
ABSTRACT 

TEAGARDEN, ELIZABETH LEE MCGEE. Executive Coaches’ Opinions on Psychometric 
Test and Assessment Use in Coaching Engagements – a Q Methodological Inquiry. (Under 
the direction of Dr. James Bartlett). 
 

The purpose of this study was to ascertain the perspectives of executive coaches 

toward psychometric instrument and assessment use in their client engagements. Executive 

coaches in leadership development engagements use a variety of instruments ranging from 

personality tests to 360-degree feedback to skills inventories. Sales of instruments directly to 

coaches and proliferation of instrument certification programs for non-licensed practitioners 

are robust. Additionally, coaches are becoming resellers of psychometric tests and 

assessment instruments. This study will employ Q Methodology to discover executive 

coaches viewpoints on the application and efficacy of psychometric tests and assessments in 

coaching engagements. A concourse of (n=191) statements yielded a Q-Set of statements 

(n=47) representing a range of opinions related to popular instruments used in coaching. The 

P [participant]-Set was comprised of executive coaches (n=20) who self-report that a 

minimum of half of their practice is comprised of individual coaching engagements. A Q-

Sort was completed by each participant along a continuum of “most agree” (+5) to “most 

disagree” (-5). Each participant in the P-Set also completed a post-sort survey to capture 

demographic data and the rationale behind their most extreme Q-Set rankings.  

Factor analysis of the completed Q-Sorts identified four distinct factored viewpoints 

that emerged from the data. The Factor One viewpoint is characterized as coaches who are 

judicious users of psychometric instruments and assessments in their client engagements. The 

Factor Two viewpoint is characterized as coaches who are confident users of psychometric 

instruments and assessments in their client engagements. The Factor Three viewpoint is 



characterized as coaches who value competent usage of psychometric instruments and 

assessments in their client engagements. The Factor Four viewpoint loaded a single 

participant and is characterized as highlighting the importance of self-education of coaches 

who use psychometric instruments and assessment in their client engagements beyond what 

training might be provided by test certifying vendors.  

The results indicate that the executive coaches in this study hold similar viewpoints 

along two primary themes that illustrate an understanding about the advantages and 

limitations of using psychometric instruments with their clients. The first theme points to 

executive coaches’ ambivalence toward the permanence of results of psychometric 

instruments and assessments. The second theme points to a general sense among participants 

that psychometric instruments and assessments are, overall, beneficial for the client.  

The findings of this study are relevant to executive coach practitioners, to consumers 

of executive coaching services, and to researchers in the field of organizational development, 

talent development, and coaching and executive coaching.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 Writing for the Harvard Business Review in 2004, Sherman and Freas characterized 

the practice of coaching people working in the executive ranks of corporations as a Wild 

West profession: an “untamed terrain” that is “chaotic, largely unexplored, and fraught with 

risk, yet immensely promising (pp. 83-84). Not much has changed in over a decade since this 

article appeared. The academic literature on coaching is only just now coming to agreement 

on a working definition of coaching (Grant & Cavanagh, 2011; Kilburg, 1996; Stowall, 

1987). Return on investment in coaching interventions remains difficult to measure (Baron & 

Morin, 2010; Grant, 2012c). Tangible coaching outcomes for clients and the organizations 

that hire coaches have yet to resolve into standardized methodologies for measurement and 

reporting (Burt, 2017; Dagley, 2009; Ellinger & Kim, 2014; Feltz, 1999; Theeboom, 

Beersma & van Vianen, 2014). A coach’s proficiency cannot be reliably assessed based 

solely on credentials provided by “self-appointed” professional organizations (Bennett, 2006; 

Sherman and Freas, 2004). Coaching as a helping skill has yet to produce a body of models 

and theory distinct from the fields from which it borrows heavily (Grant, 2017; Stober, 

Wildflower, & Drake, 2006). Approaches to coaching as an intervention are hard to rank and 

practitioner application remains unstandardized despite a small but consistent body of 

research documenting coach practices worldwide (Bono, Purvanova, Towler, & Peterson, 

2009; Brooks & Wright, 2007; Grant, 2016b; Passmore, 2016; Svaleng & Grant, 2010; 

Theeboom, van Vianen, & Beersma, 2017; Thompson, Bear, Dennis, Vickers, London, & 

Morrison, 2008). Indeed, little is known about what coaches actually do inside the 

confidential confines of the client session (Hall, Otazo, & Hollenbeck, 1999; Harper, 2008; 
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Newsom & Dent, 2011). And, despite a steep increase in the current decade, the quality of 

the coaching research remains less than robust, with few empirical studies, most in the form 

of dissertations, and the vast majority of what practitioners discuss at professional association 

gatherings as “research” being in reality “grey” literature comprised of articles and 

discussion papers (Bennett, 2006; Ditzig & Chapter, 2016; Ellinger & Kim, 2014; Linley, 

2006; Passmore & Theeboom, 2016).  

 Coaching has become big business even as an accurate assessment of the overall 

effectiveness of coaching is fraught, (Coutu, et al., 2009; Grant, 2015; Grant, et al., 2017; 

Hall, Otazo, & Hollenbeck, 1999; Joo, 2005; Kampa-Kokesch & Anderson, 2001; Passmore 

& Fillery-Travis, 2011; Sherman & Freas, 2004; Thompson, et al., 2008). Companies are 

willing to pay handsomely for coaching because, although research is as yet inconclusive, 

coaching does seem to work (de Haan, Grant, Burger, & Eriksson, 2016; Grant, 2012a; 

Grant, 2014; Jones, Woods, & Guillaume, 2016; Miller 1989). Executive coaching 

engagements are expensive for the hiring organization (Coutu, et al., 2009). According to the 

Conference Board Council on Executive Coaching, “the hourly rates that companies pay for 

coaching services ranges from under $200 to more than $500 for services at all levels of an 

organization” (WanVeer, & Rothman, 2008, p. 4). In a survey of executive coaching 

practices, Bono, et al., found the average hourly rate for executive coaching to be between 

$214 and $259 (2009, p. 370). Given that over 75% of executive coaching engagements last 

nine months or less, and the popularity of six-month engagements is on the rise (WanVeer, & 

Rothman, 2008, p. 11), coaching fees add up quickly. An estimate in Forbes magazine placed 

overall corporate spending on executive coaching in excess of $1 billion per year (Symonds, 



 

 3 

2011). Sherman & Freas (2004) acknowledge the modern challenges facing organizations 

require human solutions of the type that the one-on-one confidential nature of coaching 

precisely fills, stating that:  

“… for those who recognize the value of bringing individuals and organizations into 

alignment, the considerable difficulties and uncertainties of executive coaching are 

outweighed by the benefits of creating a new kind of enterprise that knows how to 

capitalize on the human qualities of its employees” (p. 90). 

Companies are willing to pay handsomely for professional interventions that aim to push the 

humanization of management skill among its top talent (Sherman & Freas, 2004). 

Fundamentally, coaching is a set of helping skills applied in a variety of practice 

types: executive or corporate coaching, life coaching, career coaching, health coaching, etc. 

The literature has long struggled to agree on a definition of coaching that is unique and apart 

from the field’s antecedents in psychology, sports, social work, and nursing – other 

professions in which helping models and frameworks come to the front of practice (Grant, & 

Cavanagh, 2011; Kilburg, 1996; Stowall 1987). In the simplest of terms, coaching is “… a 

means to facilitate enhanced performance, professional/personal development, 

psychological/subjective well-being, and general life-experience” (Grant, 2009, p. 1). In their 

book Coaching for Change, Bennett & Bush (2014) view coaching as a discipline situated 

along a continuum of helping skills delivered within the context of a variety of different 

types of relationships from consultant to manager, from friend to peer to parent, from 

minister to professional coach. In its Thesaurus of Psychological Index Terms (2007), the 

APA added the term “executive coaching” to its thesaurus in 2010 with the definition: 
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“Intervention technique for managers, administrators, and leaders who need skills for 

problem solving, interpersonal relationships, and motivating colleagues and other personnel 

in an organizational or group setting” (Thesaurus of psychological index terms, 2007). The 

APA distinguishes executive coaching from other forms of coaching by also providing scope 

definitions in its thesaurus for life coaching and coaching psychology (see Definitions of 

Terms provided at the end of this chapter). 

A nuanced definition of coaching is provided in a comprehensive review of the 

coaching literature completed by Bartlett, Boylan, & Hale (2014) that reported a synthesized 

view of coaching as a collaborative relationship that supports individuals by establishing 

clearly defined goals and using a systematic process that is solution focused. Important 

components to the process are action plans, intervention strategies, communication 

(discussion, questioning, listening), and feedback. The desired result of an executive 

coaching engagement is for the learner to arrive at a point where self-reflection allows for 

self-evaluation and self-correction, rendering the coach disposable (Bartlett, et al., 2014). 

Further, executive coaching benefits the individual’s performance and effectiveness. 

Executive coaching may result in behavior changes, enhance development, provide the 

learner with skills/tools primarily used for improving interpersonal relations, and facilitate 

continued learning (Bartlett, et al., 2014). 

In 1999, the International Coach Federation (ICF), one of several worldwide 

professional associations for coaches, counted just 2,100 coach practitioners (ICF, 2016). By 

2016, the ICF’s estimate of coach practitioners’ worldwide had grown to approximately 

53,300 worldwide using the definition of a coach as someone who works in “…partnering 
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with clients in a thought-provoking and creative process that inspires them to maximize their 

personal and professional potential” (ICF, 2016). An additional 10,900 managers and leaders 

also report using coaching skills on the job bringing the total number of people involved in 

the business of coaching to over 64,000 worldwide (ICF, 2016).  

 The 2016 ICF Global Coaching Survey reports that the typical professional coach is 

more likely to reside and work in North America and Europe, to earn an annual income 

above $55,000 USD, to be female, to be between 40 and 60 years of age, to hold a master’s 

or doctoral degree, and to have received over 125 hours of coach-specific training (ICF, 

2016, pp. 9-10). Professional coaches come from a variety of backgrounds, including 

psychology, counseling, training and development, and management (Bono, et al., 2009; 

Brooks & Wright, 2007; Dagley, 2009; Feldman & Lankau, 2005; Joo, 2005; Kampa-

Kokesch & Anderson, 2001; Kilburg, 1996; Thompson et al., 2008). Despite calls for greater 

regulation of training, preparation and certification, professional coaching remains an 

unregulated profession (Bono, et al., 2009). It is possible to simply call oneself a coach and 

start taking on clients with no training, credential, degree, or background in a related field 

(Berglas, 2002; Ditzig, 2016). Indeed, professional coaches view the greatest present obstacle 

to the field in the coming years to be the presence of “untrained individuals who call 

themselves coaches” (ICF, 2016, p. 19).  

Credentialing of coaches is another widely debated topic that is at the same time 

fraught with the core problems recited in the opening paragraph of this chapter. Over 65% of 

professional coaches do not hold ICF membership, and are not ICF certified (ICF, 2016). A 

slight majority of coaches (54%) believe that coaching should become a regulated profession 
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(ICF, 2016). And, it is important to note, that while ICF is most visible association for 

coaches in the United States, it is one of many coach professional associations worldwide. 

Other professional associations, some offering credentialing, for coaches are listed in  

Table 1. 

Table 1 

Partial Listing of Coaching Professional Associations 

Coaching Organization Acronym Website 
American Federation of Coaches AFC www.americanfedcoaches.org 
Association for Coaching (UK-based)  AC www.associationforcoaching.com 
Association of Coaching Supervisors  AOSC www.associationofcoachingsupervisors.com 
Association of Corporate Executive 
Coaches 

ACEC www.acec-website.org 

American Federation of Coaches AFC www.americanfedcoaches.org 
Association of Professional Coaches, 
Trainers, and Consultants 

ACPTC www.apctc.com 

Association for Professional Executive 
Coaching and Supervision 

APECS www.apecs.org 

European Association for Supervision 
and Coaching  

EASC www.easc-online.eu 

Global Executive Coaches GEC www.globalexecutivecoaches.com 
International Association of Coaching IAC www.certifiedcoach.org 
International Association of Cognitive-
Behavioral Coaches  

ICCBC http://www.international-coaching.org/iacbc 

International Association of Health 
Coaches 

IAHC www.iahcnow.org 

International Coach Federation  ICF www.coachfederation.org 
International Society for Coaching 
Psychology  

ISFCP www.isfcp.net 

International Association of Professional 
Life Coaches 

IAPLC iaplifecoaches.org 

International Institute of Coaching and 
Mentoring 

IICM www.iicandm.org 

Institute of Coaching Professional 
Association  

ICPA www.instituteofcoaching.org 

National Consortium for Credentialing 
Health and Wellness Coaches 

IAHC www.ncchwc.org 

National Society of Health Coaches NSHC www.nshcoa.com 
Worldwide Association of Business 
Coaches  

WABC www.wabccoaches.com 
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As information about and experience with the practice and industry of coaching has 

proliferated, so to have the models, tools and frameworks of coaching been adopted by 

leaders and managers as an effective means of supporting the growth and development of 

their top talent (Bono, et al., 2009; Craik, 1988; Grant, 2010; Sawczuk, 1990; Spence & 

Grant, 2012; Swart & Harcup, 2013; Theeboom, et al., 2017; Thompson, et al. 2008). Often 

called “taking the coach approach,” many human resource and talent professionals, as well 

as, line managers are now also attending coach-specific training in order to add coaching 

techniques to their management skills repertoire. Again, the 2016 ICF Global Coaching 

Survey illustrates how coach respondents define themselves along the continuum from coach 

practitioners who make all or a portion of their living from the practice of professional 

coaching (external, internal, or hybrid) to managers and leaders who use coaching skills in 

their jobs in human resources, talent development, or management (ICF, 2016). 

Coaching practice has several sub-genres including leadership and executive 

coaching, life coaching, relationship coaching, career coaching, health coaching and a variety 

of skills coaching (Bono, et al., 2009; Kampa-Kokesch & Anderson, 2001). This study is 

concerned with the practice of coaching as applied within business settings, particularly for 

the growth and development of top management talent and executive leadership. 

An executive coach employed to provide individualized leadership training might 

come from outside the company, from inside the company, or a hybrid of the two. An 

external coach is not an employee of the company in which the coachee is employed. 

According to Hall (1999), an external coach brings the advantages of being anonymous, of 

affording ultimate confidentiality, of bringing broad experience, and of having the ability to 
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“speak the unspeakable.” An internal coach is an employee of the company in which the 

coachee is also employed. An internal coach brings the advantages of being more accessible, 

of insider knowledge of company culture and political landscape, and of ready trust and 

comfort (Hall, 1999). A professional coach who might practice as both internal and external 

coach might have internal coaching as part of his or her role within a company (for example, 

a human resource manager) while also running a part-time coaching practice on the side.  

There is a very real and inherent danger regarding the recent and intense ramp-up of 

activity intended to distinguish coaching as a unique professional practice, and it is this – that 

at present, coaching is an industry branding itself as a profession (Bennett, 2006; Coutu, et 

al., 2009). And in so doing, the industry of coaching surreptitiously skirts the mandate for 

individual rigor, scrutiny and standardization to which members of the long-established 

professions (psychology, law, accounting, & etc.) must readily submit (Bennett, 2006; 

Berglas, 2002; Sherman & Freas, 2004). Coaching, the industry, may have achieved some 

agreement on competencies, ethics, and even methods. But, coaches operate independently 

and practice in complete privacy. Most work as solos and independent contractors, and rarely 

in firms, as do those in the established professions. 

