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Abstract 

Managerial coaching has attracted much attention over the last decades and 

two models have emerged in the literature: the behavioral and the skills 

model. Both of them have been criticized and the literature is lacking 

empirical research on the measurement of managerial coaching, its impact 

on organizational outcomes, and on how it can be developed through 

training programs. In this article we try to fill these gaps with a first study 

describing the initial validation of a new instrument for measuring 

managerial coaching behaviors/skills – The Managerial Coaching 

Assessment System (MCAS), and a second study testing the effectiveness 

of a newly developed program for enhancing managerial coaching – The 

Rational Managerial Coaching Program (rMCP). The MCAS is a multi-

rater instrument, allowing for ratings from managers (self-report), 

employees (other-report) and external observers (observational). In study 1 

(N=94) we found the MCAS to have adequate psychometric properties 

(Cronbach’s alphas between .72 and .93 for the three versions) and to be a 

strong predictor for performance over a six months period, r(17)=.68, 

p=.003. We obtained a one factor structure for the self- and other-report 

versions and a two factors structure for the observational version. In study 2 

(N=22), results show that rMCP is effective in increasing coaching abilities 
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reported by middle-level managers, t(19)=-2.75, p=.031, and by external 

observers, t(17)=-2.47, p=.024. We also found an increase in managerial 

rational attitudes, t(21)=-2.22, p=.037, and a decrease in irrational attitudes 

t(21)=4.59, p<.001. Implications and limitations for the development and 

preliminary validation of MCAS and rMCP are discussed. 

 

Keywords: managerial coaching, cognitive-behavioral coaching, rational-

emotive coaching, rational and irrational beliefs, emotional intelligence 

 

Introduction 

 

 There is no universal agreement referring to the definition of managerial 

coaching, but Hagen (2012) offers a synthesized definition, describing managerial 

coaching as an effective leadership practice facilitating learning process of the 

employees for performing better and being more effective; thus, the employee 

benefits the most from the managerial coaching process, together with the 

manager and the organization. It is considered nowadays (Hamlin, Ellinger, & 

Beattie, 2006) that managerial coaching can bring competitive advantages for 

organizations, especially through empowering and motivating employees for 

performance, and bringing more satisfaction and commitment (Ellinger, Ellinger, 

& Keller, 2003; Liu & Brat, 2010). Thus, managerial coaching is considered an 

essential managerial competence, and organizations increasingly choose to invest 

in development actions meant to build this set of skills (Hamlin et al., 2006). 

However, the problem is that there is no agreement in the literature over the 

managerial coaching competencies (Hagen, 2012), and thus is difficult to 

establish training needs. Furthermore, although there are validated approaches 

(e.g., Grant, Curtayne, & Burton, 2009) proved to be suited and work in 

organizational settings [cognitive-behavioral coaching (CBC), especially the 

Rational Emotive Behavioral Therapy/Coaching approach (REBT/C; Ellis, 

1962)], they have not been consistently incorporated in programs meant to 

develop managerial coaching competencies. Moreover, although development 

initiatives are usually imposing serious costs for the organizations, the effects of 

the programs implemented are not well documented. We aim to fill those gaps by 

developing a reliable assessment system of managerial coaching competencies, 

and test the effectiveness of a coaching program based on the CBC & REBT/C 

targeting managerial coaching skills. 

 The article is structured in two separate studies, with partial overlap in the 

samples used. The first study describes the development and initial validation of 

an instrument for assessing managerial coaching behaviors and skills, while the 

second study describes the development and testing of the effectiveness of a 

CBC/REBC training program aiming at enhancing these skills and behaviors in 

managers. 
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Study 1: Development and validation of a new managerial coaching 

assessment system 

 

 The aim of this study was to develop and validate a new multi-rater 

measure for managerial coaching skills based on recent models in the literature. 

There are several such models for conceptualizing managerial coaching, with 

substantial overlap among them in terms of the selected dimensions (Ellinger & 

Bostrom, 1999; Hamlinet al., 2006; Noer, 2005). However, the review of Hagen 

(2012) separates them in two approaches of managerial coaching: the behavioral 

model (Beattie, 2002; Ellinger & Bostram, 1999; Graham, Wedman, & Garvin-

Kester, 1994), and the skills/attitudes model (McLean, Yang, Kuo, Tolbert & 

Larkin, 2005; Park, McLean, & Yang 2008). Behavioral model conceptualizes 

managerial coaching based on displayed actions of the manager, which are further 

categorized in empowering and facilitating behaviors. A set of behaviors have 

been consistently proposed in this framework for characterizing the manager 

acting as a coach (Ellinger & Bostram, 1999), including: open communication, 

providing and asking for feedback from the employees, informing, continuous 

assessment, empowerment, offering opportunities for development, challenging, 

role playing with employees, and delegating. The more recently proposed skills 

model refers to how the coaching manager displays skills or beliefs able to 

support a coaching mentality, like valuing people over the organization, accepting 

ambiguity within the workplace, and appreciation of team work (Park et al., 

2008). 

 Each of the two frameworks has provided one tool for measuring 

managerial coaching. The Coaching Behaviors Inventory (CBI) has been 

developed by Ellinger and collaborators (2003), based on the managerial coaching 

behaviors model. It is a rather short survey (8 items) and all of the items are 

grouped on a single dimension. The second tool developed by McLean and 

collaborators (2005), based mainly on the skills and attitudes model, is called 

Measurement Model of Coaching Skills (MMCS). The MMCS comprises 20 

items, and more recent investigations (Park et al., 2008) showed a five dimensions 

model: open communication, team approach, valuing people over task, accepting 

ambiguity, and facilitating employees’ development. 

