the past decade, the expression “executive coaching” was kept
because the objectives of the coaching interventions have not changed (Baron and
Morin, 2010). Dawdy (2001) reported that one of the fastest growing resources for
leaders is executive coaching. Demands for higher performance from executives and
managers are growing and the need for external resources is expanding.

Leadership coaching
Coaching is the process of equipping people with the tools, knowledge, and
opportunities they need to develop themselves and become more effective (Peterson
and Hicks, 1996). Leadership coaching is a systematic process typically directed at
fostering the ongoing self-directed learning and personal growth of the coachee
(Stober and Grant, 2006). Kilburg (1996) defines coaching as a helping relationship
formed between a client who has managerial authority and responsibility in an
organization and a consultant who uses a wide variety of behavioral techniques and
methods to help the client achieve a mutually identified set of goals. These goals most
often are focussed on competencies related to communication, adaptive leadership
styles, and relationship-oriented behaviors (Kilburg, 1996). In a study done by
Manchester Incorporated, an almost 6:1 return on investment for executive coaching
was demonstrated. Improvements in productivity, quality, organizational strength,
retention, customer service, and bottom-line profitability were noted (McNally and
Lukens, 2006). Supplementing these findings, Lewis-Duarte and Bligh (2012)
indicated that the popularity of leadership coaching is primarily due to its perceived
positive impact on workplace performance, leadership skills, change management,
emotional intelligence, and work-life balance (Lewis-Duarte and Bligh, 2012).
Furthermore, leadership coaching provides individuals with an opportunity to
incorporate and apply feedback on workplace practices. Olivero et al. (1997) state that
recipients of coaching, experience a safe and personalized environment in which
practice and feedback can take place. A previous meta-analysis evaluated the effects
of individual leadership coaching reporting individuals who received consultation
from an executive coach improved more than their counterparts who were not
engaged in leadership coaching (Smither et al., 2005). Outcomes of leadership
coaching linked to the business, such as retention, have only been examined in
4 percent of studies to-date (Ely et al., 2010).

Coaching program
“Group coaching” refers to the practice of a coach working with multiple individuals
simultaneously, regardless of whether the participants are working toward individual
or common goals. Members of the group take turns being the focal client, while other
participants serve as resources of support (Collins et al., 2013). Group coaching goes
beyond individual coaching by employing the theoretical principles of one-on-one
coaching with numerous peers and other leaders in a common setting in addition to the
consultant (Barrett, 2006). Leadership group coaching establishes a foundation of
trust that allows for an environment open to constructive discussion and accountability
from the leader along with linking professionals together (Kets de Vries, 2005).
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However, leadership coaching in a group setting has relatively little research
examining its effectiveness in the field of leadership development, lacking extensive
empirical evidence of the outcomes for the individual coached and for the organization
where the leader is employed (Barrett, 2006).

The present study takes a step toward developing this area of research by
conducting a systematic evaluation based upon an applied model that examines the
role that a program employing both individual and group coaching may play in
enhancing leadership effectiveness. Specifically, we contribute to the organizational
literature by examining empirically how leadership coaching that includes both
components (individual and group) can improve an individual’s behaviors and or
leadership competencies along with retaining and promoting talented leaders. This
study will examine if a leadership coaching program in a healthcare setting will have a
greater impact on certain leadership competencies along with understanding if a
particular rater group will observe a larger difference in demonstrated competencies
following the coaching program. Throughout this paper, the authors will refer to the
intervention, which consists of a combination of group coaching supplemented by
individual coaching, as the “coaching program.”

A systematic evaluation of a coaching program
Though previous research has made an initial attempt at understanding how
competencies and associated behaviors are improved through coaching and 360 degree
feedback (i.e. ratings from self, peers, direct reports, boss, and customers), research is
lacking on the impact of competency changes in a quasi-experimental design (i.e. with
a control and experimental group). Coaching has become an important managerial
instrument of support without research demonstrating its effectiveness (Evers et al.,
2006). Specifically, previous research has investigated the value of coaching without
fully exploring if a significant change exists in a leader’s competencies before and
after the leadership coaching intervention. With exception, Smither et al. (2003) used a
quasi-experimental design to study the impact of coaching on improvement in
multisource ratings over a one year period, though solely focussed on individual
coaching. The researchers found that managers who participated in traditional one-
on-one coaching improved more than other managers in terms of direct report and
supervisor ratings.