The advantage in the professions of working within a firm structure is that the 

individual is a member of a practice group within which a number of functions readily occur: 

apprenticeship, mentoring, case review, and ethical oversight (Bennett, 2006). Absent the 

requirements, which also serve as barriers to entry, of professional degree, examination, 

licensure, and the firm/partnership business structure, coaching simply is not a profession. 

That coaching is not a profession is not inherently problematic. It is the assertion of being a 
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profession that is problematic. A more appropriate and accurate moniker would be that of a 

guild, which in truth is the real function of the coaching professional associations.  

Being honest about the current status of coaching as an industry with well-functioning 

guild-type professional associations allows coaches as practitioners to situate their learning 

and self-development more accurately. When seen as working in an industry with 

professional guilds, coaches can be more honest about important gaps and differences that 

their work has when compared with the acknowledged professions from which they borrow 

their theories, models and frameworks” – from psychology, from education, from 

organizational and industrial science. The dialogue fostered by the professional associations 

shapes what coaches think and do in their individual practices. And, in absence of the 

barriers to entry that distinguish the professions, it is the professional associations (the 

“guilds”) that become the most powerful force for shaping the dialogue that in turn shapes 

coaching practice. It is right, and indeed urgent, to investigate what coaches actually do, and 

what coaches actually think, about the work they do with their clients because what coaches 

think is a strong determinant of practice. 

Instrument and Assessment Use in Executive Coaching Engagements 

According to Buckle (2012), executive coaches often use psychometric instruments 

and assessment to raise the odds of success in the engagement. Executive coaches in 

leadership development engagements use a variety of instruments ranging from personality 

instruments to 360 degree feed back to survey inventories, focus groups, and interviews 

(Bono, et al., 2009; Ellinger & Kim, 2014). Sales of instruments directly to coaches and 
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proliferation of certification programs are robust (Buckle, 2012). Indeed, many executive 

coaches are also becoming re-sellers of assessment instruments. 

It is unknown precisely how widespread is the use of instrument and assessment data 

inside the coaching room (Hall, Otazo, & Hollenbeck, 1999). However, an inquiry into the 

types of instruments and assessments available to and most often used by coaches revealed 

76 instruments in widespread use (an in-depth discussion and table of instruments is provided 

in chapter two). The vendors of these instruments and assessments are also most often the 

source of training for coaches who may take a certifying class that lasts from one day to one 

week during which they learn to interpret the results for their clients. According to Harper 

(2008), administration of the instrument and calculation of results is typically handled by the 

vendor who supplies a web-link to the client for the completion of the questionnaire, and an 

online portal to the coach through which the results may be obtained. The vendor also 

typically supplies a glossy report with high-impact graphic representative of the results for 

the coach to give to the client (Harper, 2008). 

Because these instruments and assessments are sourced through vendors, the 

administration of the instruments is generally consistent. However, the care with which 

coaches adhere to the right interpretation of results on behalf of their clients is a concern. In 

1996, the Council of Representatives of the American Psychological Association (APA) 

established the Task Force on Test User Qualifications (TFTUQ) in order to explicate the 

“…combination of knowledge, skills, abilities, training, experience, and, where appropriate, 

credentials that the APA considers optimal for psychological test use” (APA, 2000, p. 6). 

Several studies have documented evidence that some practitioners might not know enough 
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about the psychological tests which they administer and interpret to satisfy the APA’s desired 

level of proficiency (APA, 2000, p. 6). The APA guidelines for test users are relevant to 

executive coaches because coaches use tests that fall within the APA’s definition of 

applicability: 

“The guidelines apply most directly to standardized tests, such as measures of ability, 

aptitude, achievement, attitudes, interests, personality, cognitive functioning, and 

mental health. These guidelines apply to psychological tests whether or not they are 

administered by paper-and-pencil or electronically and whether or not they are scored 

and interpreted by a test user or electronically. The guidelines do not apply to 

unstandardized questionnaires and unstructured behavior samples or to teacher- or 

trainer-made tests to evaluate performance in education or training (APA, 2000, p. 

9).” 

Book-based and questionnaires and trainer-made tests are routinely used by coaches with 

many coaches creating their own assessments as marketing tools to promote their practice 

(APA, 2000). The APA guidelines do not apply to these unstandardized assessments.  

 According to the APA, “Psychological assessment is a complex activity requiring the 

interplay of knowledge of psychometric concepts with expertise in an area of professional 

practice or application” (APA, 2000, p. 10). Executive coaches who use psychometric 

instruments and assessments in their coaching engagements might draw upon academic 

preparation in business, or psychology/counseling, or social work, or education/training and 

development, or other related discipline; their knowledge and experience with leadership and 

management approaches; their understanding of interpersonal communication and group 
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dynamics; and, their understanding of organizational development to correctly interpret and 

apply the insights gleaned from test and assessment data (Harper, 2008; Kampa-Kokesch & 

Anderson, 2001). The APA defines assessment as “…a conceptual, problem-solving process 

of gathering dependable, relevant information about an individual, group, or institution in 

order to make informed decisions” (APA, 2000, p. 10). These activities include: being 

cognizant of the type of decision to be made, determining the type of information needed, 

collecting information using appropriate methodology, competently administering and 

scoring the test, interpreting the results accurately, making a professional sound decision 

based on the data, and communicating the results to the testee as appropriate (APA, 2000, p. 

10).  

Executive coaching is the focus of this study because use of instruments and 

assessments including psychometric and personality inventories (such as the Myers-Briggs 

Type Indicator), multi-rater feedback instruments and software (such as the LEA360), 

behavioral inventories (such as DISC), and a variety of interest inventories (such as the 

Strong Interest Inventory). The examples listed are a fraction of the entire catalogue of 

assessment products numbering in the hundreds (Jenkins, 2001). 

 Again, the APA makes the standard clear. The competency of the human 

administering the test or assessment is paramount to effective and ethical use of the test. 

“Many problems or questions to be addressed through assessments must be 

approached with a recognition of the potential for multiple coexisting or competing 

explanations. Such recognition comes from the professional knowledge and judgment 

associated with advanced professional training and experience and not just from the 
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ability to administer and score a particular test or other assessment instruments. This 

decision-making process is best conducted or directed by a professional with 

expertise in psychological assessments in a particular testing context” (APA, 2000, 

pp. 10-11).  

In 1985, the Joint Committee on Test Practices comprised of the American Psychological 

Association (APA), the American Education Research Association (AERA), the National 

Council on Measurement in Education (NCME), and a group of test publishers published test 

user qualifications in an article titled “A Data-Based Approach to Promoting Good Test Use” 

(Eyde, Moreland, Robertson, Primoff, & Most, 1988). The APA provides the following set of 

core knowledge and skills required when test and assessment data (Table 2) are to be used to 

“… make decisions and formulate policy that directly affect the lives of test takers” (APA, 

2000, p. 17). 

Table 2 

Skills and Knowledge Required When Using Test Data 

Category Domain of Knowledge or Skill 
Psychometric and 
Measurement Knowledge 

Classical Test Theory 
- descriptive statistics 
- scales, scores & 
  transformations 
- reliability & 
  measurements error 
- validity and meaning of 
  test scores 
- normative interpretation of 
  test scores 

Item Response Theory 
- adaptive testing 
- item parameters 
- item & test information 
  functions 
- ability parameters 
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Table 2 (continued) 
Selection of Appropriate 
Tests 

- intended use of test score 
- knowledge of method and procedures used to develop 
  test under consideration, including definition of construct 
  to be measured, definition of test purpose and intended 
  context 
- type of keying or scaling used 
- scoring procedures 
- type of score interpretation 
- item and scale score characteristics 
- validity evidence of test scores 
- test bias 
- description of validation, normative, and/or 
  standardization group(s) 
- test administration procedures 
- knowledge of test taker variables that may moderate 
  validity and interpretation of scores (i.e. age, gender, 
  race, etc.) 
- other special requirements and limitations of test 
- adequacy of match between test characteristics and   
  present need 

Test Administration 
Procedures 

- Procedural requirements 
- Confidentiality of test information 
- Communication of results 
- Test security 
- familiarity with standardized administration & scoring 
  procedures 
- understanding test user ethical and legal responsibilities 
- understanding legal rights of test takers 
- possess ability to explain test results to diverse audiences 

Ethnic, Racial, Cultural, 
Gender, Age, and Linguistic 
Variables 

- construct equivalence 
- test bias 

Testing Individuals with 
Disabilities 

- Legal issues 
- Test selection 
- Test accommodation 
- Interpretation of test results of individuals with 
  disabilities 
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Table 2 (continued) 
Supervised Experience “ … it is important for test users to have the opportunity to 

  develop and practice their skills under the supervision of 
  appropriately experienced professionals” (APA, 2000, p. 
31). 

 
Statement of Problem 

We can describe the demographics of coaching: age, race, background, training, etc. 

(ICF, 2016; Thompson, et al., 2008). We can describe the business of coaching: the delivery, 

the pricing, and the product (Bono, et al., 2009; Hall, Otazo, & Hollenbeck, 1999; Passmore 

& Fillery-Tillis, 2011). We can describe the process of coaching: the models used, the 

content used, the theories from which it might draw (Brooks & Wright, 2007; Grant, 2016b; 

Grant, 2017; Harper 2008; Newsom & Dent, 2011; Stober, et al., 2006). But, we cannot 

describe what beliefs, attitudes and opinions executive coaches may hold that underlie the 

intentions that drive behaviors with clients. 

Executive coaching is a dyadic relationship that happens in complete confidentiality 

(Kilburg, 1996). It is typically situated as an organizational development intervention that is 

part of a larger organizational development strategy (Bono, et al., 2009; Kampa-Kokesch & 

Anderson, 2001). If this dyadic relationship succeeds in achieving change for the individual, 

then (in combination with the effects of the overall strategy) it is expected that the business 

will be more profitable (Thompson, et al., 2008). The inherent subjectivity in the absence of 

external oversight is a critical unknown as to whether or not a company will get its money’s 

worth, and the client his or her growth goal, when a coach is engaged. 

If executive coaches are not aware of their own underlying assumptions and beliefs 

about psychometric tests and assessments that operate when they introduce these powerful 
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instruments into the coaching process, they may introduce harmful bias and/or inaccurate 

information into the engagement (Passmore, 2006). First, executive coaches may introduce 

harmful stereotypes by the misuse of psychometric data (Equal Employment Opportunity 

Commission, 2013; Guion, 1991; Melamed & Jackson, 1995). Second, executive coaches 

may inadvertently misapply psychometric instruments and assessments out of ignorance of 

their correct usage and application in a work setting (Berger & Ghei, 1995; Berglas, 2002; 

Buckle, 2012).  

While the use of psychometric data in executive coaching engagements is thought to 

be widespread, there exists no mechanism within the profession of executive coaching to 

insure that coach use of psychometric data is applied in an appropriate and consistent manner 

with the intentions of the creators, certifiers and/or vendors of the hundreds of instruments 

widely available on the market today (Passmore, 2012). In addition, little is known about 

executive coaches opinions on the use of psychometric tests and instruments as a tool for 

producing coachee change (Boylan, 2014). If executive coaches are indeed routinely using 

psychometric data in hopes of raising the probability of transformational change in the 

coachee, then more needs to be understood about executive coaches beliefs about the 

instruments they use (Ellinger & Kim, 2014). Understanding executive coaches viewpoints 

on the use of psychometric tests and assessments provides a starting point for an industry 

standard of practice regarding the use of psychometric data, and for improved training and 

development of executive coach practitioners who use psychometric instruments and 

assessments (Mansi, 2007). 
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Coaching as an area of academic inquiry has yet to evolve sufficient and unique 

empirical and theoretical insights generalizable to guide practitioner models and tools 

(McCleary, 2006; Linley, 2006). Specifically, coaching practice assumes that  

• A successful coaching engagement produces significant change in the coachee 

(Theeboom, et al., 2014). 

• Significant change in the coachee produces an increase in personal productivity 

(Sonesh, et al., 2015). 

• Significant change in the coachee produces increased interpersonal effectiveness 

(Newsom & Dent, 2011). 

• An increase in the personal productivity of the coachee positively impacts 

organizational productivity (Joo, 2015; Kilberg, 1996). 

• An increase in the interpersonal effectiveness of the coachee positively impacts 

leadership effectiveness (Baron & Morin, 2010). 

• An increase in the interpersonal effectiveness of the coachee positively impacts 

organizational productivity (Kampa-Kokesch & Anderson, 2001). 

While widely accepted models of coaching are thought to be in common usage, these models 

have yet to be empirically validated (Theeboom, et al., 2014). The activities of professional 

coaches are based on a set of largely untested assumptions sourced from early prescriptive 

writings in the literature and/or drawn from other fields of practice such as psychology 

(Thompson, et al., 2008).   
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Purpose Statement 

The primary purpose of this study is to ascertain the perspectives of executive 

coaches on psychometric instrument and assessment use in coaching engagements.  

Secondly, the study will identify the statements that have consensus across the viewpoints 

and the statements that distinguish the viewpoints. Q methodology is appropriate to the 

purpose of this study because it is a reliable and valid process for discovering and 

documenting subjective viewpoints of human subjects on a topic (Brown, 1978). Unlike 

correlation, which grouped items in survey response data, Q methodology groups the human 

participant within subject tendencies (Brown, 1993). By asking respondents to rank order a 

series of carefully constructed opinion statements on a topic, Q methodology documents 

subjectivity inherent in research questions involving opinion and attitude (Watts & Stenner, 

2012). 

Theoretical Framework 

The purpose of this study is to ascertain the range of opinion that executive coaches 

may hold toward the use psychometric instruments and assessments in their client 

engagements using a Q methodological design. Icek Ajzen’s (1991) Theory of Planned 

Behavior (TPB) guides the study toward insights into coach behavior that may arise once the 

range of opinion is understood. TPB holds that the way human beings behave is predicated 

by three types of belief: behavioral, normative, and control (Ajzen, 1991; 2012). Behavioral 

beliefs are concerned with the probable consequences of any given behavior (Ajzen, 1991; 

2012). Normative beliefs are concerned with the normative expectation of the people around 

us (Ajzen, 1991; 2012). Control beliefs are concerned with those things that may help or 
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hinder the performance of any given behavior (Ajzen, 1991; 2012). Each of these beliefs 

produces a corresponding result. Behavioral beliefs produce a favorable or unfavorable 

attitude toward the behavior. Normative beliefs produce a perception of peer pressure, or a 

“subjective norm.” Control beliefs produce a perception of control of the behavior. The 

combination of the corresponding results following on each of the three types of belief work 

in combination to produce an intention in the individual (Ajzen, 1991; 2012). 