 Both instruments were however criticized (Hagen, 2012), with the skills 

based one receiving most criticisms due to its connection to the sports field 

(Petterson & Little, 2005). Same authors critiqued the fact that the MMCS missed 

important factors mentioned in the coaching literature, such as developing a 

partnership or effective listening skills. Another common limitation of both 

instruments is that each of them is based mainly on one framework or the other, 

and there is no research yet to test which of the two models better predict 

managerial/leadership outcomes. The MMCS is intended to be used for ratings 

coming from the mangers and their employees, but not from an external observer 

of the managerial coaching process, and due to its general formulation of the 



 

 

 

 

 
Articles Section 

 

Oana A. David, Silviu A. Matu 262 

items (e.g., “My manager views differences of opinion as constructive”) it would 

be hard to do so. The CBI also includes two versions, a self-report one to be filled 

by the mangers, and an employees’ report version. Yet, the CBI as well, does not 

offer a version that could be rated by an external observer. Such an observational 

tool could have important benefits for both practice and research in the field of 

coaching. In organizational practice, this would allow for the individual 

assessment and development of personalized training and coaching programs for 

improving managerial coaching skills. It could be a valuable tool in research for 

testing the impact of managerial coaching processes on organizational outcomes 

and the effectiveness of interventions aiming at developing managerial coaching 

skills and behaviors in managers. Supplementing self-reported measures with 

observational ones could lead to more rigorous results, better understanding and 

higher impact of managerial coaching in organizational processes as well as 

scientific literature. 

 

Development of the MCAS 

 

 In order to overcome these limitations, our goal was to develop a new 

measure of managerial coaching, based on both the behaviors and skills models, 

the Managerial Coaching Assessment System (MCAS). We aimed to develop a 

multi-rater measure to be used as self-report, other-report and observational grid. 

The items thus needed to be as specific as possible in order to allow observational 

rating by external coders and offer information relevant for the managerial 

development processes. We generated the items based on the existing literature 

on managerial coaching behaviors and skills, and taking into consideration the 

items of the already existing measures (Ellinger et al., 2003; McLean et al., 2005). 

Our starting point for deriving the items was the clusters of behavioral sets 

identified by Ellinger and Bostrom (1999), based on their in depth interviews with 

managers, asking what they do when facilitating learning for their subordinates. 

Ellinger et al., (2003) used the same analysis in developing the CBI but they 

derived their items based on just 8 of the 13 behavioral classes identified by the 

managers. From both our point of view, as well as the literature’s, some of the 

excluded behavioral sets (e.g., transferring ownership to employees) are of high 

relevance in the context of managerial coaching. Also, looking at the items in the 

CBI, we found that some were somewhat general and did not describe a specific 

behavior (e.g., “I provide my employees with resources so they could perform 

their jobs more effectively)”, making it hard to be rated from any or at least some 

of the three perspectives (self, other and observer). Also, one item in particularly 

(“To help them see different perspectives, I role-play with my employees”) 

seemed to be over-specific. For our instrument, we derived one item for each of 

the 13 behavioral sets identified by Ellinger and Bostrom (1999), with the 

exception of providing feedback, for which we derived two items (assessing 

specific positive feedback and constructive negative feedback). We also included 
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an additional item that was not reflected in the behavioral categories, namely 

setting and discussing performance goals with the employees. 

 We intended to integrate both the behavioral and the skills models of 

managerial coaching into our measure, so we also carefully analyzed the 

dimensions and the items used in the MMCS (McLean et al., 2005; Park et al., 

2008). Yet, many of these dimensions (and items) appeared to us as rather trait 

characteristics and attitudes that managers may hold and which reflect in how 

they interact with employees (e.g., “My manager views disagreement in the 

workplace exhilarating”, or “As a part of a workplace group, my manager prefers 

to work for group consensus”) and less as skills or measures of managerial 

coaching performances. The inclusions of similar trait/attitude items could have 

undermined our goal of generating an instrument that allows also for an 

observational rating, so we have excluded them. On the other hand, some of the 

items (e.g., “When a decision is to be made, my manager prefers to participate 

with others to determine the outcome”), overlap very well on the behavioral sets 

described by Ellinger and Bostrom (1999; in this example with the behaviors 

under “Working it out together – talking it through”). Such similar elements were 

reflected in our instrument (e.g., for the one mentioned above, under the item “I 

offer guidance to my employees in finding solutions for problems rather pointing 

out the solution”). Also, we retained an important perspective presented in the 

skills model, namely that managerial coaching is reflected not only by a set of 

actions, but also by the quality of these actions. The two items regarding feedback 

are an example of how this idea conducted the development of our items. 

Dissecting the same example, rather than asking if managers offer feedback or 

not, we ask if the feedback they give is helping their employees’ learning. 

 We chose to use a 5 point Likert response scale (from 1=not at all, to 

5=always) for the self-report and employee-report versions of the MCAS. For the 

observational version, we used a label for each of the behaviors/skills described in 

the self- and others-report versions, and inserted three behavioral anchors from 

which the observer has to choose the most appropriate for describing manager’s 

performance as a coach. 

 The behavioral anchors where formulated progressively, from the absence 

of a managerial coaching behavior (level 1) to subsequent increases in its 

frequency and quality (up to level 3). To adjust these behavioral anchors we run 

several pilots with groups of master students and managers attending a post-

graduate course, in which we required them to apply coaching abilities in a role-

play (dyadic interaction between manager and employee) while performing a task 

that simulated the requirements of job activities suitable for managerial coaching 

(e.g., the final goal is ambiguous, or if it is clear, there are multiple ways to attain 

it). Based on these pilot tests we decided to exclude three of the behavioral sets 

(i.e., being a resource for the employees, offering formal and informal 

opportunities to learn, and bringing external facilitators of learning) from the 

observational grid to be further used for psychometric investigation. We found 
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that although these items might be indicators of effective managerial coaching 

and the managers do regularly perform such behaviors, they are difficult to be 

rated in relatively short simulations, and would be also hard to be rated in a 

specific real life coaching interaction between the manager and the employee. In 

other words, the excluded items described coaching behaviors and processes that 

extend over longer periods of time, and are less observable in a short time frame, 

such as a managerial coaching interaction/session. 

 

Method 

 

Participants 

 Data for the validation of the self-report version of the MCAS was 

collected from 54 managers (sample 1), from which 32 (23 females) were 

participants in a post-graduate course of cognitive-behavioral interventions 

applied to organizational settings, at Babeş-Bolyai University (having a 

managerial position at the time of participation was the sole criterion of selection 

from the entire pool of participants at the course), and 22 (7 females) were middle 

level managers in a multinational company working in the mobile 

communications business, with a mobile phones factory from Cluj County, 

Romania, and took part in the coaching skills training described in study 2. 

Participation for both sub-samples was voluntary and was not a criterion for 

fulfilling the course or the training requirements. Mean age for the entire sample 1 

ranged between 23 and 57 years (M=35.57; SD=8.68) while time on the job varied 

between 2 and 180 months (M=36.46; SD=36.05). 