In the present study, the behaviors associated with leadership competencies were
evaluated to determine if significant gains have been achieved following the coaching
program when compared to prior competency ratings. Additionally, the retention and
career movement of participating leaders were tracked to examine whether improved
rates were incurred compared to a control group. It is expected that leaders’
competencies will increase over time by mere time in their role. However, we expect that
those leaders who participated in the coaching program will demonstrate greater gains
in their competencies, and thereby their leadership behaviors, than those leaders who
did not participate in such a program. Further, we expect that leaders who invest in
their development are more likely to stay with the organization by examining retention
rates. Retention is defined as a change in the individual’s employment status as
captured in the employee record of the human resources database; the snapshot was
taken one year from their initial participation in the 360 assessment. We also expect for
the participants to achieve upward career mobility than those leaders who do not
participate in the coaching program. Career mobility is defined as a promotional
change in the individual’s job title as captured in the employee record of the human
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resources database; the snapshot was taken one year from their initial participation in
the 360 assessment:

H1. A significant change in leaders’ competencies will be observed from Time 1 to
Time 2, as demonstrated through 360 feedback ratings.

H2. A greater change in leaders’ competencies will be observed from Time 1 to Time 2
for leaders participating in the coaching program when compared to a control
group, as demonstrated through 360 feedback ratings.

H3. An improved change in leaders’ retention and promotion rate will be observed
from Time 1 to Time 2 for leaders participating in the coaching program when
compared to a control group.

H4. Does the coaching intervention have a greater impact on certain competencies?

H5. Does a particular rater group observe a larger difference in demonstrated
competencies following the coaching intervention?

Coaching most often focusses on enhancing and improving interpersonal leadership
competencies. To that extent, we would anticipate that interpersonal competencies that
directly affect others would in fact be most noticeable as having the greatest and most
significant change. In a 2002 coaching article, the researcher discusses that the overall
impact on leadership effectiveness, due to the six month coaching and 360 survey
process, found an average increase of 60 percent, as perceived by others (Thach, 2002).
Relatedly, some rater groups are more likely to have closer interactions with these
leaders compared to others and thus feel the impact of coaching efforts. For example, a
leader may interact on a more consistent basis with their direct reports than with their
peers. Alternatively, some groups may have incentive to look for competency
demonstration, i.e., their bosses may look for confirmatory behaviors as a result of their
investment in the leaders.

Method
Participants
Participants were 84 leaders (25 men, 59 women) from a large healthcare organization
in the Southwest who participated in the coaching program as part of the
organization’s leadership development program. For these participants, data were
collected at two time points, prior to participation in the program and nine months
following completion of the program; 62 participants completed the pre- and post-
assessments. In the control group, there were a total of 67 participants; 32 participants
completed the pre- and post-360 assessments.

The leaders who participated in the coaching program were nominated by
the organization’s vice presidents for differing reasons. That is, some leaders who were
nominated were viewed as strong leaders with potential for increased growth,
while others who were nominated needed to improve their current competencies.
To provide the coaching participants an environment where they could express their
thoughts freely and openly, each cohort was purposely designed to have representation
from diverse departments within the organization. The individuals who participated in
the control group were within the same departments with most individuals slated to
participate within the program at a later time. Participants of both groups represented
a variety of industries including nursing, allied health/patient care, research
administrative, and facility management. Furthermore, the participants held a wide

939

Evaluating
coaching’s

effect



variety of managerial positions including clinical director, program manager, and
operations manager. Participants ranged from 34 to 72 years of age with a large
majority of the participants with a bachelor’s and master’s level degree.

Coaching program description
The coaching program in the current study used group coaching supplemented by
individual coaching. Participants in this study who were part of the coaching program
were required to complete a developmental 360 assessment prior to beginning the
leadership group coaching program (see Figure 1). Participants in the experimental group
received approximately six one-on-one coaching sessions with one of two internal
coaches who has a doctoral degree in psychology and is an expert in organizational
behavior. The coachee learned from a coach through assessment, open discussion, and
consultation regarding just-in-time challenges and opportunities throughout a nine-
month engagement. In addition to receiving individual coaching, the participants also
met once a month over a nine-month period. During the monthly group coaching
sessions, participants learned from senior executive leaders in the organization regarding
their leadership stories on a specific competency area. In the sessions, participants also
had an opportunity to discuss issues and situations that occur in the workplace along
with receiving coaching from the internal coach as well as their peers from the program.

Additionally, the individuals who received the coaching were required to spend
approximately eight hours with a colleague who was part of the cohort to discuss
leadership issues. Nine months after the coaching program was completed, the
participants were asked to participate in the developmental 360 reassessment.