Generally the more favorable the attitude toward the behavior and the subjective 

norm, then the greater will be the individual’s perceived control over the behavior in question 

(Ajzen, 2007). In addition, TPB posits that when enough actual control is present for the 

individual, a person will generally carry through with the intention as the opportunity to do 

so arises. TPB asserts that “intention is assumed to be the immediate antecedent of behavior,” 

while acknowledging that many behaviors that a person might intend are difficult to actually 

carry through and thus limits the person’s volitional control (Ajzen, 1991; 2012). Ajzen adds 

the measure of perceived behavioral control as a bolster to intention. The result is that to the 

extent that perceived behavioral control coincides with reality, it can stand in for actual 

control thus contributing to the ability of the theory to predict the outcome of the behavior in 

question (Ajzen, 1991; 2012). Figure 1 illustrates the Theory of Planned Behavior. 
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Figure 1. Icek Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior (2006) 

Ajzen (2003) defines attitude as an evaluative “… reaction to any object of 

psychological significance” (p. 2). In applying the TPB in the context of this study, the 

relevance of coach attitudes toward the psychometric instruments they use with their clients 

serves to suggest the general direction of the application of instrument data within the 

engagement. For example, if a coach is predisposed to believe that the results of a 

psychometric instrument, such as a personality assessment, are fixed and unchanging over 

time, this coach would perhaps approach a client’s transformational goals as limited by 

personality type. Another coach, less predisposed to believe personality data as gospel, 

would perhaps approach a client’s transformational goals as more possible, and with a greater 

range of options for achieving change. If the TPB holds, then a coach’s beliefs will serve as a 

predictor of how and in what context data obtained from psychometric instruments and 

assessments in the client engagement will be applied. In this construct, coach beliefs will also 
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determine the extent to which instruments are used in client engagements, or even if they are 

used at all.  

Conceptual Framework 

This study’s conceptual framework illustrates the research path beginning with a 

comprehensive exploration of the discourse surrounding psychometric instrument and 

assessment use among executive coaches. A preliminary exploration of this discourse 

examined three distinct sources of opinion surrounding psychometric instrument and 

assessment use in executive coaching: (1) the extant academic literature on professional 

coaching, (2) non-academic, or grey, literature on professional coaching, (3) websites of 

vendors who certify and sell psychometric test and assessment instruments to professional 

coaches. A fourth source of opinion will be proposed as a step in the research: expert 

interviews conducted with members of the Graduate School Alliance for Education in 

Coaching (GSAEC). Thematic analysis of the preliminary statements yielded four themes: 

(1) why coaches use psychometric tests and assessments, (2) effectiveness of psychometric 

tests and assessments, (3) test knowledge and certification, (4) application to professional 

coaching practice. From these themes, a representative sample of statements will be selected 

to form the Q-Set of statements to be sorted by the P[participant] Set. The Q-Set of 

statements will be subsequently sorted according to the conditions of instruction provided by 

the researcher to the participant. The resultant Q-Sorts will then be factor analyzed to reveal 

the families of opinion that exist among executive coaches regarding the use of psychometric 

instruments and assessments in coaching engagements. Figure 2 illustrates the conceptual 

path of research for this study. 
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Figure 2. Conceptual framework 
 

Research Questions 

1. What families of viewpoints among executive coaches toward psychometric 

instrument and assessment use in coaching engagements emerge and what are their 

characteristics? 

2. What are the viewpoints among executive coaches toward psychometric instrument 

and assessment use that are held in consensus across all families that emerged, and 

why? 
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Significance of Study 

 This study has the potential to add significant value to both scholars and practitioners 

concerned with the conceptualization and growth of executive coaching as a topic of 

empirical study. Multiple integrative and meta-analytic reviews of the extant literature on 

coaching point to the paucity of empirical research in this rapidly developing field of inquiry 

(Bartlett, et al., 2014; Ditzig, 2016; Feldman & Lankau, 2005; Grant, 2011; Hodge, 2016; 

Joo, 2005; Kampa-Kokesch & Anderson, 2001; Linley, 2006). In addition, much current 

research seeks to bridge research knowledge into applied coaching practice (Ellinger & Kim, 

2014; Hall, 1999; Kilburg, 1996; Linley, 2006). The paucity of empirical research validating 

coaching models and activities points to a gap in our understanding of coaching specific 

applications of models and activities as distinct from the source disciplines from which they 

are borrowed, specifically models and activities borrowed from psychology (Grant, 2011). 

Bono, et al. (2009) points to the lack of uniformity in coach practices. However, testing is 

becoming standard practice among executive coaches (Passmore, 2012). 

As an unregulated helping practice, executive coaches’ use of psychometric 

instruments and assessments does not fall under any strict oversight as found in other 

regulated professions, such as psychology (McCleary, 2006). Psychometric instrument and 

assessment sales to coaches is big business, and researchers and practitioners alike should be 

concerned at the lack of oversight regarding test user qualifications and adherence to legal 

and ethical administration of tests and interpretation of test data (AERA, 1999; APA, 2000, 

BPS, 2012). The current study’s focus on executive coaches who earn more than 50% of 

their income from their coaching practice gives voice to the viewpoints of coach practitioners 
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of the profession regarding psychometric test and assessment use: at present a completely 

unknown and important descriptive. 

Limitations 

 The limitations of this study are inclusive of several areas. First, this Q method study 

proceeded from a small set of participants (N=20) and is not generalizable to the larger 

population of executive coaches.  

Second, because the purpose of Q Methodology is to examine subjectivity among 

participants, the method is inherently limited regarding accuracy. Participants in a Q 

methodological study are asked to sort and rate subjective opinions, feelings and beliefs 

regarding the topic under investigation.  

Delimitations 

This study is delimited in the following ways. First, only executive coaches in the 

Asheville, North Carolina and Charlotte, North Carolina area were contacted and invited to 

participate. Second, only executive coaches who earn more than 50% of their annual income 

were invited to participate. Finally, coach credentialing or industry accepted coaching 

qualifications were not a criteria considered for inclusion of participants in this study. 

Definition of Terms 

Applied Psychology, as relates to Industrial / Organizational Psychology: (term 

introduced in 1973). Scope: Broad discipline in which psychological principles and theories 

are used to solve practical problems. (Thesaurus of psychological index terms, 2007). 
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Behavior Analysis: (term introduced in 2001). Scope: Field of psychology 

emphasizing the experimental, conceptual, and applied analysis of behavior in humans and 

animals. (Thesaurus of psychological index terms, 2007). 

Behavioral Assessment: (term introduced 1982). Scope: Identification and 

measurement of response units and their controlling environmental and organismic variables 

for the purpose of understanding and altering human behavior. (Thesaurus of psychological 

index terms, 2007). 

Business Consulting: (term introduced in 2015). Scope: Services provided by 

consulting firms, usually to assess needs and recommend changes within an organization. 

(Thesaurus of psychological index terms, 2007). 

Classical Test Theory: (term introduced in 2003). Scope: A statistical approach in 

psychological measurement in which observed scores consist of both the true score and error. 

(Thesaurus of psychological index terms, 2007). 

Coaching Psychology: (term introduced in 2008). Scope: Applied positive 

psychology that uses teaching and encouragement to improve life experiences and task 

performance. (Thesaurus of psychological index terms, 2007). 

Consulting Psychology: (term introduced in 2015). Scope: Branch of psychology that 

provides expert psychological guidance to business and industry, federal and state agencies, 

the armed forces, educational and scientific groups, and volunteer and public service 

organizations. (Thesaurus of psychological index terms, 2007). 

Counseling: (term introduced in 1967). Scope: Conceptually broad term referring to a 

form of helping process which involves giving advice and information, in order to assist 
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individuals or groups in coping with their problems. More specific terms available. 

(Thesaurus of psychological index terms, 2007). 

Empirical Methods: (term introduced in 1973). Scope: Scientific methodology based 

on experimentation, systematic observation, or measurement, rather than theoretical 

formulation. (Thesaurus of psychological index terms, 2007). 

Executive Coaching: (term introduced in 2010). Scope: Intervention technique for 

managers, administrators, and leaders who need skills for problem solving, interpersonal 

relationships, and motivating colleagues and other personnel in an organizational or group 

setting. (Thesaurus of psychological index terms, 2007). 

Factor Analysis: (term introduced in 1967). Scope: A statistical procedure that 

reduces inter-correlations across tests to a small number of underlying variables. (Thesaurus 

of psychological index terms, 2007). 

Five Factor Personality Model: (term introduced in 1997). Scope: A model of 

personality dimensions that encompass five broad factors: neuroticism, extraversion, 

openness to experience, agreeableness, and conscientiousness. (Thesaurus of psychological 

index terms, 2007). 

Item Response Theory: (term introduced in 1985). Scope: A statistical approach in 

psychological measurement. Also known as item characteristic curve theory. (Thesaurus of 

psychological index terms, 2007). 

Life Coaching: (term introduced in 2010). Scope: Form of teaching and 

encouragement (one-to-one or coach-to-group) based on counseling principles of sensitivity 

to needs and personality differences. 
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Measurement: (term introduced in 1967). Scope: Conceptually broad term referring to 

the process and tools used in assessment of human subjects. Use specific test names or 

procedures if possible. (Thesaurus of psychological index terms, 2007). 

Mentor: (term introduced in 1985). Scope: An individual who befriends and 

facilitates the development of a less experienced individual, especially within a profession, 

business, trade, or academic environment. (Thesaurus of psychological index terms, 2007). 

Professional Development: (term introduced in 1982). Scope: Participation in 

activities that promote professional career development. (Thesaurus of psychological index 

terms, 2007). 

Psychological Assessment: (term introduced in 1997). Scope: Assessment of a 

patient/client by interviews, observations, or psychological tests to evaluate personality, 

adjustments, abilities, interests, cognitive functioning, or functioning in other areas of life. 

Used for references that focus on the assessment process or the assessment itself. (Thesaurus 

of psychological index terms, 2007). 

Psychometrics: (term introduced in 1967). Scope: subdiscipline within psychology 

dealing with the development and application of statistical techniques to the analysis of 

psychological data. Also, psychological measurement in which numerical estimates are 

obtained of a specific aspect of performance. (Thesaurus of psychological index terms, 

2007). 

Q-sort: (term introduced in 2015). Scope: A psychological test requiring participants 

to sort items relative to one another along a dimension such as “agree/disagree” for analysis 

by Q-methodological statistics.  
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Response Bias: (term introduced in 1967). Scope: Tendency to respond with different 

styles or criteria as a result of motivational or physical influences. Response bias frequently 

serves as a source of measurement error in psychophysical, personality, and other types of 

measurement. (Thesaurus of psychological index terms, 2007). 

Testing: (term introduced in 1967). Scope: Administration of tests, and analysis and 

interpretation of test scores in order to measure differences between individuals or between 

test performances of the same individual on different occasions. (Thesaurus of psychological 

index terms, 2007). 

Workplace Intervention: (term introduced in 2015). Scope: Any intervention or 

treatment that is delivered specifically within one’s work environment. (Thesaurus of 

psychological index terms, 2007). 

Chapter Summary 

 This chapter introduces the topic under investigation in this research study, including 

the problem statement, purpose statement, theoretical framework, and conceptual framework. 

This chapter also outlines the significance of this study, what limitations and delimitations 

are present, and provides a glossary of key terms to be found throughout the study. 
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

 The review of the literature includes five sections. Section one traces the evolution of 

executive coaching as a profession, including advantages, limitations and the current state of 

the profession. The purpose of this section is to situate this review of the extant literature on 

executive coaching to provide a more thorough and in-depth explication of the history, 

development, definition, and practices of coaching. Section two presents an overview of the 

coaching literature. Section three addresses the current state of coaching practice. Section 

four provides a sample list of tests, instruments and assessments currently used in executive 

coaching engagements. Section five provides an explanation of Theory of Planned Behavior 

in the context of this study. 

Executive Coaching as Profession 

According to Grant (2011), the literature on executive coaching is sparse at best prior 

to 2000, but has expanded significantly from 2000 to 2009. The rapid expansion of inquiry 

into the field of executive coaching has continued and is predicated on the rapid expansion of 

the industry in the global marketplace (Thompson, et al., 2008). The industry is estimated to 

have grossed $2.356 billion (USD) in 2015 (ICF, 2016).  However, despite the proliferation 

of articles on executive coaching both in the lay literature and the academic journals, few 

empirical studies have been conducted on executive coaching (Grant, 2011). Grant (2011) 

reported 518 total published papers on coaching between 1937 and 2009, only 156 of which 

are outcome studies, and only 12 of those studies were randomized (p. 1). It is noted that due 

to the relative newness of the field, there are a limited number of longitudinal studies on the 
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development of mastery in and among executive coaches, nor on the long-term outcomes for 

executive coaching clients (Feldman & Lankau, 2005).  

While the scientific study of executive coaching is still a field that is developing, the 

recent proliferation of writing has produced some agreement as to the nature and scope of the 

field as a profession (Thompson, et al., 2008). Early debate in the literature has centered on 

evolving a precise definition of executive coaching (Kilburg, 1996). Questions in the 

literature have included items such as 1.) should executive coaching be within the prevue of 

psychology and in the domain of licensed therapists and industrial/organizational 

psychologists and 2.) if executive coaching is a profession in its own right as distinct from 

therapy/counseling, consulting, mentoring, and training (Ellinger & Kim, 2014). While, the 

definition of executive coaching is not agreed upon completely, the differences are often 

generally similar. Ellinger and Kim (2014) state that executive coaching is a workplace-

based individualized developmental training engagement aimed at producing long-term 

behavioral change in the coachee. 

There are a number of programs that have been developed to train coaches.  

Universities and professional organizations, such as the ICF, offering certification and 

credentialing for executive coaches are expanding (Feldman & Lankau, 2005). While coach 

training remains largely a for-profit workshop-based training industry, academic programs in 

coaching are growing. In addition, theory building in coaching is in its infancy and the 

profession remains largely one that borrows its theoretical frameworks and models from 

other disciplines (Ellinger & Kim, 2014).  
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There is no required credential or academic pathway for entry into the profession of 

executive coaching (Berglas, 2002). Executive coaching is a subset of a broader coaching 

world that includes health/medical/wellness coaching, life coaching, career coaching and 

many other gradations of applications broadly intended to help the coachee through a change 

process (Dagley, 2009). Because there is no universal mechanism to insure consistent 

application of coaching standards and competencies (such as licensure, clinical or peer 

oversight), it is not known what really happens inside the coaching room (Berglas, 2002). 

Baron and Morin (2010, p. 10) stated that literature on executive coaching (Kampa-

Kokesch & Anderson, 2001) have provided agreement on six stages in executive coaching 

processes: 1.) “establishing a relationship of trust between the coach and the coachee;” 2.) 

“evaluating the coachee and the professional setting in which he or she works;” 3.) 

“providing feedback on this evaluation to the coachee;” 4.) “establishing a development plan 

and setting goals;” 5.) “implementing the behaviors to be developed or improved;” and, (6) 

“evaluating the progress achieved” (p. 20). While there are many models of coaching, 

however, most include these broad elements.  

Coaching Literature 

 As the professional of coaching has proliferated rapidly, researchers have sought to 

illuminate the state of the literature on executive coaching. Literature reviews and meta-

analytic studies have helped to synthesize the current state of research in executive coaching. 

This is critical since executive coaching literature is sparse, primarily grey, lacking in 

sufficient empirical studies, and with insufficient theory-building activity (Bartlett, et al., 

2014; Ditzig, 2016; Feldman & Lankau, 2005; Grant, 2011; Hodge, 2016; Joo, 2005; Kampa-
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Kokesch & Anderson, 2001; Linley, 2006). Grant’s (2011) annotated bibliography of 

coaching literature collected extant scholarly literature (N=518) on coaching dating from 

1937 to 2009 by providing a comprehensive listing of each article including an annotation. 