 For the employee’s version of the manager’s coaching behaviors/skills, 

data was collected based on the responses of 40 employees (sample 2; 23 females) 

that were invited by the managers in sample 1 to fill this version of the 

instrument. To ensure the correspondence of the self- and employees’ versions of 

the MCAS, the participants in this sample were required to fill the name of the 

manager which they are assessing, while assuring confidentiality of the responses. 

The number of employees that offered ratings for each of the managers in the 

sample 1 varied between 0 and 8. We also received 3 ratings for employees that 

were invited to participate by managers attending the post-graduated course who 

did not fill the self-rated versions. These three ratings were retained and included 

only in the factorial analysis of the employees’ version of the instrument. The age 

for participants in this sample varied between 19 and 48 (M=30.12; SD=7.77) 

years, while time on job varied between 1 and 264 months (M=33.13; SD=53.17). 

 Finally, for the observational version of the instrument, data was 

available from the 22 managers (sample 3; 7 females) working in the 

multinational company also included in sample 1. Age varied between 25 and 46 

years (M=32.18; SD=5.98) while time on job varied between 2 and 36 months 

(M=13.85; SD=9.88). 
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Measures 

 Participants in sample 1 filled the self-report versions of the MCAS for 

assessing their managerial coaching competencies, a leadership skills 

questionnaire – the Freeman-Gavita Prescriptive Executive Coaching (PEC) 

Multi-Rater Assessment (Gavita, Freeman, & Sava 2012), and a managerial 

rational and irrational attitudes style measure, the Managerial Rational and 

Irrational Beliefs Scale (David, in press). We also asked participants in this 

sample to report the percentage level of target attainment over the last six months 

if target attainment was applicable for their job. Participants in sample 2 filled the 

employees’ version of the MCAS, while managers in sample 3 were rated by an 

expert in cognitive-behavioral coaching using the observational grid of the MCAS 

in a simulated coaching exercise. 

 Managerial Coaching Assessment System (MCAS) consists of a self, 

other and observational version. Both self- and other-report versions included 15 

items. These versions were practically identical, with the sole difference that 

items were phrased in accordance to the designated filler. Both versions use a 5 

points Likert scale form 1 (to a little extent or not at all) to 5 (very much). The 

initial version of the observational grid included 11 items that partially overlapped 

with the ones in the self- and other report. From the 15 items pool that was also 

initially used for the observational version, four items were discarded because 

they did not allow to be rated by an external observer while watching a coaching 

session between a manager and an employee (see details in the section above 

describing the development of the instrument). Managers’ performance is rated on 

the eleven items grid using three behavioral anchors. With the exception of one 

item (that was later excluded doe to the results in the factorial analysis – negative 

constructive feedback) all items have anchors starting from the total (or almost 

total) lack of a certain behavior (or its low quality) that is required by an efficient 

managerial coaching process. The next anchors subsequently make reference to 

either an increase in frequency, or quality, or both of the target behavior. The 

observational version was developed to be used within real job-related activities 

as well as simulations or exercises that approximate job tasks and means of 

interaction between the manager and the employee. 

 The Freeman-Gavita Prescriptive Executive Coaching Multi-Rater 

Assessment (FG-PEC; Gavita, et al., 2012). FG-PEC is a multi-rater measure 

(self-rating, subordinate, superior, colleague and client rating) of managerial skills 

relevant for the prescriptive executive coaching process, based on the cognitive-

behavioral approach to coaching. The FG-PEC has 50 items based on five 

domains relevant to managerial competencies: behavior, emotion, thoughts, 

situations, and socio-cultural context. Responses are given on a 6 point Likert 

scale, ranging from 0 (not an issue) to 5 (severe problems most of the time). Each 

domain is assessed by 10 questions, 2 questions for each managerial area. 

Domains with high scores represent problematic areas and are afterwards 

considered as coaching recommendations made along the same dimensions. The 
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FG-PEC was found to have good psychometric proprieties, with high internal 

consistencies and concurrent validity, and having predictive validity for 

performance. 

 The Manager Rational and Irrational Beliefs Scale (M-RIBS; David, in 

press). M-RIBS is a measure of rational (RBs) and irrational (RBs) beliefs 

representing flexible or rigid appraisals related to three content areas relevant for 

managers: (1) appreciation and performance, (2) control, and (3) comfort. Each of 

these content areas is assessed by 10 items, 5 RBs items and 5 IBs items. Each 

item is answered on a 4 points Likert format, ranging from strongly disagree (1) 

to strongly agree (4). This scale was built on the basis of REBT/C theory and 

assesses four principal processes (bi-dimensional: rational and irrational) 

particularized to managers’ activity. All the processes are assed by one IB and 

one RB item, with the exception of one process that is assessed by two items. 

These processes are as follows (irrational vs. rational counterpart): 

Demandingness vs. Preference (DEM/PRE), Low Frustration Tolerance vs. 

Frustration Tolerance (LFT/FT), Awfulizing vs. Badness (AWF/BAD), and 

Global Evaluation vs. Unconditional Acceptance (GE/UA). GE and UA are 

assessed with two items each, one referring to employees (other) and one 

referring to the manager evaluation/acceptance (self). Adequate reliabilities and 

concurrent validity were documented for the M-RIBS (David, in press). 

 Performance was measured by one open question asking about average 

target attainment in the last 6 months, if this indicator was applicable for their job. 

 

Procedure 

 The self- and other-report versions of the scale were emailed and filled 

online by the managers and their employees respectively. The observational 

version of the MCAS was filled by external specialists in managerial coaching 

during a simulated coaching task with the mangers in sample 3 (see also study 2). 

The study was approved by the University Institutional Review Board, and 

participants expressed their agreement to participate using online informed 

consent.  

 

Results 

 

Exploratory Factor Analysis 

 We used Exploratory Factor Analyses (EFAs) in order to explore the 

structure of the MCAS. We conducted a Principal Axis Factoring extraction with 

Oblimin rotation for all item responses and versions of the MCAS in order to 

determine the factor structure. We considered three major aspects: (1) eigenvalues 

greater than 1, (2) each factor to have at least three item loadings, and (3) the 

theoretical construct of the factor. 
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 KMO analysis of sampling adequacy (.80) and Bartlett's Test of 

Sphericity (
2
(105)=371.72, p<.001) showed that the data from MCAS self-report 

was appropriate for EFAs. Within the EFAs of the self-report version of the 

MCAS, four factors emerged, explaining 67.61% of the scale variance. First 

factor accounts however for the greatest proportion of variance, 41.60%. We 

considered item loadings based on the Cattell graphic criterion (see Figure 1) and 

if the factor loading was greater than .30. 