Control group description
Members of the control group were individuals who expressed a desire to learn more
about their competences and leadership behaviors. At time point one, the leaders
contacted human resources directly and ask to participate in a developmental
360 assessment. Organizational leaders, who did not participate in the coaching
program completed the developmental 360 degree assessment (see Figure 1). The
control group participants were reassessed 18 months after their initial developmental
360 assessment was completed.

Experimental group

Control group

Leadership
Group

Coaching

360 degree
Developmental
Re-Assessment

 360 degree
Developmental

Assessment

Distributed assessment to participant
and raters 9 months after completion of

Group Coaching Program

9 Month Engagement Distributed assessment to participant and raters
prior to beginning Group Coaching Program

360 degree
Developmental
Re-Assessment

360 degree
Developmental

Assessment

Distributed assessment to participant
and raters 

Distributed assessment to participant
and raters 18 months after completion of

360 degree Assessment

Figure 1.
Experimental and
control group
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Measurement
In alignment with Kirkpatrick (1976), we focussed on level two of his model, specifically
the behavioral learning component (Kraiger et al., 1993). The 360 degree assessment
was comprised of a 50 to 78-item leadership developmental assessment with specific
items regarding an individual’s leadership competencies and associated behaviors.
Responses were made on a four-point Likert scale from 0 (not at all) to 3 (very great
extent). The different raters providing feedback consisted of the boss, peers, others
(typically viewed as customers or colleagues in other parts of the organization), and
direct reports. A combined score from all raters was also computed and termed
“observers.”

The assessment is an instrument that the healthcare organization internally created
to evaluate an individual on leadership competencies. The competency model designed
for this healthcare organization has six institutional competency factors, which were
examined in the 360 assessment: thinking (αpre¼ 0.70; αpost¼ 0.68), interpersonal
(αpre¼ 0.73; αpost¼ 0.69), communication (αpre¼ 0.75; αpost¼ 0.73), people leadership
(αpre¼ 0.66; αpost¼ 0.71), technical knowledge (αpre¼ 0.70; αpost¼ 0.66), and self-
management (αpre¼ 0.67; αpost¼ 0.65).

Thinking was defined as both analytical, i.e., systematically by breaking down
problems into simple components, and strategic, i.e., translating goals into business
plans that employees can take action upon, in nature (example item: “applies thorough
analysis to problems that warrant this level of attention”). Interpersonal behaviors
assessed were building relationships and inspiring trust (example item: “seeks out
relationships across the institution that are mutually beneficial”). Skills regarding
technical knowledge consisted of business acumen, described as using cross-functional
knowledge to understand interdepartmental connections, and global perspective,
described as anticipating the impact of technological, social, and economic trends on
the institution (example item: “understands the major functions of the different areas of
the Institution”).

People leadership was related to how well the individual coached their direct reports,
influenced others, and provided direction (example item: “provides feedback to
employees to let them know their efforts are appreciated”). Communication was
described by expressing ideas in a clear concise manner along with listening to
feedback and input carefully and acknowledging differing perspectives in a group
(example item: “tailors communication to the audience”). The final competency
measured was self-management, which focussed on the ability to adapt oneself to the
situation or person and the ability to demonstrate confidence in oneself (example item:
“commands authority when the situation calls for it”).

The six institutional competency factors are similar to the ones found in the popular
leadership theories. In particular, the Full Range Leadership Model (Bass and Avolio,
1994) contains attributes such as idealized influence, intellectual stimulation, and
individualization consideration which are similar in context to the majority of the
institutional competencies. The dimensions of emotional intelligence (Goleman, 2004)
also appear to be similar to the factors of self- management from the institutional
competency model.

Results
Table I shows the means, standard deviations, and t-test differences among study
variables collected at the two different points in time. To test H1, paired t-tests were
conducted to examine whether there was a significant change between Time 1 and Time 2
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leadership competencies for leaders as a result of time in job. Time 2 observers’ ratings
were significantly differently than ratings from Time 1 on all competency factors, fully
supporting H1 (see Table I).

As expected, the experimental group showed significant improvement in all six
competency areas as rated by observers, whereas there was one significant difference
for the control group (see Table II), providing support for H2. These differences
illustrate that the experimental group was driving the significant change observed in
H1. For example, those leaders participating in the group coaching saw significant
change in their people leadership behaviors (M1¼ 2.26, SD¼ 0.26; M2¼ 2.41,
SD¼ 0.26; t (61)¼ 5.13, po0.05) whereas those in the control condition did not
(M1¼ 2.21, SD¼ 0.30; M2¼ 2.28, SD¼ 0.31; t (31)¼ 1.38, po0.05; see Table II).