Grant (2011) observed that rapid growth of the executive coaching knowledge base citing 

descriptive evidence such that points to the rapid increase in rate of publication beginning in 

2000. Of the scholarly articles listed in Grant’s bibliography on coaching, 82% were 

published between 2000 and 2009.  

 Several integrative reviews of the extant literature on coaching help to provide a 

comprehensive view of the state of research in this growing field of practice. Conducted 

during the early growth of coaching scholarly publications, Kamp-Kokesch & Anderson’s 

(2001) comprehensive literature review found difficulty in defining executive coaching. It is 

possible this early difficulty in defining executive coaching may be the result of the different 

individuals and disciplines involved in providing coaching services. These differences in 

practice created a need for research to further explain the ways in which executive coaching 

differs from psychotherapy and counseling. The authors of this early review call for more 

empirical investigation regarding the outcomes of executive coaching, and conclude that 

much of the existing research is flawed because of these vast differences. Kampa-Kokesch & 

Anderson (2001) offer a prescriptive to coach practitioners urging the need to develop 

skillfulness in providing feedback, the ability to use the coaching relationship as a tool for 

client growth, to be cognizant of the coaching context and its impact on the client and 

process, and to be able to clearly articulate coaching outcomes. In 2005, Feldman & Lankau 

conducted an integrative literature review noting that the lack of substantive theory 
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underlying effective coaching. The authors of this review offer a definition of coaching, 

some coach descriptive demographics, a generalized client profile, types of coaching 

outcomes, types of coaching relationships, approaches to coaching, and an agenda for future 

research.   

Linley (2006) proposes to grow the literature of coaching by focusing on research 

questions that “bridge the research-practitioner divide” (3). Indeed, these reviews of coaching 

literature open out onto a robust combination of practitioner authored (sometime called 

“grey” literature) and scholarly articles focused primarily on coaching practice. Almost all of 

the literature reviews reported herein include acknowledgement of the centrality of 

application of scholarly research to the improvement and systematization of coaching 

practice. For example, Joo (2005) drew a conceptual framework of coaching practices and 

theory from an integrative literature review that examined both coaching practice and 

research. In the first paragraph of the article, Joo (2005) cites a Harvard Business Review 

article comparing executive coaching to the Wild West: “chaotic, largely unexplored, and 

fraught with risk, yet immensely promising” (Sherman and Freas, 2004, pp. 82-83) to 

highlight the urgency in advancing theory building and empirical study to support the 

profession’s yawning the research-to-practice gap (462). Joo’s (2005) conceptual framework 

also seeks to smooth the confusion about the boundaries between coaching, consulting and 

mentoring by integrating those literature, rather than seek to force more distinctive 

boundaries in these similar practices. 

 Over ten years later, Bartlett, Boylan, and Hale’s (2014) integrative literature review 

of executive coaching noted “Within the field of human resource development, a thorough 
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synthesis has not been conducted that examines the definitions, models, and effectiveness of 

the executive coach.” Their findings show inconsistency in the reporting of both the 

definitions of executive coaching and the measurements of coaching effectiveness. Bartlett, 

et al. (2014) offer a series of recommendations for inquiry, specifically the determination of 

defining characteristics of a “good coach” (knowledge, skills, and abilities), clarifying the 

boundaries between coaching, consulting, and mentoring, and the support for practitioner-

based development of theoretically grounded models of coaching. These knowledge, skills, 

and abilities of an effective coach need to address the use of psychometric tests and 

assessments.  

 Ditzig (2016) makes a reasoned case for the use of meta-analysis techniques applied 

within the coaching literature to gauge the efficacy of coaching outcomes. Ditzig’s case to 

coaches points to much of the same literature reported in this study, but proposes using it to 

help practitioners understand how to apply findings from coaching research. An example of a 

meta-analysis is found in Theeboom’s (2014) examination of 18 empirical studies sourced in 

a variety of coaching contexts and concluded broadly that, indeed, coaching works (p. 14). 

 Amidst the proliferation of coaching publications, the International Journal of 

Evidence Based Coaching and Mentoring appeared. In 2016, Hodge conducted a study that 

employed morphological and bibliographical analysis on articles appearing in this journal 

between the years 2003 and 2012. Hodge (2012) found that “… articles are more likely to be 

about coaching rather than mentoring, that research is more likely to be grounded in a 

business context, and that articles are relatively consistent in their form in regards to word 
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count, number of references, and readability, while the number of articles per issue has been 

increasing over time” (86).  

Coaching Practice 

 Kilburg’s (1996) is often referenced in reviews of coaching literature as providing an 

early definition of executive coaching.  Furthermore, Kilburg (1996) provides a framework 

that includes systems and psychodynamic theory, as well as, a five-component conceptual 

approach to coaching activities.  In addition to the positive impacts of coaching, Kilburg 

(1996) posits factors that might be present when negative coaching outcomes are found. This 

early conceptualization of coaching as practice informed by theory has been cited 458 times 

according to Google Scholar.  Indeed, the vast majority of coaching literature that has 

followed is practitioner focused and descriptive. Hall (1999) examined how coaching is 

applied, its effects, and “…the lessons of coaching practices” (p 39). In particular, Hall finds 

that executive coaches and executive clients need to clarify boundaries and expectations 

before using what seems to be a very effective tool and recommends that “Though coaching 

appears to have a high success rate, three primary areas of concern include: 1) managing 

growth of demand; 2) addressing ethical issues arising form coaching process; 3) defining 

program scope and controlling costs” (p. 50). Ellinger & Kim (2014) examined the state of 

the relationship between coaching research and coaching practice by explicating coaching-

relevant theory, genres and scales claiming that “Although interest in coaching has grown 

considerably in recent years, coaching has been criticized as being opinion and best-practice-

based, as well as, atheoretical, and under-examined (p. 127). Ellinger & Kim (2014) also 

provide an “overview of the theoretical underpinnings of coaching, synthesizing existing 
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literature on research and practice related to genres, types, and approaches to coaching, 

specifically executive coaching, managerial coaching, and action learning coaching” (p. 

127); and in addition, “It is anticipated that providing an array of possible theoretical 

orientations for coaching will further enhance research and theory building in the coaching 

arena … coaching practice and emphasis on workplace coaching behaviors have often been 

criticized for being opinion-and-best-practice-based, with little empirical grounding” (p. 

127).  

Not all examination of coach practice is supportive. In the article titled, “The Very 

Real Dangers of Executive Coaching,” Beglas (2002) sounded an alarm claiming 

“…executive coaches who lack rigorous psychological training do more harm than good” (p. 

1). In addition, Berglas (2002) points out that very often coach marketing tend to promise 

overly simplistic solutions and too rapid results. And, that despite the presence of 

understanding within the profession of coaching that an executive’s growth and development 

takes time, most coaches fall back on a behavioral approach to address the coachee’s 

problems. In fact, Berglas (2002) posits “…executive coaches unschooled in the dynamics of 

psychotherapy often exploit the powerful hold they develop over their clients (p. 7). Berglas 

(2002) believes that companies should employ both well-trained executive coaches and 

psychotherapists. The argument is well-placed and the author leaves the reader with several 

thought-provoking questions: (1) What defines “legitimate skills”? (2) Does the lack of a 

professional organization (ie: no ABA or AMA overhead) make this subjective or just not 

easily definable? (3) Does the question of legitimacy/validity in coaching in general and 

pertaining to the administration of assessments then become an ethical issue as people 
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without formal training or expertise are using these psychometric and general assessments on 

others and have substantial power to influence? 

 Documenting coaching practices is the focus of two prominent studies. Brooks’ 

(2007) “A Survey of Executive Coaching Practices in New Zealand” documented a 

demographic description of executive coaching practices. 59 coaches recruited from varying 

sources including the International Coach Federation website, business directories, web 

searches, personal contacts and email list serves. The findings revealed the coaches to be 

evenly distributed in gender with an average age of 48. The majority of coaches held a 

business-related degree with over 80% being university educated and held prior management 

experience.  

In addition, Bono, et al., (2009) conducted a “Survey of Executive Coaching 

Practices” that examined the similarities and differences between coaches with psychology 

backgrounds and non-psychology backgrounds, as well as, between coaches from a variety of 

psychological disciplines. The study surveyed 428 executive coaches identified through 

membership in three organizations: the International Coach Federation, the Society of 

Consulting Psychology, and the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology. The 

study also reached out to regional, national, and international coach-affiliated groups. The 

study concludes that  

“…relying on educational background alone to predict a coach’s philosophy, process, 

or behavior is ill advised because it provides limited information about a coach’s 

practices. Nonetheless, our results do suggest that psychologist coaches (consistent 

with their training) tend to use multiple methods of assessment and evaluation, which 



 

 38 

may provide them with a richer picture of a client’s needs and more rigorous outcome 

evaluation” (p. 394). 

Additional publications representative of the thrust to document and describe coaching 

practice include McCleary (2006), Stober (2006), Thompson (2008), Newsome (2011), and 

Green & Spence (2014). 

Assessments Used in Executive Coaching 

 In 2008, Harper examined “…why coaches chose to use psychometric tests designed 

for personality assessment in their coaching” (p. 40) by investigating the decision-making 

process and accreditation. The population (N=6) examined in the study were “independent 

coaches who have experience in one-to-one and team settings; certified in MBTI and at least 

one other model of psychometric testing/personality profiling” (p. 43). Harper (2008) found 

that “The respondents, who all had either training in or formal educational background in 

psychology, or are self-taught with extensive experience, believe knowledge of using 

psychometric tests is as important as knowledge of the tests, and that the use of psychometric 

tests in their coaching practices is not enough on its own” (p. 48) and that “there are 

implications in respect of those coaches who use psychometric tests and who do not have 

psychological knowledge” (p. 48). The most interesting finding in this study was that “…the 

role of psychometric tests in coaching was different for the coachee, the company and the 

coach” (p. 47). The most important aspects were found to be “the coachee’s self-

awareness/self-development, the belief of coaches in consistency of coachee personality type 

indicated by psychometric tests, and risk of coachee’s behavior being stereotyped” (p. 48). 
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Passmore (2006) also examined the use of the Myers Briggs Type Indicator in executive 

coaching. 

 Psychometric testing and assessment has long been standard practice in employee 

selection and development in human resource development practice (Bartram, 2004; 

Furnham & Jackson, 2007; Guion, 1991; Hough & Oswald, 2009; Jenkins, 2001; Melamed 

& Jackson, 1995; Ryan & Sackett, 1987). Anderson (2012) found that the use of personality 

assessments helps companies to make sound decisions that are both legal and ethical 

regarding personnel and that the use of assessments increased the predictive validity of those 

decisions. This study examined the place of assessments in mitigating adverse impact 

[define] and recommends that personality assessments are one part of a systematic approach 

to data collection about job candidates that includes also interviews and other sources of 

information. This study provides a definition of personality, its measurement, and how 

personality relates to and predicts job performance. 

 Executive coaching seeks to support and expand employee development efforts at the 

top levels of the organization. Psychometric testing and assessment is standard practice in 

most executive coaching engagements. Executive coaches are thought to utilize a wide array 

of instruments, often administering two or more assessments of varying application with an 

individual coachee. 

 Boylan (2014) compiled a series of tables that locate psychometric assessment and 

instrument use as applied in employee development in the relevant testing and assessment 

literature (Table 3, and Appendices A and B, are reprinted with permission of the author). 

The extant literature on assessment use in the context of employee development is robust. 
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Executive coaching is one mode among many available to industry to support the growth in 

skill and ability of its top talent (Bartram, 2004; Dwyer, 2004). 

Table 3 
 
Uses of Instruments in Employee Development 
 
Uses References 
Promotion & 
Placement  

AERA, 1999; Dulsky & Krout, 1950; EEOC, 2013; Fallaw, Kantrowitz, & 
Dawson, 2012; Fiala, 2000; Furnham & Jackson, 2011; Giumetti & Sinar, 
2012; Jeanneret & Strong, 2003 
 

Identification of 
Training and 
Development Needs  

BPS, 2012b; Dwyer, 2004; Furnham & Jackson, 2011; ITC, 2005; Judge, 
Colbert, & Ilies, 2004; Lombardi, 2013; McKay, 2011; Meyer et al., 2001; 
Schmidt & Hunter, 1998 
 

Training for 
Improved 
Performance  

Houran & Lange, 2006; Jeanneret & Strong, 2003; Meyer et al., 2001; 
Murphy & Bartram, 2002; Oh & Berry, 2009; Stricker & Rock, 1998; Wolf & 
Jenkins, 2002 
 

Predictor of Future 
Performance  

Atwater, 1992; Bartram, 2005; Crook et al., 2011; Ouellette & Wood, 1998 
 
 

Coaching & 
Mentoring  

Feltz, Chase, Moritz, & Sullivan, 1999; Germain, 2011; Herriot & Anderson, 
1997; Hezlett & Gibson, 2005; Passmore, Holloway, & Cope, 2010  
 

Training 
Performance  

AERA, 1999; Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001; Dwyer, 2004 
 
 

Trainability  Gottfredson, 1997; Guion, 2011; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998 
 

Assessment of 
Current Skills  

AERA, 1999; Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001 
 
 

Career Guidance BPS, 2012b; Fiala, 2000 
 

360 Degree 
Feedback 

BPS, 2013; Hogan, 2008 
 
 

Access to Training 
Programs 

Clardy, 2003; SIOP, 2003 

 
 Psychometric tests and assessments help both the executive coach and the coachee by 

adding speed and depth in addressing any of a variety of domains germane to effective 
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leadership (Bono, et al., 2009; Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001). Executive coaches should 

take care to insure competence in selecting the right test for the right application (Buros 

Center for Testing, 2003; Fiala, 2000). See Appendix A for a complete listing of the key 

characteristics tests intend to measure. 

 Beyond concerns of test appropriateness and test user competence, executive coaches 

also need to comprehend and apply sound criteria for selecting psychometric tests and 

assessments to use with their clients (Boylan, 2014). Instruments vary greatly in their validity 

and reliability, and may have inherent bias that could place the coach at legal risk (Aguinis & 

Smith, 2007; Clardy, 2003). Tests are sold by vendors for profit, and a lack of transparency 

as to the statistical underpinnings of a particular test may be a reality when evaluating tests to 

purchase and use with a client (Harper, 2008). See Appendix B for a complete listing of 

decision criteria practitioners should consider when choosing instruments. 

Executive coaches should take the time to become educated in how to evaluate the 

soundness of the tests they offer to clients (Guion, 1991; 2011). With hundreds of 

instruments and assessments on the market, executive coaches are becoming certified in 

multiple assessments, and offering many assessments for which there is no required 

certification.  