 

 
Figure 1. Cattell’s scree plot for the self-report MCAS factor loadings. 

  

We further conducted a constrained exploratory factor analysis, extracting 

a one factor model, with Oblimin rotation. The total variance explained by the 

one-factor model is 31.71% of the variance and all had item loadings of .30 or 

greater on the extracted factor, with factor loadings ranging from .37 to .71. 

 For the MCAS employee-report, the KMO analysis (.80) and Bartlett's 

Test of Sphericity (
2
(105)=482.43, p<.001) showed that the data was appropriate 

for EFAs. At the EFAs, three main factors emerged, explaining 72% of the scale 

variance, with the first factor accounting 55.92% of the variance. We considered 

item loadings based on the Cattell’s graphic criterion (see Figure 2) and if the 

factor loading was greater than .30. 

We thus realized a constrained EFA, extracting a one-factor model, with 

Oblimin rotation. The one-factor model explained 55.92% of the variance, and the 

item loadings were of .30 or greater on the extracted factor, with the factor 

loadings ranging from .34 to .88. 
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Figure 2. Cattell’s scree plot for the employee-report MCAS factor loadings. 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Cattell’s scree plot for the observational MCAS factor loadings. 
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 For the observational MCAS, the KMO analysis showed that the data was 

appropriate for EFAs (
2
(55)=88.18, p=.003). Four main factors emerged from 

EFAs, explaining 74.71% of the scale variance, with the first factor accounting 

30.02% of the variance, the second other 19.72%, the third 13.26% and the fourth 

11.62%. We considered item loadings based on the Cattell’s graphic criterion (see 

Figure 3) and if the factor loading was greater than .30. 

We further conducted a constrained EFA, extracting a two, three and four 

factor model, with Oblimin rotation. The best solution fitting the theory and 

conditions mentioned above was the two-factor solution. The two-factor model 

explained 42.25% of the variance, with fair equal amounts of each factor (26.22% 

and 16.03%). Ten of the item loadings were of .30 or greater on the extracted 

factors, except one item (see Table 1, item “Negative constructive feedback”). 

Also, the item “Guiding obstacles anticipation” had loadings greater than .30 on 

both factors, with the greater loading on the first factor. The ten item loadings on 

the two factors ranged from .48 to .79. 

 
Table 1. Factor loadings of the two-factor solution of the observational MCAS. 

 

 
Items Factor 

1 2 

F
ac

il
it

at
in

g
 

Guiding questions .812  

Communicating objectives .767  

Guiding of planning for task resolution .741  

Guiding obstacles anticipation .611 .307 

Broadening perspectives .477  

Using analogies/scenarios/metaphors .458  

Communicated expectancies .434  

E
m

p
o

w
er

in
g
 Performance assessment  .861 

Positive feedback  .743 

Summarizing  .485 

Negative constructive feedback   

Note: Factor loadings greater than .30; Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 

Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. Rotation converged in 4 iterations. 

  

Internal consistencies were examined for the MCAS total scores for the 

self-report, employee-report and observational version. We obtained a Cronbach’s 

alpha for the self-report MCAS α=.89, for the employee-report MCAS α=.93, and 

the observational MCAS, α=.72. 
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Criterion Validity 

 In terms of concurrent validity, we present the associations of the three 

versions of the MCAS with the other managerial variables assessed in the study. 

Although not all associations have reached the statistical significance threshold 

due to the small sample sizes and low overlap between the samples filling the 

same measures, we consider important to present main tendencies that emerged. 

The self-report MCAS marginally correlated with the general managerial skills 

measured with the FG-PEC (the aggregated total problems score), r(21)=-.39, 

p=.08. Correlations were significant for the associations of the self-report MCAS 

with the aggregated multi-raters FG-PEC total score, r(4)=-.96, p=.03. The other-

report MCAS (mean of reports) correlated with the peer-reported FG-PEC total 

score, r(4)=-.96, p=.03. Finally, the aggregated self and others report on the 

MCAS correlated with the total aggregated score on the FG-PEC r(3)=-.965, 

p=.035. 

 We found a marginal correlation between the self-report MBCAS and the 

managerial rational attitudes (M-RIBS, RBs subscale), r(26)=.36, p=.06. 

 We were able to analyze the correlations between the self-report of the 

MCAS with performance of the managers, and a significant correlation was 

obtained with managers’ performance level during the last 6 months, r(17)=.68, 

p=.003. 

 Descriptive statistics for the MCAS scores are presented in Table 2. 

 
Table 2. Descriptive statistics for the MCAS scores. 

 

MCAS Scores N Min. Max. M S.D. 

MCAS Self-rating 53 38 75 59.88 8.10 

MCAS Employee-rating average 8 42 74 60.13 10.03 

MCAS Self & Other aggregated 5 49 72 60.70 9.09 

MCAS Observational rating 17 10 23 16.00 3.74 

MCAS Observational Factor 1 17 7 19 11.23 3.41 

MCAS Observational Factor 2 17 3 8 4.76 1.75 

 

Discussion  

 

 This study described the development and initial validation of the MCAS, 

a tool designed to assess managerial coaching behaviors/skills form multiple 

perspectives: self, employees and an external observer. The preliminary results 

presented above point that MCAS is an adequate instrument for its purpose with 

good psychometric properties. We used EFAs to assess the factor structure of the 

scale and the best solution that emerged was a one factor solution for its self and 

other-rating versions, and a two factors structure for its observational version, 

namely facilitating learning and empowering. This result is not surprising as our 
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starting point in developing the items were the sets of managerial coaching 

behaviors identified by Ellinger and Bostrom (1999). They also grouped the 

behaviors identified through in depth interviews with managers in two behavioral 

clusters with similar labels as the ones we have identified for the observational 

version. Additionally, Ellinger et al. (2003), using the same behavioral clusters, 

developed an eight items scale (CBM) with a single factor structure for the self-

report and employees’ versions of their instrument. We excluded one item from 

the observational version of the MCAS based on the EFAs conducted, thus its 

final version consists of the remaining ten items. In regard to reliability, internal 

consistency of all the three versions of the MCAS (after removing one item from 

the observational version) showed optimal proprieties, Cronbach’s alpha ranging 

between .72 and .93. 