We tracked these individuals one year post-program to examine their promotion
rate and retention rate in comparison to a control group, in test of H3. The participants
had an 8.3 percent promotion rate compared to the control group’s 4.5 percent rate
(t (148)¼ 0.92, pW0.05, d¼ 0.16). Further, the participants had a 96 percent retention
rate compared to the control group’s 80 percent rate (t (148)¼ 3.27, po0.01, d¼ 0.53),
showing a medium effect and partial support for H3.

H4 sought to explore whether different competencies were impacted to a greater
extent due to the coaching program. Specifically, significant greater gains were
observed over time for leaders within the experimental condition by their observers in
thinking, people leadership, and communication competencies (see Table III), providing
initial evidence for this research question. That is, these competencies showed medium
effect sizes compared to small effects in the other competency areas.

H5 sought to explore whether the rater groups observed different degrees of change
in competence due to the coaching intervention. Because of the initial exploration of

Table I.
Means, standard
deviations, and
t-tests differences
among study
variables

All
T1 T2 T1 T2

M SD M SD t M SD M SD t

Thinking People leadership
Observer 2.29 0.27 2.40 0.27 4.51* Observer 2.25 0.27 2.37 0.29 4.78*
Boss 2.23 0.45 2.28 0.50 1.05 Boss 2.24 0.46 2.37 0.52 2.68*
Direct report 2.26 0.37 2.37 0.38 2.52* Direct report 2.22 0.41 2.32 0.39 2.21*
Other 2.45 0.35 2.51 0.29 1.36 Other 2.41 0.37 2.50 0.34 1.90*
Peer 2.20 0.44 2.36 0.38 3.58* Peer 2.17 0.42 2.31 0.43 3.15*

Interpersonal Self-management
Observer 2.42 0.26 2.48 0.26 2.88* Observer 2.32 0.27 2.38 0.29 2.36*
Boss 2.45 0.39 2.51 0.46 1.37 Boss 2.30 0.47 2.31 0.52 0.18
Direct report 2.37 0.38 2.40 0.40 0.70 Direct report 2.28 0.42 2.32 0.42 0.87
Other 2.58 0.30 2.59 0.28 0.22 Other 2.49 0.34 2.53 0.37 0.77
Peer 2.32 0.42 2.44 0.42 2.70* Peer 2.22 0.42 2.31 0.42 1.88*

Communication Technical knowledge
Observer 2.37 0.31 2.49 0.32 4.11* Observer 2.40 0.30 2.48 0.26 3.13*
Boss 2.37 0.50 2.49 0.59 1.69 Boss 2.25 0.58 2.35 0.53 1.78
Direct report 2.31 0.44 2.45 0.42 2.65* Direct report 2.45 0.33 2.47 0.35 0.41
Other 2.56 0.36 2.58 0.34 0.65 Other 2.54 0.35 2.58 0.32 1.01
Peer 2.28 0.47 2.44 0.48 3.04* Peer 2.29 0.47 2.43 0.38 3.17*
Note: *po0.05
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this hypothesis and the focus of the coaching intervention, we focussed on the people
leadership competency. Table IV shows that while all rater groups saw significant
gains in the coaching participants’ people leadership, the effect was greater by the boss
and peers, which reached medium effects.

Discussion
Truly effective leaders are distinguished by having a high degree of emotional
intelligence (Goleman, 2004). Specifically, they are those leaders who are aware of their
own strengths and areas of opportunity along with taking active steps in sharpening

T1 T2 T1 T2
Control M SD M SD t Experimental M SD M SD t

Thinking
Observer 2.23 0.31 2.29 0.32 1.29 Observer 2.32 0.24 2.45 0.22 4.98*
Boss 2.14 0.45 2.03 0.53 −1.22 Boss 2.28 0.45 2.41 0.45 2.25*
Direct report 2.27 0.38 2.33 0.43 0.61 Direct report 2.25 0.37 2.39 0.36 2.80*
Other 2.35 0.43 2.43 0.26 0.78 Other 2.49 0.30 2.54 0.30 1.13
Peer 2.18 0.49 2.24 0.45 0.78 Peer 2.20 0.42 2.42 0.33 3.95*