Table 4 

Assessments Commonly Used in Executive Coaching Engagements 

Normative Instruments 
Type Category & Title Vender / Owner 
360 Degree 
Assessment 

Leadership Behaviors 
mks Center for Creative 

Leadership 
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Table 4 (continued) 
 LEA 360™ Management Research 

Group 
Campbell™ Leadership Index  PEARL™ Solutions 
Managerial Skills  
SKILLSCOPE® Center for Creative 

Leadership 
Developmental Skills Critical for Success  
Benchmarks® Center for Creative 

Leadership 
fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orientation—Element B Hogan Assessment Systems 
Learning and Reasoning Skills  
Prospector® Center for Creative 

Leadership 
Business Reasoning Inventory Hogan Assessment Systems 
Competencies Important to the Organization: Tailor-Made Assessments 
LEA™ Management Research 

Group 
360 BY DESIGN® Center for Creative 

Leadership 
Developmental Needs Analysis  
Development Needs Inventory Teleometrics International 

Self/Co-
worker 
Assessment 

Employee Involvement  
Access Management Survey/Survey of Employee Access Teleometrics International 
Productive Practices  
Productive Practices Survey/Survey of Management Practices Teleometrics International 

Team 
Assessment 

Team Readiness  
Teamness Index Teleometrics International 

Descriptive Instruments 

Type Category & Title Vender / Owner 
Career and 
Personal 
Values 

Achievement Orientation [Self/Other]  
Managerial Philosophy Scale Teleometrics International 
Career Needs [Self]  
Career Anchors [Schein] Pfeiffer and Co. 
Career Report [Self]  
The Birkman Method Birkman International 
Personal Motivations and Life Interests [Self]  
Personal Directions® Management Research 

Group 
Motives, Values, Preferences Inventory Hogan Assessment Systems 

Change Rate of Personal Change [Self]  
Life Change Inventory [Holmes and Rahe] Library of Professional 

Coachinghttp://www.library
ofprofessionalcoaching.com
/Managing-Life-Transitions 
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Table 4 (continued) 
 Rate of Organizational Change [Self]  

Organizational Change Inventory [Bergquist] Center for Personal and 
Organizational Assessment 

Style of Change Agentry [Self]  
Change Agent Questionnaire Teleometrics International 

Coaching/ 
Mentoring 
Styles 

Mentoring [Self]  
Mentoring Style Inventory Center for Personal and 

Organizational Assessment 
Personal Coaching [Self]  
Personal Coaching Styles Inventory Corporate Coach U 

Conflict - 
Management 

Style of Conflict Management [Self/Other]  
Conflict Management Survey Teleometrics International 
Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument Xicom 

Decision - 
Making 

Styles of Decision-Making [Self/Other]  
Styles of Teamwork Inventory [Hall] Teleometrics International 

Interpersonal 
Styles and 
Needs 

Communications [Self/Other]  
Personnel Relations Survey [Johari Window] Teleometrics International 
Interpersonal Needs [Self/Other]  
Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orientation Will Schutz Associates 
Interpersonal Strengths & Needs [Self/Other]  
The Birkman Method Birkman International 
Interpersonal Style & Strengths [Self/Other]  
Strength Development Inventory [Porter] Personal Strengths 

Publishing 
DiSC: Personal Profile System [Self/Other] Carlson Learning Company 
Listening Styles [Self]  
Listening Styles Profile [Watson and Barker] Pfeiffer and Co. 

Leadership Contextual Leadership [Self/Other/Culture]  
Leadership Style Questionnaires [Bergquist] Center for Personal and 

Organizational Assessment 
Leadership Change [Self/Other]  
Leadership Practices Inventory—Delta [Kouzes and Posner] Pfeiffer and Co. 
Leadership Competencies [Self/Other]  
Leadership Competency Inventory [McBer] Hay/McBer 
Leadership Practices [Self/Other]  

Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) [Kouzes and Posner] Pfeiffer and Co. 
Situational Leadership [Self/Other]  
Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability Description (LEAD) 
[Hersey and Blanchard] 

Pfeiffer and Co. 

Styles of Leadership [Self/Other]  
Styles of Leadership Survey Teleometrics International 

Learning Cognitive Adaptability [Self]  
Adaptive Style Inventory [Kolb] Hay/McBer 
Cognitive Style [Self]  
The Learning Style Inventory [Kolb] Hay/McBer 
Interpersonal [Self]  
Student Learning Styles Questionnaire [Grasha and 
Reichmann] 

Center for Personal and 
Organizational Assessment 

Media  
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Table 4 (continued) 
 Cognitive Mapping Inventory [Hill] Center for Personal and 

Organizational Assessment 
Management Blake and Mouton's Managerial and Leadership Style 

Grid [Self/Other] 
 

Styles of Leadership Survey Teleometrics International 
Style of Management Inventory Teleometrics International 
Coaching [Self]  
The Birkman Method Birkman International 
Coaching and Management [Self/Other]  
Coaching Process Questionnaire [McBer] Hay/McBer 
Empowerment and Management [Self/Other]  
Power Management Inventory [Teleometrics] Teleometrics International 
Hall's Style Paralx Model [Self/Other]  
Management Competency Inventory [McBer] Teleometrics International 
Management Competencies [Self/Other]  
Management Competency Inventory [McBer] Hay/McBer 
McBer's Management Style [Self/Environment]  
Managerial Style Questionnaire [McBer] Hay/McBer 
Participation and Management [Self/Other]  
Participative Management Survey [Teleometrics] Teleometrics International 
Productive Management [Self/Other]  
Productive Practices Survey [Teleometrics] Teleometrics International 
Socio-TechnicalManagement [Self/Other]  
Access Management Survey [Teleometrics] Teleometrics International 
Work-Related Motivations [Self/Other]  
Management of Motives [Maslow/Herzberg] Teleometrics International 

Organizational 
Culture 

Clarity/Standards/Responsibility/Flexibility/Rewards/Tea
m Commitment 

 

Organizational Climate Exercise II [McBer] Hay/McBer 
Inclusion/Control/ Openness/Significance/Competence/ 
Likability 

 

Element O: Organizational Climate [Schutz] Will Schutz Associates 
Organizational Climate, General  
Organizational Climate Survey [Bergquist] Center for Personal and 

Organizational Assessment 
Power/Role/Achievement/Support  
Diagnosing Organizational Culture [Harrison] Pfeiffer and Co. 
Readiness for Total Quality  
Total Quality Management Readiness Index [McBer] Hay/McBer 

Personality Birkman, Personality and Perspective [Self]  
The Birkman Method Birkman International 
Hogan Five Factor Model [Self]  
Hogan Personality Inventory Hogan Assessment Systems 
Cattell’s Sixteen Personality Factors [Self]  
16 PF [Cattell] IPAT 
Enneagram [Self]  
Inventory and Profile [Aspell and Aspell] Pfeiffer and Co. 
Erikson’s Eight Stages of Personality Development [Self]  
Measures of Psychosocial Development [Hawley] Psychological Assessment 

Resources 
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Table 4 (continued) 
 Jungian Behavioral Styles—Keirsey [Self]  

Keirsey Temperament Sorter  
Jungian Personality Styles—Myers-Briggs Version [Self]  
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator Consulting Psychologists 

Press 
Jungian Personality Styles—Singer-Loomis Version [Self]  
The Singer-Loomis Type Deployment Inventory Moving Boundaries, Inc. 
Jungian Personality Styles – Grey-Wheelwright [Self]  
The Gray-Wheelwright-Winer 4-Letter Type Indicator Test Neurocare 
Personal Values [Self]  
Personal Values Questionnaire [McClelland] Hay/McBer 
Self-Concept/Self-Esteem [Self]  
Element S (Self Concept)/ Element E (Self Esteem) [Schutz] Will Schutz Associates 

Power Empowerment and Use of Power [Self/Other]  
Power Management Inventory Teleometrics International 

Problem - 
Solving 

Style of Creative Problem-Solving [Self]  
Creative Style Inventory [McCarthy] Hay/McBer 
Style of Problem-Solving [Self]  
Problem Domain Preference Scale [Phillips and Bergquist] HRD Press, Inc. 
Team Dynamics [Self & Others]  
Styles of Teamwork Inventory/Teamwork Appraisal Survey Teleometrics International 

Values/ 
Philosophy 

Management & Leadership [Self & Others]  
Managerial Philosophy Scale/Reality Check Survey Teleometrics International 

 
At a minimum, and in absence of a regulating body to require it, executive coaches 

should avail themselves of the guidelines for test use provided by the regulatory 

organizations concerned to oversee the fair and appropriate use of psychometric tests when 

decisions are being made that affect people. Professional regulating bodies, as well as, 

voluntary professional organizations such as the International Coach Federation (ICF), and 

American Education Research Association (AERA), as well as, the American Psychological 

Association (APA), the British Psychological Society (BPS), the Equal Employment 

Opportunity Commission (EEOC), and the National Center for Education Measurement 

(NCME) provide publications and training in ethical and competent test use.  
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Theory of Planned Behavior 

The purpose of this study is to ascertain the range of opinion that executive coaches 

may hold toward the use psychometric instruments and assessments in their client 

engagements using a Q methodological design. Icek Ajzen’s (1991) Theory of Planned 

Behavior (TPB) guides the study toward insights into coach behavior that may arise once the 

range of opinion is understood (Ajzen, 1991; 2012). Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) 

holds that the way human beings behave is predicated by three types of belief: behavioral, 

normative, and control. Behavioral beliefs are concerned with the probably consequences of 

any given behavior. Normative beliefs are concerned with the normative expectation of the 

people around us. Control beliefs are concerned with those things that may help or hinder the 

performance of any given behavior. Each of these beliefs produces a corresponding result. 

Behavioral beliefs produce a favorable or unfavorable attitude toward the behavior. 

Normative beliefs produce a perception of peer pressure, or a “subjective norm.” Control 

beliefs produce a perception of control of the behavior. The combination of the 

corresponding results following on each of the three types of belief work in combination to 

produce an intention in the individual (Ajzen, 1991; 2012). 

The theory holds that generally the more favorable the attitude toward the behavior 

and the subjective norm, then the greater will be the individual’s perceived control over the 

behavior in question. In addition, TPB posits that when enough actual control is present for 

the individual, a person will generally carry through with the intention as the opportunity to 

do so arises. TBP asserts that “intention is assumed to be the immediate antecedent of 

behavior,” while acknowledging that many behaviors that a person might intend are difficult 
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to actually carry through and thus limits the person’s volitional control. Ajzen adds the 

measure of perceived behavioral control as a bolster to intention. The result is that to the 

extent that perceived behavioral control coincides with reality, it can stand in for actual 

control thus contributing to the ability of the theory to predict the outcome of the behavior in 

question (Ajzen, 1991; 2012). 

Chapter Summary 

 This chapter included five sections. Section one considered executive coaching as a 

profession. History of executive coaching is important because the field less than 25 years 

old and draws on the theories, models and frameworks of other disciplines. This section 

defined the profession and traced the variability in credentialing. Section two presented key 

works in the extant literature on executive coaching and identified the opportunity for an 

increase in theory building and empirical study of executive coaching. Section three briefly 

examined coaching practice citing two studies that document coach practices. Concerns 

around irregularity of coaching practice were also presented. Section four lists tests, 

assessments and instruments most often used in coaching engagements. Section five explain 

how the Theory of Planned Behavior helps predict the success or failure of a coaching 

engagement. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this Q methodological study was to discover the viewpoints of 

executive coaches toward the use of psychometric instrument and assessment data in client 

engagements.  The methods section includes the relevance of Q methodology to executive 

coaching research; a description of Q methodology; an explanation of the process of 

construction of the Concourse and of the Q-set; the selection of the P (participant) –set; the 

data collection procedures, and the data analysis procedures. 

Q methodology is a research method for ascertaining the subjective viewpoints of 

research participants regarding a particular topic. It is a method that allows for “…the 

systematic study of subjectivity” (Brown, 1993, p. 93). William Stephenson originated the 

methodology in 1935 (Brown, 1993). His book, Operant Subjectivity, lays out Q 

methodology, which is now widely accepted as a methodology for exploring subjective 

viewpoints of respondents with its own professional organization and annual global 

conference.  

 According to Brown (1993), Q methodology “… has been applied to a wide variety 

of substantive matters. In health sciences, for example, attention has been given to hospital 

environments and patient control … to practical knowledge among nursing home care-givers 

… as well as to entering pharmacy students and pharmaceutical decision-making” (p. 128). 

The usefulness of Q methodology is readily apparent wherever one wants to better 

understand a particular point of view, or what a constituency thinks about a topic. According 
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to Shemmings (2006), “Q is used routinely in qualitative research in political science … 

public policy … cultural theory … and women’s studies” (p. 148).  

 The main benefit of Q methodology lies in its shifting of the unit of comparison from 

that of a set of items as typical in quantitative methods, to that of a comparison of 

individuals, of the actual participants in the study. What Q method ferrets out is a set of 

themes that cluster together through the process of using factor analysis to process the data 

gathered through what is called a Q sort. “Instead of a large number of people receiving a 

small number of test items, a small number of people receive a large number of test items” 

(Bartlett & DeWeese, 2015, p. 73). The results of a Q methodological study are not 

generalizable to the population at large, but then that isn’t the objective: the objective is to 

understand the subjective viewpoints on a given topic (Bartlett & DeWeese, 2015). 

 Q methodology does have several limitations. As mentioned above, Q methodology is 

not generalizable. It is assumed that there will be a limit to the number of possible opinions 

on the topic of consideration. Therefore, if the researcher chooses participants carefully, the 

researcher may be fairly confident that the most dominant viewpoints have been captured 

(Bartlett & DeWeese, 2015).  

Relevance of Q Methodology in Executive Coaching Research 

Q Methodology is relevant to research on executive coaches’ viewpoints, in general, 

and toward psychometric instrument and assessment use, in particular, because little is 

known as to about what coaches actually do. Ascertaining executive coaches’ subjective 

viewpoints on the component parts of coaching practice, such as testing and interpretation of 
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test data, adds to the body of knowledge foundational to exploring what coaches actually do 

in their client engagements. 

Description of Q Methodology 

 The following explanation is taken primarily from Bartlett & DeWeese (2015) and De 

Graaf & Van Exel (2008) both of which largely credit Brown (1993). These two articles 

provide such concise descriptions of Q methodology that it is difficult to restate the 

description (there are only so many synonyms) without risking plagiarism. I have attempted 

to paraphrase well, and so will forgo direct quotes in favor of this broad acknowledgement 

that my description will read and feel much like the descriptions in these articles as these 

authors have done a superb job of providing a straightforward explanation. 

Steps in Conducting Q Methodology 

It is generally agreed that there are five broad steps in conducting a Q study: 1) 

devising the concourse, 2) developing the Q set, 3) selecting the P set, 4) conducting the Q 

sort, 5) analyzing and interpreting the data from the Q sort (Bartlett & DeWeese, 2015; 

Brown, 1993; De Graaf & Van Exel, 2008). These steps must be adhered to as prescribed by 

the methodology to insure the highest level of quality.  

Concourse Development 

The first step in conducting a Q study is to devise the concourse. The concourse is a 

“… collection of all the possible statements the respondents can make about the subject at 

hand” (De Graaf & Van Exel, 2008). Brown (1993) explains that Stephenson derived the 

word intentionally from the Latin concursus, which denotes ideas running together in the 

course of thinking (pp. 94-95). Indeed, Stephenson developed a full concourse theory in a 
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series of articles (Stephenson, 1980). From this flowing together of ideas, new insights are 

expected to emerge (Brown, 1993). In preparing a concourse for a Q methodology study, the 

researcher gathers all possible statements about the topic into a set of approximately 200-300 

unique statements. These statements are to contain only opinions, as facts have no place in a 

Q method concourse (Brown, 1993). These statements often derive from interviews with 

experts on the research topic and from the academic literature (Bartlett & DeWeese, 2015). 