 In which regards the predictive validity, we found that the managers’ 

report on the MCAS correlated with their performance over the last six months. 

These result suggests that this model might offer a good perspective for predicting 

mangers’ and their teams’ performances. 

 As it concerns the relationships between MCAS and other constructs, 

self-reported mangers’ coaching behaviors/skills were associated with self and 

others perceiving them as effective managers (multi-rater FG-PEC). Also, we 

found that the employees’ report on the MCAS had a negative association with 

the peer-reports on the FG-PEC, meaning that managers that are assessed by 

others as effective coaches are also assessed by their peers as more effective 

managers. The aggregated score for self and other’s reports on the MCAS were 

negatively associated with the aggregated multi-rater ratings on the FG-PEC, 

suggesting that higher levels of the managers’ coaching skills are associated with 

lower perceived need of managerial skills development. Finally, we found a 

marginal association of the self-report MCAS with the rational managerial beliefs, 

suggesting that managers whom see themselves as better coaches also tend to 

hold more flexible attitudes concerning their role and team. 

 

Limitations 

 

 Although results obtained are positive, the reliability and validity of the 

MCAS should be regarded with caution, as our study had several limitations that 

should be overcame before drawing firmer conclusions. First, sample size and 

different samples for each version of the MCAS are a main limitation. Future 

studies should investigate the factorial structure of the MCAS, using larger 

samples that are assessed simultaneously with all the three versions and also 

confirmatory factorial analysis should supplement the exploratory one. Test-retest 

reliability of the MCAS and inter-rater reliability of the observational version, 

which were not analyzed here, should be examined by future studies.  

At this point, we can conclude that the MCAS is an adequate instrument 

for exploring the efficacy of a training or intervention targeting the development 
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of managerial coaching skills and behaviors, but more research is needed to 

evaluate its adequacy for being used as an indicator of managerial performance. 

Thus, the MCAS seems to be an adequate instrument for assessing managerial 

coaching behaviors and skills but future studies are need to prove is psychometric 

proprieties and stability. 
 

Study 2: Effectiveness of the Rational Managerial Coaching Program 
 

The idea that managers can be trained in using managerial coaching is not 

new (Peterson & Hicks, 1996), and there are studies showing that managerial 

coaching brings enhanced performance and emotional benefits for the individuals 

and the organizations (Kim, Egan, Kim, & Kim, in press). However, no clear 

conclusions can be draw on the best modalities to develop these skills since there 

are only a few experimental studies investigating the effects of managerial 

coaching development programs in the literature (Hagen, 2012). At this point we 

do not know which of the programs components are bringing the greatest benefits 

for the managerial coaching behaviors and which approach would be the most 

suitable. 

 The cognitive-behavioral solution-focused approach has been the most 

commonly integrated in the research documenting the executive coaching 

effectiveness. Grant and collaborators (2009) have shown, based on a randomized 

trial design and multi-rater measures, that coaching enhanced goal attainment, 

increased resilience and workplace well-being. However, the focus of the 

executive coaching program was not specifically on developing managerial 

coaching, and no managerial coaching skills assessment was used. Thus, although 

we know that CBC works in building relevant managerial skills in executive 

coaching, the problem is that there is little data in support of developing 

managerial coaching skills. Our aim was to develop and test the effectiveness of 

an executive coaching program for developing managerial coaching skills based 

on the cognitive-behavioral approach. We hypothesized that our program will 

positively impact on managers’ coaching competencies, their, satisfaction with 

teams and their teams’ performance, while increasing the flexibility of their 

managerial attitudes and reducing their dysfunctional negative emotions. 
 

Method 
 

Participants 

 Participants in this study were 22 middle-managers from a multinational 

telecommunication group factory based in Romania (sample 3 in study 1, 

described above).  

The Rational Managerial Coaching Program (rMCP). The rMCP is an 

executive cognitive-behavioral intervention meant to develop the managerial 

coaching behaviors and other connected leaderships skills, like emotional 

intelligence. The intervention was delivered by professionals certified in 
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cognitive-behavior therapy by the National Board of Psychologists, and with 

specific coaching expertise, based on a manualized protocol developed by first 

author. The protocol was structured in three main modules delivered during a six 

month time: (1) a group coaching and training session of four hours, where the 

basics of coaching were discussed, (2) an individual executive coaching session, 

(3) a shadowing individual coaching session, and (4) a group coaching and 

observational assessment of managerial behaviors/skills during a managerial 

coaching simulated session.  

The first session of the rMCP had a coaching module where we assessed 

observationally the baseline coaching skills and provided initial feedback, and a 

training module consisting of (a) a solution-focused model for managerial 

coaching (the GROW model; Grant et al., 2009), (b) efficient communication and 

feedback skills, (c) motivating and empowering employees, and (d) self-coaching 

for emotional intelligence and stress management. The protocol incorporated 

innovative techniques, in the form of “psychological pills”© (David, 2006) 

comprising rational strategies for coping with stress, developed based on 

scientific data (the emotion-regulation paradigm; Cristea et al., 2012), and 

presented either on cards, or web/mobile devices (see also the PsyPills app; 

Gavita, 2013). Managers were provided at the end of the sessions with the 

managerial “Psychological Pills for Rational Leadership” (see Appendix 2), and 

“Motivational Psychological Pills” (see Appendix 3) for helping them apply the 

stress management skills and motivating them to use the managerial coaching 

strategies. Motivational Psychological Pills are an innovative concept introduced 

by first author here, based on the behavioral models (Bandura, 1977; Rotter, 

1962; Skinner, 1974), incorporating components related to self-efficacy, positive 

expectations, and procedural knowledge. Also, regularly, managers received 

electronic wallpapers presenting “psychological pills” in order to boost the 

application of learned skills.  

 Learning simulation strategies were used for experiential learning of 

managerial coaching behaviors/skills and managerial soft-skills (e.g., role-plays). 