Interpersonal
Observer 2.37 0.29 2.41 0.29 0.82 Observer 2.44 0.24 2.52 0.23 2.97*
Boss 2.36 0.41 2.29 0.53 −0.74 Boss 2.50 0.38 2.61 0.39 2.62*
Direct report 2.40 0.35 2.41 0.44 0.03 Direct report 2.35 0.39 2.40 0.39 0.86
Other 2.53 0.36 2.54 0.26 0.09 Other 2.61 0.27 2.61 0.29 0.22
Peer 2.30 0.47 2.36 0.47 0.62 Peer 2.32 0.40 2.48 0.40 3.23*

Communication
Observer 2.33 0.34 2.38 0.37 0.83 Observer 2.39 0.29 2.55 0.27 5.05*
Boss 2.26 0.45 2.30 0.64 0.32 Boss 2.43 0.52 2.57 0.55 1.82
Direct report 2.35 0.41 2.37 0.51 0.13 Direct report 2.28 0.45 2.49 0.36 3.55*
Other 2.51 0.43 2.53 0.29 0.13 Other 2.57 0.33 2.61 0.36 0.74
Peer 2.28 0.58 2.34 0.53 0.57 Peer 2.28 0.41 2.49 0.46 3.81*

People leadership
Observer 2.21 0.30 2.28 0.31 1.38 Observer 2.26 0.26 2.41 0.26 5.13*
Boss 2.15 0.40 2.14 0.55 −0.10 Boss 2.28 0.49 2.49 0.47 3.75*
Direct report 2.26 0.38 2.29 0.43 0.29 Direct report 2.19 0.42 2.33 0.38 2.88*
Other 2.37 0.44 2.47 0.32 1.03 Other 2.43 0.34 2.52 0.35 1.59
Peer 2.16 0.46 2.22 0.49 0.77 Peer 2.17 0.40 2.36 0.39 3.35*

Self-management
Observer 2.28 0.27 2.28 0.30 2.36* Observer 2.34 0.27 2.43 0.27 3.14*
Boss 2.17 0.37 2.08 0.50 0.18 Boss 2.37 0.51 2.42 0.49 0.88
Direct report 2.34 0.38 2.30 0.44 0.87 Direct report 2.25 0.43 2.33 0.40 1.59
Other 2.46 0.33 2.41 0.33 0.77 Other 2.50 0.35 2.58 0.38 1.32
Peer 2.22 0.43 2.19 0.45 1.88 Peer 2.22 0.42 2.37 0.40 2.86*

Technical knowledge
Observer 2.29 0.39 2.38 0.30 1.66 Observer 2.45 0.23 2.53 0.22 2.81*
Boss 1.93 0.56 2.11 0.51 1.62 Boss 2.40 0.52 2.47 0.51 0.99
Direct report 2.40 0.40 2.48 0.36 0.85 Direct report 2.47 0.28 2.46 0.35 −0.21
Other 2.44 0.48 2.43 0.31 −0.14 Other 2.58 0.28 2.65 0.31 1.41
Peer 2.28 0.55 2.37 0.46 1.19 Peer 2.30 0.42 2.46 0.33 3.09*
Note: *p o0.05

Table II.
Means, standard
deviations, and

t-tests differences
among study
variables by

condition
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their skills to further enhance their effectiveness. To enable leaders to increase their
competencies and associated behaviors, and ultimately their effectiveness, leadership
development has evolved to include a focus on leadership coaching. It is expected that
leaders actively involved with coaching will have more developed leadership skills and
abilities, which in turn will enhance their overall competence.

Management implications
This study presents a quasi-experimental design of a coaching intervention across two
time periods; pre- and post-leadership coaching using a control and experimental
group. Leadership coaching has often been touted as achieving a return on the
investment (McGovern et al., 2001); however, assessing its effectiveness in a group
setting, where individuals reap benefits of individual coaching as well as from their
peers in the intervention, has lagged in a systematic evaluation. The initial findings
from this study provide evidence of the positive impact the coaching program can have
for individuals who are in a supervisor to executive level capacity to further strengthen
their own self-awareness along with their leadership abilities. The findings further
suggest the appropriateness of such interventions and support organizations making
coaching programs available to these leaders.

Limitations
A limitation in this research is that we were unable to distinguish whether the results of
the study are due to the individual coaching, group coaching or the combination of the
coaching delivered. Future research could explore the effects by the differing types of
coaching. The authors of this study further suggest for future research to show
comparisons with competency measurement and retention rates for leaders who
receive individual coaching vs group coaching vs combined. Current literature does not
illustrate the differences between the two modalities of coaching.