However, because the concourse is meant to be representative of the widest range of opinions 

on the topic, possible statements may be collected from popular articles, news media, 

advertisements, participant observation, or anywhere opinions on the topic may be reported 

(Graaf & Van Exel, 2008). 

The Q-set 

The next step in preparing a Q methodology study is to develop the Q-set of opinion 

statements. The Q-set is the result of a systematic reduction of the original concourse set of 

statements down to a representative sample of about 40-50 statements that are then presented 

to the participants in the study for what is called a “Q Sort” (Graaf & Van Exel, 2008). The 

process of developing the Q-set involves the researcher deciding on a structure for choosing 

these 40-50 statements that insures the Q set is representative of the larger concourse: a mini 

concourse, if you will (Graaf & Van Exel, 2008). The final step in developing the Q-set 

includes editing the retained statements (if necessary), assigning random numbers to the Q-

set of opinion statements, printing the Q-set statements on separate cards to make a Q-deck 

that can then be sorted by participants (Graaf & Van Exel, 2008).  
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The P-set 

The third step in preparing a Q methodology study is to select the P-set: the set of 

respondents or participants who will use the Q-set cards to do a Q sort. This set of 

respondents (P) is usually smaller in number than the number of cards in the Q set, but is not 

chosen at random. It is anticipated for this study the P-set will be between 20 to 25 

individuals.  This “structured sample of respondents” is grouped by anticipated viewpoints 

with 2 to 4 people in each grouping (not more than six) (Graaf & Van Exel, 2008, p. 75). The 

researcher creates these groupings in anticipation of the factors expected to follow out of the 

analysis of the Q sort data.  

Data Collection 

The fourth step is the Q sort procedure. According to Brown (1993), study 

participants are given the Q-set prepared as a deck of cards numbered randomly. Each card in 

the deck contains one statement from the Q-set. The study participants, working individually 

rank order the statements according to a rule set by the researcher, such as asking the 

participant to respond according to his or her point of view on the topic at hand. The 

participant then proceeds to “sort” the cards onto a score sheet with a distribution typically 

similar to a normal distribution with a scale such as “most disagree” to “most agree” located 

at the extreme ends of the scoring sheet with gradations following the spectrum between 

these two outer extremes (Brown, 1993). The respondents are asked to first familiarize 

themselves with the statements in the Q-set by reading through all statements carefully and 

then rough sorting them into three piles of “agree” “disagree” or “neutral” (Graaf & Van 

Exel, 2008). After this initial read through and rough sort, the respondents are asked to rank-
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order the cards according to the pre-determined distribution and to place the cards onto a 

provided scoring form. Many researchers follow the Q sort with an interview, giving the 

respondents the opportunity to elaborate on viewpoints revealed in the Q sort process (Graaf 

& Van Exel, 2008).  

Data Analysis In Q Methodology 

 The fifth and final step of preparing a Q methodology study is to analyze and 

interpret the data from the Q sort and post-sort interviews. Software packages perform this 

function. The procedure includes calculating a correlation matrix of all the Q sorts, 

conducting a factor analysis to identify the natural groupings, determine the factor loading 

for each sort and understanding the extent to which each sort is associated with the factor, 

then conduct any rotation that may determined by the researcher to derive the final set of 

factors to be interpreted following the calculation of the factor scores and the difference 

scores (Graaf & Van Exel, 2008).   

The data analysis in a Q Methodological study starts with the generation of 

correlation matrices for three-, four-, and/or five-factor solutions. Eigenvalues are used to 

determine which factored solution explains the greatest amount of variance. Once the number 

of factors is selected, factor loadings are reported.  For each factor, the eigenvalue, number of 

significant individuals that loaded on each factor, percent variance explained, and reliability 

scores are reported. Z-scores and statement factor scores are reported, as well as, factor 

loadings for each individual by factor loading. Distinguishing and consensus items are 

determined for each factor, including the highest, lowest, and open-ended questions that 

explain why items were placed in the sort.   
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Procedural Description of the Study 

In accordance with Q methodology, a Concourse of opinion statements about 

psychometric instruments and assessments typically used in executive coaching engagements 

was compiled from an integrative review of the extant literature, from scans of instrument 

vendor material, coach training material, coach professional association websites, and 

general web searches using key words identified in the literature. In addition, graduate-school 

based executive coach educators who hold faculty appointments at schools affiliated with the 

Graduate School Alliance for Education in Coaching (GSAEC) were interviewed to ascertain 

the prevailing professional opinion regarding psychometric instrument and assessment data 

use in coaching. Transcripts of these interviews validated the construction of the Concourse 

and contributed a single additional opinion statement. From this Concourse of statements, a 

Q-set was selected and edited for clarity.  

A P-Set of participants who earn at least 50% of their annual income from work as 

executive coaches was selected from a regional base in and around Charlotte, North Carolina 

tapping a network of coaches associated with the International Coach Federation – Charlotte 

Area Chapter and Asheville Area Chapter, as well as, the pro bono pool of executive coaches 

who donate their services to students enrolled in the Queens University McColl School of 

Business executive MBA program (also located in Charlotte, NC). The P-set included 

executive coaches with a range of experience and a variety of backgrounds, and excluded 

coaches who do not currently receive at least 50% of their income from coaching 

engagements. This study did not examine executive coaches’ views on instruments use for 

group coaching or for team-building applications. 
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Pro-bono-only coaches, and/or coaches just beginning to build their practices, were 

not invited to participate. It is not unusual in the field of coaching to be a coach “in business” 

with only one or two regular clients who may even be pro-bono clients (Berglas, 2002; 

Coutu, et al., 2009; Sherman & Freas, 2004). The reason for this sole inclusion criteria is to 

insure that coaches participating in the study did indeed have robust experience in direct, 

individual executive coaching sufficient to insure an informed and experienced viewpoint, 

thereby lending the highest credibility possible to subjective opinions that inform their Q-

Sorts. 

 Over a ten day period from September 11 to September 20, 2017, twenty executive 

coaches met in individual appointments in person with the researcher for the purpose of 

sorting 47 cards (the Q-Set) each with a single opinion statement on the topic of this study 

onto a sorting grid, of completing a brief post-sort interview and a brief demographic survey. 

Each of the 20 participants completing sorts validated through self-report that a minimum of 

half of their practice is indeed in individual coaching engagements. Fourteen appointments 

were held in Charlotte, North Carolina; and, six were held in Asheville, North Carolina.  

 While psychometric test/instrument and/or assessment certification and active use 

with their clients was not an inclusion criterion for this study, at the time of their sort 

appointments all twenty participants did hold certification in at least one instrument and did 

use these instrument(s) with their clients. As expected, there were a variety of beliefs among 

the participants as to the frequency with which instruments and assessments should be used 

with their clients, as the findings will demonstrate (Ajzen, 1991; 2012). 

Construction and Analysis of the Concourse 
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In accordance with Q Methodology, an exhaustive examination of sources of 

psychometric instrument and assessment use in coaching engagements was conducted which 

yielded 190 opinion statements drawn from coach business websites, psychometric 

instrument certifiers and vendor websites, coach training websites, the International Coach 

Federation website and research portal, the extant literature on coaching, collegial opinions 

overheard by the researcher in professional settings (such as conferences, professional 

association meetings, and continuing education programs) (Brown, 1993). In Q 

Methodology, this set of opinion statements drawn from the “universe of things” is called the 

Concourse set of statements and is meant to capture as comprehensively as possible the entire 

range of subjective opinion that exists in the world at large about a topic (Bartlett & 

DeWeese, 2015). The aforementioned 190 opinion statements formed the Concourse for this 

study. The Concourse was then analyzed thematically and four themes emerged (Brown, 

1993): 

1. Opinion statements as to “Why [use] Instruments” (WI) as applied in executive 

coaching engagements. 

2. Opinion statements as to “Instrument Effectiveness” (IE) as applied in executive 

coaching engagements. 

3. Opinion statements as to “Instrument Knowledge/Certification” (IK/C) as applied in 

executive coaching engagements. 

4. Opinion statements as to “Coaching Practice(s)” (CP) relative to instrument use as 

applied in executive coaching engagements.  
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A list of the initial Concourse of 190 statements sorted thematically is provided in Appendix 

C. This list includes an additional statement: statement number 191. The addition of this 

extra opinion statement to the Concourse is explained in the next paragraph.  

An additional research step was completed after IRB approval to ascertain any 

additional, unique opinions that might enrich the initial Concourse from the perspective of 

academically situated executive coaching educators. To this end, the researcher contacted 

faculty members of schools associated with the Graduate School Alliance for Education in 

Coaching (GSAEC). As will be described in the next section, the researcher then interviewed 

four GSAEC educators on executive coaching. The results of these interviews generally 

affirmed the themes found in the overall initial Concourse and yielded a single additional 

statement (mentioned above) bringing the final Concourse to 191 opinion statements (Brown, 

1993).  

From Concourse to Q-Set 

A Q-Set of 47 statements was selected from the final Concourse of 191 opinion 

statements distributed as evenly as possible from across each of the four major themes 

(Brown, 1993). Table 5 provides a list of the Q-Set of opinion statements with their 

Concourse numbering retained and according to their thematic groupings. The Concourse 

numbering ties to the comprehensive final Concourse of opinion statements provided in 

Appendix C.  
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Table 5 

Q-Set of Opinion Statements by Theme 
   

Theme 
Code 

Concourse 
Number Q-Set Statement 

WI: Why Instruments 
WI C10 Using psychometric tests in coaching can increase a coachee's 

self-development. 
WI C37 The printed information provided by psychometric tests is an 

important "product" in the coaching process and/or 
engagement. 

WI C13 Use of psychometric tests encourages self-reflection. 
WI C36 The psychometric tests I use are requested by the hiring 

organization. 
WI C16 Psychometric tests are good tools for people who have no 

self-awareness at all. 
WI C11 Psychometric tests provide a common language. 
WI C145 Multiple assessments used together act as puzzle pieces to 

determine the makeup of a whole person. 
WI C21 I introduce psychometric tests as a part of my coaching 

process only if the coachee feels it will be of value. 

WI C09 Using psychometric tests in coaching can increase a coachee's 
self-awareness. 

WI C05 Psychometric tests can empower individuals, not just in the 
workplace but in all aspects of their lives. 

WI C52 Psychological knowledge is as important as using 
psychometric tests.  

WI C01 Psychometric tests can have a positive impact on beginning a 
coaching conversation. 

WI C42 Psychometric tests are sometimes offered as a "treat." 
WI C01 Psychometric tests can have a positive impact on 

understanding differences. 
IE: Instrument Effectiveness 

IE C26 The results (or type) of a psychometric test can change over 
time (upon re-testing). 

IE C113 To maximize effectiveness, coaches should use multiple 
feedback instruments with their coachee. 
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Table 5 (continued) 
IE C109 Instruments "measure what they are intending and yield 

consistent, reproducible results." 
IE C06 Psychometric tests can be intimidating. 
IE C17 Some of the available psychometric tests focus on 

weaknesses. 
IE C28 The results (or type) of a psychometrics test is bound to 

change as the coachee develops a better sense of self-
awareness and therefore a better sense of true type. 

IE C27 The results (or type) of a psychometric test will never change 
over time (upon re-testing). 

IE C128 Psychometric and general assessments used by coaches are 
"robust diagnostic tools." 

IE C98 The use of psychometric tests in a group setting maximizes 
team performance. 

IE C04 Psychometric tests can be time consuming and expensive. 
IE C68 Psychological knowledge involved in the use of psychometric 

test is as important as the knowledge of the tests themselves. 

IE C91 In general, assessments "are flexible and easy to use." 
IE C07 Psychometric tests can have the potential to damage client 

relationships. 
IE C70 "One of the most important aspects of any assessment process 

is the credibility of the results." 
IK/C: Instrument Knowledge/Certification 

IK/C C86 If I do not feel my understanding of the psychometric 
underpinnings behind an instrument for which I am certified 
is sufficient, I will make an effort to self-educate in order to 
best help my coachees. 

IK/C C53 Psychological knowledge should be incorporated into coach 
training. 

IK/C C84 I feel confident that I always understand "the technical and 
psychometric underpinnings of the instruments" I use in my 
executive coaching practice. 

IK/C C47 A coach's understanding of psychological concepts is more 
important than knowledge of specific psychometric tests. 

IK/C C33 My accreditation for the instruments I use was self-funded. 
IK/C C54 Coaches should understand the intricacies of personality. 
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Table 5 (continued) 
IK/C C50 Having had regular therapy gives the coach some 

understanding of psychology which is useful when 
administering psychometric tests. 

IK/C C47 A coach's understanding of the process of business is more 
important than knowledge of specific psychometric tests. 

IK/C C34 My accreditation for the instruments I use was funded by 
another entity (employer, former employer, hiring 
organization, etc.) 

IK/C C89 Certification workshops allow sufficient time to "practice 
providing detailed interpretation and analysis of assessment 
results." 

IK/C C08 It is important to use psychometric tests that require 
accreditation to administer. 

IK/C C49 Qualifying in the use of a psychometric test gives the coach 
some understanding of psychology. 

IK/C C191* Coaches who use instruments of any kind with their clients 
should take an academic course in measurement to insure a 
working knowledge of validity and reliability. 

CP: Coaching Practice 
CP C55 Coaches that use psychometric tests should not offer services 

that lie outside their competence. 
CP C31 It is wrong for a coach to have "blind reliance" on 

psychometric test results (or type). 
CP C45 Some leaders I coach have "boxfuls" of profiles. 
CP C18 I always use psychometric tests as part of my coaching 

process. 
CP C25 It is not always appropriate to introduce psychometric tests 

into the coaching process. 
CP C69 Being able to use psychometric tests in my coaching practice 

is enough on its own. I do not need psychological knowledge. 

     *additional statement added as a result of GSEAC interviews 
 
For the purpose of analysis and ease of composition of the narrative that emerged 

from the analysis of the data, the numbering for the Q-Set of statements was then changed 

from a code of “C” to a code of “sta.” Statements comprising the Q-Set will be referred to 
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according to their “sta” code from this point forward. Table 6 provides a listing of the final 

Q-Set with the “sta” codes added and thematic groupings removed.  

Table 6 

Q-Set of Opinion Statements 
  
Number Statement 

sta01 If I do not feel my understanding of the psychometric underpinnings behind 
an instrument for which I am certified is sufficient, I will make an effort to 
self-educate in order to best help my coaches. 

sta02 The results (or type) of a psychometric test can change over time (upon re-
testing). 

sta03 Coaches that use psychometric tests should not offer services that lie 
outside their competence. 

sta04 Using psychometric tests in coaching can increase a coachee's self-
development. 

sta05 To maximize effectiveness, coaches should use multiple feedback 
instruments with their coachee. 

sta06 The printed information provided by psychometric tests is an important 
"product" in the coaching process and/or engagement. 

sta07 Use of psychometric tests encourages self-reflection. 
sta08 The psychometric tests I use are requested by the hiring organization. 
sta09 Psychological knowledge should be incorporated into coach training. 
sta10 It is wrong for a coach to have "blind reliance" on psychometric test results 

(or type). 
sta11 I feel confident that I always understand "the technical and psychometric 

underpinnings of the instruments" I use in my executive coaching practice. 

sta12 Instruments "measure what they are intending and yield consistent, 
reproducible results." 

sta13 A coach's understanding of psychological concepts is more important than 
knowledge of specific psychometric tests. 

sta14 Psychometric tests can be intimidating. 
sta15 My accreditation for the instruments I use was self-funded. 
sta16 Some leaders I coach have "boxfuls" of profiles. 