Individual executive coaching sessions had a 50 minutes length and had the 

following format: establishing the connection with the previous session, 

collaboratively establishing the agenda, discussing the agenda, establishing the 

between sessions tasks, final summarization and feedback solicitation. The 

individual executive coaching session had the aim to facilitate the application of 

the skills gained during the first group session. In the shadowing session a 

subordinate of the manager joined him for 15 minutes and they discussed a recent 

task at work while the managers were told that their managerial coaching 

behaviors will be registered. For the rest of the session, feedback was provided 

regarding the interaction and other concerns related to the implementation of 

learned skills. Forms were used for managerial coaching skills, the ABC cognitive 

model (Ellis, 1962, 1994), functional behavioral analysis, and behavior activation 

for managerial coaching skills implementation. The shadowing session consisted 
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of an observed typical coaching interaction related to a current issue, between the 

manager and a subordinate and afterwards receiving feedback for improvements. 

During the last session which lasted an hour and half, the information provided 

during the program was summarized, difficulties were discussed, and 

implementation plans were developed; also, the observational ratings were 

performed (post-test) during this session. 

 

Measures 

 MCAS. The MCAS was used for assessing managers’ coaching skills. 

Managers filled the self-report form of the MCAS online, at the beginning and at 

the end of the program’s implementation, and were assessed in the first and final 

sessions using its observational version, by a coaching specialist in a simulated 

exercise. For the observational grid, we used the 10 items version that was shown 

to have best psychometric proprieties in the previous study. The managers were 

invited to ask their subordinates to fill the employees’ version of the assessments 

system but because of low response rate this data was excluded from the analysis. 

 Profile of Affective Distress Plus (PAD). The PAD is a modified version 

of the Profile of Emotional Distress (PED; Opriş & Macavei, 2007) that includes 

all 25 items and corresponding sub-scales of the PED [functional negative 

emotions score (e.g., concern, sadness), dysfunctional negative emotions score 

(e.g., anxiety, depressed mood) and a total distress score], but it also has a 

positive emotions subscale (13 items; Cristea et al., 2012). All the items consist of 

adjectives describing emotions and fillers are asked to rate each of them on a 5 

points Likert scale indicating how they felt during the last 2 weeks. The PAD sub-

scales tested in previous studies have good internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha 

ranging between .80 and .94; Cristea et al., 2012; Opris & Macavei, 2007). 

 M-RIBS. The M-RIBS was given to be filled at the beginning and at the 

end of the program. The scale was also used in study 1 and is described in its 

method section (David, in press). 

 Life Orientation Test Revised (LOT-R). The LOT-R is a 10 items 

questionnaire (with four filler items) measuring trait optimism and pessimism 

(Scheier, Carver, & Bridges, 1994). It allows the computation of a score for each 

of the two dimensions as well as an overall optimism/pessimism score. The scale 

has shown to have appropriate reliability (Cronbach’s alpha=.78; test-retest 

correlations range between .56 and .79; Scheier, et al., 1994). 

 Satisfaction with team. To assess the managers’ level of satisfaction with 

the team of employees, we used a one item Likert scale (from 1=poorly to 5=very 

much), asking “How satisfied do you feel with your team of subordinates?”. 

 Performance. We monitored managers’ job performance along the 

program by assessing the target level they achieved each month. Is relevant to 

specify in this context that the target achievement of the managers included in this 

study in fact reflects the performance of the teams they are coordinating. All 

mangers were supervising several productions line and had a monthly target. This 
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target was also the main indicator for assessing their performance by the 

company. Data was collected based on the managers’ reports of their monthly 

achievement of target in percentages. 

 

Procedure 

 Managers filled the questionnaires presented above part of the cognitive-

behavioral assessment and diagnosis preceding the program. Interviews were also 

conducted by the first author with the HR Department, manager’s superiors and 

the managers. Questionnaires were administered to managers based on a strict 

protocol regarding the ethical handling of the data and were completed by the 

managers independently before (pre-test; diagnosis) and at the end of the program 

(post-test). Since at the same time with our post-test assessments, the company 

announced to close the factory, we decided to include an additional measure in 

order to control for a trait variables that could have influenced how they 

responded to the stressful event (i.e., managers’ optimism and pessimism). Trait 

optimism and pessimism have previously been shown to alter the impact of a 

variety of stressor, including health and job related threats, on well-being, distress 

and mental health (David, Montgomery, & Bovbjerg, 2006; McKee-Ryan, Song, 

Wanberg, & Kinicki, 2005). At the end of the program, managers also gave 

feedback regarding their satisfaction with the program, and they filled a 

knowledge test. 

 

Dropout and data handling 

 Participation in the study was voluntary and the managers had the option 

to quite at any point or not filling the questionnaires. Four participants (18.18%) 

quitted the program at various points. Also, some of the managers that completed 

the program did not fill all of the measures. The rate of missing data for the 

variables included in the study varied between none and 69%. We decided to 

conduct intent-to-treat analyses on the variables with missing data at post-

intervention, by assuming that no change had occurred in those cases. 

 

Results 

 

 Descriptive data together with paired t test comparisons of the scores pre-

post are presented in table 3. We used intent-to-treat analyses, in order to 

minimize the type II error, so the last available score was inputted. 

Although our program targeted the development of managers’ emotional 

regulations skills, we did not find differences when comparing distress and 

positive emotions scores at the beginning and at the end of the intervention. 

Looking retrospectively, this result is somewhat in agreement with our 

expectations, given the fact that the managers participating in our program found 

out about the factory closing few weeks before the end of our program. We 

decided to conduct an in depth analysis in which we controlled for some trait 
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variables that might have also played a role in the mood experienced by the 

managers related to the news of job loss. We conducted a repeated measures 

ANCOVA to compare pre-to-post changes in distress, negative dysfunctional and 

negative functional emotions, while controlling for their general level of optimism 

and pessimism (LOT-R total score as a covariate). 

 
Table 3. Descriptive data and between-subjects comparisons for the variables of interest. 

Comparisons are based on intent-to-treat scores. 