Experimental Cohen’s d Cohen’s d correcteda Effect size r

Thinking-observer 0.56 0.63 0.27
Interpersonal-observer 0.34 0.38 0.17
Communication-observer 0.57 0.65 0.27
People leadership-observer 0.58 0.67 0.28
Self-management-observer 0.33 0.36 0.16
Technical knowledge-observer 0.36 0.38 0.17
Note: aCorrected for dependence between means, using Morris and DeShon’s (2002) Equation (8)

Table III.
Effect sizes
comparing
competency changes
in experimental
group

Experimental Cohen’s d Cohen’s d correcteda Effect size r

People leadership
Boss 0.44 0.50 0.21
Direct report 0.35 0.39 0.17
Other 0.26 0.23 0.13
Peer 0.48 0.46 0.23
Note: aCorrected for dependence between means, using Morris and DeShon’s (2002) Equation (8)

Table IV.
Effect sizes
comparing rater
group differences in
experimental group
for people leadership
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The researchers of this study found that leadership coaching positively influenced how
the leader’s raters observed their competencies across thinking, interpersonal
behaviors, communication, technical knowledge, self-management, and people
leadership. Further, the findings showed that participants were more likely to be
with the organization one year following its completion. The findings highlight an
opportunity for the coaching program to serve as a vehicle to enhance the competencies
that are necessary to be an effective leader.

Theoretical implications
With the initial exploration into the effectiveness of the coaching program, we proposed
two additional hypotheses inquiring whether certain competencies are more conducive
to change through coaching and whether certain colleagues are more likely to observe
change. Initial evidence was found for greater gains among participants in their
thinking, communication, and people leadership competencies as compared to the
interpersonal, technical knowledge, and self-management competencies. These
findings suggest that the intervention is more conducive to certain competencies;
however, future research should explore this question in greater detail to determine
what may be the underlying mechanism for the comparatively increased gains in
these areas. If the interpersonal and self-management competencies are of interest, then
these findings suggest a need to provide additional leadership resources that meet
the objectives in these areas; resources could range from interactive online modules to
role-playing scenarios.

The findings also suggest that certain raters may observe change more
readily. Whether the leaders communicate their participation and subsequently
this creates a self-fulfilling prophesy phenomenon or actual behavioral differences
are occurring is a direction for future research. In practice, though, creating
opportunities for the leader’s colleagues to see their leaders in a different light and
demonstrate behaviors should enhance the perceived effectiveness of this
developmental program. Exploring this practice can be applied by having the
leader communicate with their boss, peers, and/customers on a frequent basis on how
they have applied the practices from the coaching sessions to the workplace. Finally,
the authors of this study suggest for the leadership literature to concentrate on an
individual’s motivation to participate in leadership development programs in
particular coaching.

Due to the nature of the study conducted within an organization, it was not possible
to require the participation in the reassessment of the 360 assessment. The post-
assessment was optional for participants, resulting in a 74 percent response rate for the
experimental group and a 48 percent response rate for the control group. The achieved
response is not dissimilar from other studies employing a similar online data collection
methodology (Kaplowitz et al., 2004). One recommendation to avoid this limitation in
future studies is to recognize the participants who completed the reassessment with
institutional recognition. The current participation rate may also be evident of
individuals concerned that the candid feedback provided in the assessment may affect
their self-esteem along with the relationship with their respondents. Honest feedback
can potentially negatively affect relationships, generating tension between the manager
and raters (Morgeson et al., 2005). Additionally, researchers state that 360 degree
feedback is still quite time-consuming (Baroda et al., 2012), which may result in
participants being less inclined to participate due to the commitment involved with
participating.
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Conclusion
In conclusion, this study supports previous findings on the positive impact of 360
feedback on the positive impact of 360 feedback and executive coaching (Thach, 2002).
The implementation of leadership development programs in organizations has become
an increasingly popular practice for many healthcare organizations. The current study
presents a dual modality leadership coaching model employed by a healthcare
organization showing a practical application. A key strength of the study is the reliance
on non-self-report data in the examination of the program. The findings validated the
assumed effectiveness of leadership coaching by improving and strengthening
leadership competencies and associated behaviors, as evidenced through a 360
developmental assessment. Participation in such a developmental opportunity can
provide leaders a mechanism to improve their effectiveness, which can ultimately
enhance the healthcare organization where the leader is employed. To further add to
the leadership literature, future studies can examine whether individual coaching,
group coaching or the combination of the coaching delivered creates a difference with
competency improvement.
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