 

 62 

Table 6 (continued) 
sta17 Some of the available psychometric tests focus on weaknesses. 
sta18 I always use psychometric tests as part of my coaching process. 
sta19 Psychometric tests are good tools for people who have no self-awareness at 

all. 
sta20 The results (or type) of a psychometrics test is bound to change as the 

coachee develops a better sense of self-awareness and therefore a better 
sense of true type. 

sta21 Coaches should understand the intricacies of personality. 
sta22 Having had regular therapy gives the coach some understanding of 

psychology which is useful when administering psychometric tests. 

sta23 The results (or type) of a psychometric test will never change over time 
(upon re-testing). 

sta24 It is not always appropriate to introduce psychometric tests into the 
coaching process. 

sta25 Psychometric and general assessments used by coaches are "robust 
diagnostic tools." 

sta26 A coach's understanding of the process of business is more important than 
knowledge of specific psychometric tests. 

sta27 Psychometric tests provide a common language. 
sta28 Multiple assessments used together act as puzzle pieces to determine the 

makeup of a whole person. 

sta29 I introduce psychometric tests as a part of my coaching process only if the 
coachee feels it will be of value. 

sta30 Using psychometric tests in coaching can increase a coachee's self-
awareness. 

sta31 The use of psychometric tests in a group setting maximizes team 
performance. 

sta32 My accreditation for the instruments I use was funded by another entity 
(employer, former employer, hiring organization, etc.) 

sta33 Psychometric tests can empower individuals, not just in the workplace but 
in all aspects of their lives. 

sta34 Psychometric tests can be time consuming and expensive. 
sta35 Psychological knowledge involved in the use of psychometric test is as 

important as the knowledge of the tests themselves. 
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Table 6 (continued) 
sta36 Certification workshops allow sufficient time to "practice providing detailed 

interpretation and analysis of assessment results." 

sta37 Psychological knowledge is as important as using psychometric tests.  
sta38 In general, assessments "are flexible and easy to use." 
sta39 Psychometric tests can have the potential to damage client relationships. 
sta40 Psychometric tests can have a positive impact on beginning a coaching 

conversation. 
sta41 Coaches who use instruments of any kind with their clients should take an 

academic course in measurement to insure a working knowledge of validity 
and reliability. 

sta42 Psychometric tests are sometimes offered as a "treat." 
sta43 It is important to use psychometric tests that require accreditation to 

administer. 
sta44 Being able to use psychometric tests in my coaching practice is enough on 

its own. I do not need psychological knowledge. 

sta45 "One of the most important aspects of any assessment process is the 
credibility of the results." 

sta46 Qualifying in the use of a psychometric test gives the coach some 
understanding of psychology. 

sta47 Psychometric tests can have a positive impact on understanding differences. 
 
Recruitment and Selection of GSAEC Executive Coach Educators 

Participant Group One was comprised of four executive coach educators who have 

appointments at schools with membership in the Graduate School Alliance for Education in 

Coaching (GSEAC). The study aimed to interview four to six faculty members who actively 

teach courses and conduct research on coaching. Following on introductions made by a 

former member of the GSEAC board of directors, as well as, an introduction to faculty who 

teach coaching in the McColl School of Business at Queens University in Charlotte, North 

Carolina, the researcher invited seven members of the current board of directors of GSAEC 
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to participate in the study, and three faculty members at Queens University. All four GSAEC 

member educators interviewed hold teaching appointments in graduate schools that offer 

degree or certificate programs in executive coaching. Two of the four are researchers of 

coaching with published articles and/or books on the topic. Three of the four experts are also 

in private practice coaching outside their academic appointments. One of the two who 

conducts research on coaching is not a coach and has no prior experience in direct, individual 

coaching. In other words, this expert is exclusively a researcher of coaching.  

In addition to completing the demographic survey (the same survey was used for both 

participant groups), the educators in Participant Group One were asked four questions: 

1. In your opinion, what are the minimal qualifications that an executive coach should 

have when administering and interpreting psychometric tests and assessments in 

coaching engagements? 

2. In your opinion, are there psychometric tests and assessments that are inappropriate 

for use in executive coaching engagements? 

3. In your opinion, is it important for executive coaches who use psychometric tests and 

assessments in their coaching engagements to have a working knowledge of test 

validity and reliability? 

4. Is there any advice you want to share with the coaching community regarding the 

administering of psychometric tests and assessments in executive coaching 

engagements? 

The interviews were conducted by phone, were recorded and transcribed. 
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The results of the expert interviews validated the statements tentatively selected from 

final Concourse for inclusion in the P-Set (Brown, 1993). However, these interviews also 

yielded a single additional statement that was added to the final Concourse as item 191 and 

coded as IK/C (Instrument Knowledge/Certification):  

“Coaches who use instruments of any kind with their clients should take an academic 

course in measurement to insure a working knowledge of validity and reliability” 

(sta41). 

This statement was then added to the Q-Set as (sta41). The addition of this statement 

finalized the Q-Set at 47 statements total.  

Given that the GSAEC educators interviewed all hold faculty appointments in 

graduate schools and teach courses on or related to executive coaching skills, it is not 

surprising that as a group they prefer academically-based instruction over commercially-

available training courses. Concerns about coaches’ ability to be discerning consumers of 

psychometric instruments and assessments are unanimous across all participants in Group 

One.  

Recruitment and Selection of Executive Coaches for Participant Group Two 

Participant Group Two sought to include between 20-24 executive coaches to 

participate in an in-person Q-Sort procedure (Brown, 1993). A list of approximately 70 

potential participants was created based on the membership listing on the website of the 

International Coach Federation – Charlotte Area Chapter (ICF-CAC). In addition, 

announcements were submitted to both the ICF-CAC and the Queens University McColl 

School of Business pool of pro-bono executive coaches who regularly donate coaching 
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sessions to students in the school’s MBA program. Coaches invited to participate as pro-bono 

coaches in this program submit an application, references, and are interviewed before being 

accepted to participate. 

The participant list was then segmented according to the researchers subjective 

knowledge of who might be most likely to meet the inclusion criteria of having a minimum 

of 50% of the coach’s annual practice in direct, individual coaching of paid clients. Once 

IRB approval was obtained, the researcher made personal phone calls to pre-screen those 

coaches deemed most likely to meet the inclusion criteria and insure availability for the in-

person appointment. Based on these phone calls, 28 coaches were found to meet the inclusion 

criteria and no further inquiries were made to coaches on the remainder of the potential 

participant list. Formal invitations to participate in the study were sent by email to 23 of the 

28 identified participants based on availability for an in-person appointment. Invitees 

responded to the invitation to affirm their willingness to participate and set their appointment. 

Due to scheduling conflicts, the final participant count for Participant Group Two was twenty 

executive coaches. While not an inclusion criteria, it is of note that all twenty of the 

executive coaches hold certifications in one or more psychometric instruments or other 

assessments and use these tools with their clients.  

The Q-Sort 

The executive coaches (Participant Group Two) in the study were asked to sort the Q-

Set of 47 cards based on their experiences with psychometric instrument and assessment use 

in their own coaching practices, their beliefs about the efficacy and appropriate application of 

instrument data in coaching engagements, and their working knowledge of the instruments 
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for which they hold certification. The Q-Sort grid was set along a range of most disagree (-5) 

to most agree (+5) (Brown, 1993). The Q-Sort was conducted in-person at four locations, two 

in Charlotte, North Carolina, and two in Asheville, North Carolina.  

Post-Sort Narratives 

At the end of each Q-Sort, the researcher asked the participant to verify their final 

placement of the cards on the grid and photographed the final sort. The researcher asked the 

participant to verify that the photograph matched their final sort (in other words, that no cards 

had been moved). The participant was then asked to explain on recorded audio their 

positioning of the four opinion statements at the most extreme ends of the sorting grid: the 

two cards in the most extreme agree (+5) position and the two cards in the most extreme 

disagree (-5) position (Brown, 1993). Participant Group Two completed the same brief 

demographic survey as Participant Group One via an iPad following the post-sort interview. 

Conclusion 

 Q methodology is a valuable tool for advancing the current understanding of 

executive coaching and executive coaching practices. By gathering and reporting on the 

viewpoints of executive coaches regarding the impact of psychometric instrument and 

assessment use in their client engagements, this research has the possibility of advancing the 

field of executive coaching by adding to the knowledge base, by giving voice to executive 

coaches opinions on the usefulness of these tools in the practice of coaching, by exploring 

how these viewpoints relate to the larger debate within the profession regarding certification 

and licensure, and by revealing what, if any, ethical concerns may arise in the course of 

applying assessment and instrument data in executive coaching engagements that are not as 
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yet clearly formulated in the profession at large. Additionally, researchers may be inspired to 

conduct more Q methodology studies in the field of executive coaching which may explore 

the viewpoints and opinions of the coachees, the hiring organizations – both managers and 

human resource professionals, and of coach educators on a variety of topics relative to 

building this area of knowledge. The results of this Q methodology study will increase the 

knowledge base regarding executive coaching practices and perspectives. 

Chapter Summary 

 This chapter traces Q Methodology’s history and purpose, characteristics, critiques 

and benefits, construction of a concourse, determination of the Q Set, assemblage of the P 

Set, process of the Q Sort, purpose and outline of the exit interview, and process and 

considerations of the factor analysis of the resultant data. This chapter reported the Q 

Methodological procedures as conducted in this study. 
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS 

Introduction 

 This chapter provides study findings from data collected on the range of opinions 

held by executive coaches regarding psychometric instrument and assessment use in their 

client engagements. This chapter is divided into seven sections: research questions, data 

collection procedures by type, participant demographics, analysis of the data, findings by 

factored viewpoints, findings by research question, and chapter summary. 

Insight into the viewpoints, beliefs and opinions of executive coaches with robust 

individual executive coaching practices is virtually non-existent in the coaching literature. 

We simply do not know what coaches believe about psychometric instrument and assessment 

use with clients. The paucity of research into coach opinion on assessment use in coaching 

engagements is problematic because coach beliefs about instrument use is predicative of how 

coaches will choose to apply these powerful tools in the confidential confines of their 

coaching conversations with clients (Ajzen, 1991; 2012). This study sought to open inquiry 

into this little explored aspect of executive coaching. 

Research Questions 

Study findings are presented consistent with the research questions governing this 

study: 

1. What families of viewpoints among executive coaches toward psychometric 

instrument and assessment use in coaching engagements emerge and what are their 

characteristics? 
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2. What are the viewpoints among executive coaches toward psychometric instrument 

and assessment use that are held in consensus across all families that emerged, and 

why? 

The remainder of this chapter endeavors to explain the data collection, analysis, and findings 

relevant to these research questions.  

Data Collection Procedures by Type 

In accordance with Q Methodology, six distinct types of data were collected for 

analysis in this, including: a concourse of opinion statements drawn from “the universe” of 

possible opinion; a Q-Set of opinion statements drawn according to themes that emerged 

from within the Concourse; expert interviews with faculty members associated with the 

Graduate School Alliance for Education in Coaching (GSAEC) affiliated schools to validate 

and enrich the direction of the Q-Set; demographic data across all participant groups; an in-

person Q-Sort of the Q-Set of 47 cards onto the sorting grid; and recorded narrative 

interviews to capture individual participant comments on the most extreme disagree and 

agree statements (Brown, 1993). The types of data collected and the sequence of collected 

data by type is show in Table 7 below. 

Table 7 

Data Collection Sequence by Type 
   

Sequence Type of Data Definition 
1st Concourse A collection of sentences, phrases, or statements 

that are representative of the ordinary discourse 
around a topic. 
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Table 7 (continued) 
2nd Expert Interviews Phone-based interviews conducted by the 

researcher with members of the Graduate 
School Alliance for the Teaching of Executive 
Coaching 

3rd Q-Set A deck of cards in which each card contains a 
single statement drawn from the Concourse. 

4th Q-Sort A procedure the cards in the Q-Set are sorted 
according to the subjective viewpoint of the 
participant onto a sorting grid under conditions 
of instruction provided by the researcher. 

5th Sort Narratives Post-sort interviews conducted by the researcher 
to explore the particular placement of cards in 
the Q-Sort. 

6th Demographic Survey A survey to collect basic demographic data and 
career data relevant to this study. 

 
Summary of Demographic and Career Data for All Participants in All Groups 

 All participants in all groups (both groups one and two) completed an online 

demographic and career survey that contained twelve questions (see Appendix M). The 

purpose of the career portion of the survey was to understand the type and extent of 

education, training and support the executive coaches in the study had received in the 

development of their coaching practice. Executive coaching is a helping service that does not 

require licensure. It is a business with no barrier to entry: in other words, anyone can print a 

business card and start soliciting clients (Coutu, et al., 2009; Kilburg, 1996; Stowell, 1987). 

Thus, the rationale for the inclusion criteria of more than half of the participant’s paid 

coaching practice being in one-to-one individual coaching work is intended to include in this 

study only those coaches who have built a substantial coaching practice. Q Methodology by 

its nature grants the researcher much latitude for incorporation of judgment and observation 

in the interpretation of the data (Bartlett & DeWeese, 2015). To this end, this study sought 
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insight into the extent and depth of coach training, type of coaching practice, involvement in 

professional coaching associations, and coach credentialing among participants in both 

groups. In addition, the study sought insight into the type and number of instrument 

certifications carried by participants in both groups. The following series of tables 

summarizes the demographic and career data gathered via the online survey. 

Demographic Data 

 The demographics of both Participant Group One and Participant Group Two (n=24) 

mirror the demographics of coaches as reported by the International Coach Federation (ICF, 

2016). 22 of the 24 participants across both groups are coach practitioners, one is solely a 

researcher of coaching (Participant Group One), and one is a therapist who teaches coaching 

but does not currently have an active coaching practice (Participant Group One). Across both 

participant groups in this study, 75% of participants are female, and 25% of participants are 

male. In addition, 92% of participants in this study were over forty years of age. As stated 

above, the majority of participants are solely coach practitioners and are not also licensed 

therapists: 83% of participants are not licensed therapists, and 17% are licensed therapists. Of 

the licensed therapists, one is solely a therapist, and three are former therapists who now only 

work as coaches. Table 8 provides a summary of the demographic data for all participants in 

all groups (n=24). 
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Table 8 
Demographics for All Participants in All Groups (n=24) 
     

 Frequency Percent 
Gender   
     Female 18 75.00 
     Male 6 25.00 
Age   
     17 or younger 0 0.00 
     18-20 0 0.00 
     21-29 0 0.00 
     30-39 2 8.33 
     40-49 5 20.83 
     50-59 6 25.00 
     60 or older 11 45.83 
Years in Professional Coaching   
     Less than one year 1 4.17 
     1-2 years 0 0.00 
     3-5 years 3 12.50 
     Over 5 years 3 12.50 
     Over 10 years 2 8.33 
     Over 15 years 8 33.33 
     Over 20 years 7 29.17 
Licensed Therapist   
     Yes 4 16.67 
     No 20 83.33 
 
Career Data 

 Career data drawn from both participant groups (n=24) illuminates the range of 

coach-specific education and experience the participants bring to their consideration of the 

topic of this study. In addition, the career data includes participants’ practice type, number 

and type of instrument certifications, coach credential status and frequency of continuing 
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education. Little is known about what coaches actually do when interpreting psychometric 

instruments and assessment within the confidential confines of their client engagements 

(Bono, et al., 2009; Brooks & Wright, 2007; Hall, et al., 1999). Part of the reason for this is 

due to the lack of opportunity to discuss client cases with colleagues as might happen in other 

professions where most are practicing in firms within which client confidentiality can be 

maintained (i.e.: lawyers, doctors, accountants, etc.) (Bennett, 2016). 71% of participants in 

this study are self-employed in a solo practice. Table 9 provides a breakdown of this data.  