 

Measure Time M SD N t p d 

MCAS self-rating 
pre 62.65 7.47 

20 -2.75 .013 0.61 
post 65.65 6.12 

MCAS observational 
pre 18.16 3.88 

18 -2.47 .024 0.58 
post 20.88 5.54 

Performance  

(target attainment) 

pre 0.93 0.06 
22 -1.94 .065 0.41 

post 0.96 0.08 

Satisfaction with team 
pre 4.18 0.58 

22 -2.48 .021 0.53 
post 4.40 0.59 

Distress 
pre 49.40 12.78 

22 -.19 .846 -0.04 
post 49.81 13.61 

Dysfunctional negative 

emotions 

pre 22.27 7.98 
22 -.07 .938 -0.01 

post 22.36 8.54 

Functional negative 

emotions 

pre 27.13 5.56 
22 -.29 .771 -0.06 

post 27.45 5.79 

Positive emotions 
pre 51.63 6.18 

22 .56 .579 -0.12 
post 50.68 7.36 

M-RIBS RBs 
pre 31.00 6.11 

22 -2.22 .037 0.47 
post 28.00 8.93 

M-RIBS IBs 
pre 41.63 6.57 

22 4.59 <.001 0.98 
post 47.45 7.24 

Optimism/pessimism post 33.14 4.12 14 - 

 

  

 We found a significant effect of time on distress when controlling for 

optimism/pessimism, F(1,12)=4.90, p=.047, and also a significant effect of the 

interaction of time*optimism/pessimism, F(1,12)=4.93, p=.046. The parameter 

estimates of optimism/pessimism where: unstandardized coefficient=-1.05, 

t(12)=-1.12, p=.284 for pre-interventions scores, and unstandardized coefficient=-

2.52, t(12)=-3.33, p=.006 for post-intervention scores. For negative dysfunctional 
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emotions we found a significant effect of time when controlling for 

optimism/pessimism, F(1,12)=6.62, p=.024, and also an interaction effect of 

time*optimism/pessimism, F(1,12)=6.78, p=.023. The parameter estimate of 

optimism/pessimism where: unstandardized coefficient=-.69, t(12)=-1.24, p=.237 

for scores in baseline, and unstandardized coefficient=-1.66, t(12)=-3.77, p=.003 

for scores in post. In the case of functional negative emotions, we did not find an 

effect of time F(1,12)=2.178, p=.166, nor for the interaction of 

time*optimism/pessimism F(1,12)=2.11, p=.150. The estimated marginal means 

for all three comparisons are represented in Figure 4. Results indicate that, after 

controlling for their levels of optimism, even if managers included in the program 

reported significantly more distress at the time they were informed that the 

factory will be closed as compared to their baseline level, yet they experienced 

lower levels of negative dysfunctional emotions. Negative functional emotions 

increased in this case, but did not reach the significance level. 

 

 

 
 
Figure 4. Estimated marginal means for distress, dysfunctional negative emotions and 

functional negative emotions at pre and post after controlling for trait optimism/ 

pessimism. Error bars are depicting standard error. * indicates significantly higher score. 

 

 

Discussion 

 

 We aimed to develop and test a new program, the rMCP, for developing 

managerial coaching skills, attitudes and behaviors, based on the CBC/REBC 

approach. This program targeted the development of managerial coaching skills 

as well as emotional intelligence and self-regulation competencies. We tested the 

effectiveness of this program in a sample of middle managers working in a 

telecommunication factory. We were also interested in the degree to which such a 

program could have an impact on managers’ performance, and the satisfaction 

with their teams. 
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 Indeed, results showed that our program was effective in developing 

managerial skills and behaviors, as both self-report, as well as observational 

scores, measured with the MCAS, showed significant improvements after the 

intervention. These changes were also followed by increase in managers’ 

satisfactions with their teams of employees. Although there was an increase in 

performance (target attainment of the teams coordinated by the managers), this 

increase did not reach significance threshold. In relation to emotional intelligence 

skills, we found that the managers reported significantly higher levels of rational 

beliefs and lower levels of irrational beliefs after the program. All these changes 

were of medium effect size magnitude, which can be considered important due to 

the fact that it brought these gains to a highly functional population (as opposed to 

clinical samples).  

 Although the desired effect on the managerial rational and irrational 

beliefs was acknowledged, no differences were found in regard to general 

distress, negative functional or dysfunctional emotions, as well as positive 

emotions. This result can be explained by the fact that the higher level 

management decided to close the factory close to the date that we conducted the 

final assessment. Yet, to explore the impact of our training on the emotional 

changes we conducted supplementary analyses, while controlling for 

optimism/pessimism, a trait measure that has been previously related to emotional 

responses in relation to stressors. We found that when controlling for managers’ 

optimism levels, dysfunctional negative emotions (more strongly associated with 

psychopathology and which were targeted by the program) decreased, while they 

reported a slightly higher level of negative functional emotions. 

 According to the REBC theory, an increase in distress is expected in front 

of a major negative event such as job loss. However, what makes the difference 

for one’s mental health and wellbeing is the degree to which she/he is 

experiencing negative functional emotions rather than negative dysfunctional 

emotions (Ellis, 1994). This is the pattern that we have identified, suggesting that 

our program was effective in increasing managers’ resilience in front of the crisis 

situation they faced by helping them control their negative dysfunctional mood. 

 Overall, our results support the effectiveness of the rMCP program in 

regard to coaching skills and behaviors, team satisfaction, emotional intelligence 

and managerial rational attitudes. We also found a strong trend for performance 

improvement, which although did not reach statistical significance level, brought 

medium effect size magnitude gains.  

 Our study has several limitations that need to be acknowledged. First, we 

had a small sample size and also missing data for some of the variables. We used 

intent to treat approach but this does not guarantee for accuracy in estimating the 

effect of the intervention. Future studies are needed for a more reliable estimation 

of the effectiveness of such program, with larger samples and higher response 

rates. Although our study was conducted in a real organizational context, giving it 

ecological validity, future studies, with higher internal validity, using a control 
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group and randomization across conditions, are needed to assess the efficacy and 

the mechanisms through which mangers benefit from our program and other 

managerial coaching development programs. Finally, the results of our program 

might have been affected by the unexpected decision of closing the factory. 

Although such events are hard to predict, future studies should control for 

organizational variables related to the company’s functioning (e.g., financial 

stability, changes in policy and management), organizational climate (e.g., job 

security as perceived by the employees) and other individual differences that 

might impact the results of programs aiming at developing managerial coaching 

competencies. 

 

General conclusions 

 

 In the first study of this article we have presented the development and 

initial validation of the MCAS, an instrument for the assessments of managerial 

coaching behaviors and skills. Preliminary data indicates that the MCAS is a 

reliable and valid instrument. Managerial coaching behaviors assessed with this 

instrument are associated with better performance over a six months period and 

with better managerial skills. This later association emerged for self-reported 

ratings on the MCAS and FG-PEC, for the other/employees’ ratings, as well as 

for the aggregated (self and other/employee) scores. Exploratory factorial analysis 

indicated a single factors structure for the self and employees’ versions of the 

MCAS and a two factor structure for the observational version. These factors are 

in accordance with the conceptualizations and empirical findings in the literature 

on the roles of the coaching managers. The factors are: being a facilitator of 

employees’ learning and empowering employees in decisions related to their job 

requirements and problems. As concerning internal consistencies, all three version 

of the instrument have shown good parameters. 

 In the second study we have used this instrument to assess the 

effectiveness of a newly developed cognitive-behavioral coaching program for 

enhancing managerial coaching skills, the rMCP. This program included several 

components targeting managerial coaching skills based on the GROW model, 

communication and feedback, techniques for motivating employees, as well as 

emotional self-regulation skills based on the REBC approach. Results showed that 

the program was effective in improving managers coaching skills, increasing their 

general satisfaction towards the teams they were coordinating, as well as the 

performance of these teams. In regard to emotion regulation skills, the program 

was also effective in decreasing specific managerial irrational beliefs and 

increasing managerial specific rational beliefs. Although no direct improvements 

were registered in terms of managers’ mood, we found this satisfactory when 

facing a major stressor of job loss. Moreover, after controlling for 

optimism/pessimism, as an individual characteristic that can account for 

emotional responses to stressful events, we have identified changes in subjective 
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distress that are in line with our hypotheses and the REBC theory. Managers were 

able to better control their dysfunctional negative emotions after the program, 

while experiencing functional negative emotions which are associated with 

healthy behavioral consequences (e.g., apply for jobs). 

 MCAS was shown to be a valid and reliable measure, with discriminative 

properties for changes in managerial coaching skills after a program targeting 

these abilities; based on these considerations it was included in the Prescriptive 

Index platform (http://www.prescriptiveindex.ro/) dedicated to the evidence-

based assessment, diagnosis and development of managerial skills (leadership, 

managerial coaching, executive coaching, attitudes, and emotional intelligence) 

based on modern techniques, like web or mobile access, multi-rater options, 

automatic report generating and development recommendations. 

 Our results are in support of the rMCP as an evidence-based program 

based on the cognitive-behavioral approach for developing managerial coaching 

competencies and emotion intelligence skills. Thus, the rMCP can be 

recommended to be used in organizational settings due to its tested protocol and 

innovative components incorporated. The unexpected crisis situation allowed as 

to conclude that the rMCP is also suited for equipping managers to successfully 

face extreme adverse workplace situations such those happening due to the 

current financial recession. 
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Appendix 1 

 

The Managerial Coaching Skills Assessment – self-report version 

 
Instructions: 

Please read carefully the following statements and rate each of them on a scale from 1 to 

5, where 1= to a little extent or not at all, and 5= very much, to indicate how well they 

describe you recent behavior towards the employees working under your direct 

supervision. 

 

Items: 

1. I ask my employees questions in order to encourage them in exploring different 

solutions for solving a problem or a task. 

2. I offer my employees resources, information or suggestions in order to overcome the 

problems that they are confronting. 

3. I empower my employees in regard to their results and decisions. 

4. I offer my employees guidance in discovering solutions for problems rather than 

pointing out the solutions. 

5. I offer my employees positive feedback for the aspects they perform well in a task. 

6. I offer my employees negative constructive feedback for the aspects of their task that 

did not reach performance standards. 

7. I ask for feedback from my employees. 

8. I assist my employees in overcoming problems, by developing a plan for solving 

them. 

9. I offer my employees formal and informal learning opportunities, such as 

participating in departmental meetings, having a delegated mentor, or other similar 

ones. 

10. I communicate and clarify expectations related to performance and how tasks should 

be accomplished. 

11. I establish together with my employees clear goals related to tasks and performance. 

12. I try to look at things form others’ perspective, including my employee’s point of 

view. 

13. I encourage my employees to take different perspectives over tasks and problems. 

14. I use analogies, scenarios, metaphors and examples for supporting employees in 

finding solutions to problems. 

15. I bring people from outside the team to facilitate learning for the employees, when all 

other solutions have been exhausted. 
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Appendix 2 
 

Psychological Pills for Managers 
 

Note: The “Psychological Pills for Managers” were developed by the first author based on 

the concept introduced by David (2006). The statements were offered one after each 

session of coaching but can be all offered together depending on the program structure 

and goals. They can be offered printed on a cardboard (with the instruction below) or 

accessed electronically – web or mobile based (through the PsyPills app; Gavita, 2013). 
 

Instruction: Place the following statements in a place where you can easily see them and 

read them each day: 

 I want to be always in control over the tasks and work with the most competent 

employees, but I realize and accept that things do not have to always be the way I 

want them to be. 

 I can stand when I do not get control over the situations at work or to work with less 

competent people, although it is difficult for me to tolerate it. I can find positive 

solutions, ways to cope or/and alternatives for making the best out of the situation. 

 It is unpleasant and unfortunate not to be in control for delegated tasks or work with 

less competent people, but it is not awful. I can find positive solutions, ways to cope 

or/and alternatives for making the best out of the situation. 

 When I am not in control for delegated tasks or I work with less competent people, I 

can accept myself as being worthwhile despite this and I do everything in my power 

to make the best out of the situation. 

 When I am not in control for delegated tasks or I work with less competent people, I 

can accept my co-workers as being worthwhile and I do everything in my power to 

make the best out of the situation. 
 

Appendix 3 
 

Motivational PsyPills for Managerial Coaching 
 

Note: The “Motivational Psychological Pills” for Managerial Coaching are an innovative 

concept introduced by the first author in the rMCP. The statements were offered one after 

each session of coaching but can be offered together depending on the program structure 

and goals. They can be offered printed on a cardboard (with the instruction below) or 

accessed electronically – web or mobile based. 
 

Instruction: Place the following statements in a place where you can easily see them and 

read them each day. 

 I can apply coaching kills with my team at first using a form; this will become with 

practice a skill at hand and an important personal asset. 

 Any new behavior seems unnatural at first, but with practice it becomes a habit. 

 I know how to coach my team and I can apply the skills even if I might find it a bit 

difficult or unnatural in the beginning.  

 Coaching is like any other skill, and once I apply it regularly this it will improve my 

team and enhance their commitment. 

 I can coach my subordinates and it will pay off in the long run by improving my 

leadership, team performance, and well-being. 
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