Table 9 

Type of Coaching Practice for All Participants in All Groups (n=24) 
   

 Frequency Percent 
Self-employed or solo coaching practice with private clients only 
and no external corporate coaching engagements 

0 0.00 

 Self-employed or solo coaching practice with a mix of private 
clients and external coaching (corporate) engagements   

17 70.83 

Owner, or partner in a firm employing one or more additional 
professional coaches 

4 16.67 

Full-time employee in a firm employing one or more additional 
professional coaches 

1 4.17 

Part-time employee in a firm employing one or more additional 
professional coaches 

0 0.00 

Internal coach (employed by a corporation to coach its 
employees) 

0 0.00 

Full-time faculty member with a non-academic professional 
coaching practice 

2 8.33 

Independent contractor coaching for other firms or corporations 
as an external coach (no private clients)  

0 0.00 

 
 As has been previously stated, coaching is a business for which there is no barrier to 

entry (Bennett, 2006). Executive coaches enter the work from a wide variety of backgrounds 

and receive their training, if they receive training, from an equally wide variety of sources, 
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both commercial vendors and/or academic institutions. For many years, coach training was 

only available through commercial coach training companies. In recent years, academic 

programs that provide coach credentialing have been developed; and, within the field at 

large, there is much debate as to which approach offers the most effective coach preparation 

(Grant, 2017). The career data reveals no clear single source of coach training for participants 

in this study as shown in Table 10. 

Table 10 

Source of Coach-specific Training, participant provided answer (n=24) 
   

 Frequency Percent 
Did not pursue coach-specific training 5 20.83 
Queens University of Charlotte 4 16.67 
Coach Academy International 2 8.33 
Corporate Coach (training internal to a corporation) 2 8.33 
Master of Science (generic) 2 8.33 
Coach Training Institute 2 8.33 
International Coach Federation 2 8.33 
Graduate School (generic) 2 8.33 
Institute (generic) 2 8.33 
 
 Because coaching is an unregulated helping skill from which it is possible to make a 

living, credentialing is a source of much discussion within the coaching world (Dagley, 

2009). It is argued that coaching is not a profession in its own right, and there is presently no 

academic pathway into the work, although that is changing as more academic institutions are 

developing coaching programs (Bennett, 2006; Grant, 2012a; 2017). In addition, many 

individuals hoping to make a living through their coaching practices seek the legitimacy that 



 

 76 

a credential is perceived to confer (Kampa-Kokesch & Anderson, 2001). Indeed, it is the 

experience of this researcher that many coach business cards are cluttered with a veritable 

alphabet soup of letters behind the name of the coach that comprise a string of acronyms 

representing a variety of training credentials, most of which are incomprehensible to clients. 

For the purposes of this study, only two credentialing sources were chosen: 

credentialing through the International Coach Federation (ICF), and the Center for 

Credentialing & Education (CCE). The CCE was included because this vendor has been 

successful in marketing its Board Certified Coach (BCC) credential to Charlotte, NC 

coaches. Participants in this study were nearly evenly split as to their coach credentialing 

status with half having never pursued becoming a credentialed coach, and half holding one or 

more credentials from among the provided list. Note that the three levels of ICF credentialing 

are mutually exclusive and overlaps for three participants who hold both the ICF credential 

and the CCE credential. The following series of tables provide an overview of career data for 

all participants in all groups relative to credentialing (Table 11), continuing education (Table 

12), and professional association membership (Table 13). 

Table 11 

Coaching Credential Status for All Participants in All Groups (n=24) 
   

 Frequency Percent 
I have not pursued coach credentialing. 10 41.67 
ACC (Associate Certified Coach, International Coach 
Federation) 

4 16.67 

PCC (Associate Certified Coach, International Coach 
Federation) 

7 29.17 
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Table 11 (continued) 
MCC (Master Certified Coach, International Coach Federation) 3 12.50 
BCC (Board Certified Coach, Center for Credentialing & 
Education) 

3 12.50 

 
Table 12 

Attends Coaching Conferences, Training Events, or Continuing Education for All 
Participants in All Groups (n=24) 
   
  Frequency Percent 

Yes 23 95.83 
No 1 4.17 
 
Table 13 

International Coach Federation Membership Status for All Participants in All Groups 
(n=24) 

   

 Frequency Percent 
Yes, global only 1 4.17 
Yes, local chapter only 3 12.50 
Yes, global and local 13 54.17 
No 7 29.17 
 
 As show in in the series of tables to follow, the half of the coaches in this study use 

psychometric instruments and assessments in their client engagements most of the time to 

always. Another 41.66% report using instruments as appropriate to sometimes (see Table 14 

below). Taken together, the majority of coaches in this study are using psychometric 

instruments and assessment data frequently enough to raise a concern about whether or not 

the instruments they use are always being used within an appropriate scope of application for 

that instrument. If a coach carries only one to several instrument certifications, it is 
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hypothesized that the coach may be tempted to sell the client an instrument that may or may 

not be appropriate for the stated goals of the engagement. As shown in Table 15 below, the 

majority of coaches in this study (66.67%) hold three or less instrument certifications. As has 

been shown in Chapter Two, there are hundreds of instruments on the market suited for a 

wide range of applications. Coaches may or may not be aware that the instrument(s) for 

which they carry certification are not appropriate for every application that they may contract 

for in their various practices. 

Table 14 

Frequency of Instrument Use (per individual client engagements) for All Participants in 
All Groups (n=24) 

   

 Frequency Percent 
Never 1 4.17 
Only When Requested 1 4.17 
Infrequently 0 0.00 
As Appropriate 5 20.83 
Sometimes 5 20.83 
Most of the Time 9 37.50 
Always 3 12.50 
 
Table 15 
 
Number of Instrument Certifications Held (totals not cumulative) for All Participants in 
All Groups (n=24) 

   

 Frequency Percent 
One Certification 24 100.00 
2 or more 19 79.17 
3 or more 16 66.67 
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Table 15 (continued) 
4 or more 11 45.83 
5 or more 9 37.50 
6 or more 6 25.00 
7 or more 4 16.67 
8 or more 3 12.50 
9 or more 2 8.33 
10 or more 1 4.17 
11 or more 1 4.17 
12 or more 1 4.17 
More than 12 1 4.17 
 
Consideration of demographic and career data for Participant Group Two exclusive of the 

data for Participant Group One is discussed below in the findings of the Q-Sort analysis 

according to their loadings on each factor.  

Analysis of Q-Sorts 

Data analysis was conducted using R statistical software via the PQ-method package 

for R. Factor analysis with Verimax rotation generated a three-factor solution, a four-factor 

solution, and a five-factor solution from the 20 Q-Sorts collected (Watts & Stenner, 2012). 

After examining all three solutions, the four-factor solution was chosen. A discussion of the 

decision process in favor of the four-factor solution follows. 

Correlation Matrix 

In Q Methodology, analysis of the data begins with the generation of a series of 

correlation matrices in order to gauge the extent of the relationship between any two sorts 

within the totality of the Q-Sorts under analysis (Watts & Stenner, 2012). According to 

Brown (1993), where two or more sorts produce a correlation of 1.00, these sorts are in 
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perfect agreement, and a correlation of -1.00 indicates disagreement. Factored Q-Sorts falling 

within the correlation matrices closer to 1.00 contain groups, or families, of individuals in the 

P-Set who are likely to hold similar viewpoints, opinions, and beliefs about the topic under 

consideration (Watts & Stenner, 2012). Any two Q-Sorts with a correlation of zero have no 

relationship in terms of similarity of viewpoints (Watts & Stenner, 2012). Initial analysis 

involved examination of a three factor, four factor and five factor solution. The correlation 

matrices for each of these solutions respectively are shown in Tables 16, 17, and 18 below. 

Table 16 

Correlation Between Factors, Three Factor Solution 
    

Factor 
Factor 

One Two Three 
One 1.00 0.38 0.40 
Two 0.38 1.00 0.46 
Three 0.40 0.46 1.00 
 
Table 17 
 
Correlation Between Factors, Four Factor Solution 
     

Factor 
Factor 

One Two Three Four 
One 1.00 0.38 0.42 0.20 
Two 0.38 1.00 0.48 0.20 
Three 0.42 0.48 1.00 0.23 
Four 0.20 0.20 0.23 1.00 
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Table 18 

Correlation Between Factors, Five Factor Solution 
      

Factor 
Factor 

One Two Three Four Five 
One 1.00 0.40 0.34 0.28 0.20 
Two 0.40 1.00 0.42 0.38 0.18 
Three 0.34 0.42 1.00 0.42 0.11 
Four 0.28 0.38 0.42 1.00 0.01 
Five 0.20 0.18 0.11 0.01 1.00 
 
Factor Analysis 

As mentioned above, initial analysis yielded three scenarios for factored solutions: a 

three-factor, a four-factor and a five-factor solution. Based on several considerations, the 

four-factor solution was chosen. First, eigenvalues were examined for all three solutions. 

Watts & Stenner (2012) advise that factors with eigenvalues greater than one be extracted. 

Factors across all of the factored solutions under consideration all possess eigenvalues 

greater than one. An examination of the factor characteristics for the three-factor, four-factor, 

and five-factor solutions follows.  

A three-factor solution was generated on which 16 P-Set participants loaded with 

eigenvalues ranging from 3.80 for Factor One, to 3.80 for Factor Two, to 3.60 for Factor 

Three. The sorts represented in the three-factor solution explain 56% of the variance of 

viewpoints among the P-Set participants with a very high level of reliability of above 95%. 

(see Table 19 below).  
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Table 19 

Factor Characteristics, Three Factor Solution 
      

Factor Participants Eigenvalues 
Explained 
Variance Reliability F Scores 

One 5.00 3.80 19.00 0.95 0.22 
Two 5.00 3.80 19.00 0.95 0.22 
Three 6.00 3.60 18.00 0.96 0.22 
Total 11.00  56.00   
 

A four-factor solution was generated on which 16 P-Set participants loaded with 

eigenvalues ranging from 3.70 for Factor One, 3.60 for Factor Two, 3.50 for Factor Three, 

and 1.80 for Factor Four. Factor Four is of interest because it represents the viewpoint of a 

single participant and explains 9.10% of the total variance in this solution. The sorts 

represented in the four-factor solution explain 63% of the variance of viewpoints among the 

P-Set participants. Reliability scores for Factors One, Two, and Three in the four-factor 

solution remain high at 95%. The reliability score for Factor Four meets minimum levels of 

acceptability at 80% (Watts and Stenner, 2012). Table 20 below provides the scores for the 

Four Factor solution. 

Table 20 

Factor Characteristics, Four Factor Solution 
      

Factor Participants Eigenvalues 
Explained 
Variance Reliability F Scores 

One 5.00 3.70 18.60 0.95 0.22 
Two 5.00 3.60 18.00 0.95 0.22 
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Table 20 (continued) 
Three 5.00 3.50 17.30 0.95 0.22 
Four 1.00 1.80 9.10 0.80 0.45 
Total 11.00  63.00   
 

Thirteen P-Set participants loaded on the five-factor solution with eigenvalues 

ranging from 3.60 for Factor One, 3.00 for Factor Two, 2.90 for Factor Three, and 2.10 for 

both Factors Four and Five. The sorts represented in the five-factor solution explain 69% of 

the variance of viewpoints among the P-Set participants. Reliability scores in the Five Factor 

solution range from 94% for Factor One to 80% for Factor Five. Table 21 below provides the 

scores for the Five Factor solution. 

Table 21 

Factor Characteristics, Five Factor Solution 
      

Factor Participants Eigenvalues 
Explained 
Variance Reliability F Scores 

One 4.00 3.60 18.00 0.94 0.24 
Two 3.00 3.00 15.00 0.92 0.28 
Three 3.00 2.90 15.00 0.92 0.28 
Four 2.00 2.10 11.00 0.89 0.33 
Five 1.00 2.10 10.00 0.80 0.45 
Total 13.00  69.00   

The four-factor solution was chosen for further analysis and interpretation of results. 

The five-factor solution was rejected based on an overall lower total number of participants 

loading across all five factors (n=13) with more than one factor with a single load resulting in 

overall lower reliability. The three-factor solution was also rejected despite high overall level 

of explained variance and consistent reliability. The four-factor solution was chosen because 
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it contains a single P-Set participant (Factor Four has a load of n=1) whose viewpoint is of 

interest to the researcher as distinct from the other three factors with a reliability score of 

0.80 meeting the minimal threshold for reliability (Watts & Stenner, 2012).  

Factor Loadings 

 Within the four-factor solution, Factors One, Two and Three respectively explain 

each about the same amount of variance (18.60, 18.00, and 17.30) between sorts for 15 of the 

16 P-Set participants represented. In accordance with the generally recommended threshold 

for statistical significance (Mertler, 2002) only those participants with factors scores ±.50 

were loaded on each factor in the four-factor solution. Table 22 provides factor loadings for 

all participants in the P-Set. Table 23 provides factors loading for factors one through four 

from highest to lowest. Table 24 demonstrates those P-Set participants loading on each factor 

with scores at or above ±.50. 

Table 22 

Factor Loadings, Four Factor Solution 
     

Q-Set Number 
Factor 

One Two Three Four 
P01 0.87 0.15 0.07 0.09 
P02 0.44 0.39 0.29 0.18 
P03 0.09 0.78 -0.14 0.10 
P04 0.14 0.57 0.41 0.50 
P05 0.38 0.24 0.48 0.03 
P06 0.16 0.81 0.30 0.02 
P07 0.70 0.00 0.11 0.45 
P08 0.55 0.33 0.34 0.39 
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Table 22 (continued) 
P09 0.51 0.05 0.29 0.03 
P10 -0.02 0.47 0.56 0.10 
P11 0.23 0.18 0.75 -0.23 
P12 0.48 0.07 0.56 0.33 
P13 0.49 0.56 -0.06 0.05 
P14 0.55 0.46 0.19 -0.18 
P15 0.10 0.10 0.05 0.81 
P16 0.11 0.62 0.59 -0.09 
P17 0.66 0.05 0.19 -0.25 
P18 0.49 -0.04 0.61 0.18 
P19 -0.02 0.69 0.26 0.21 
P20 0.01 0.16 0.77 0.37 

 
Table 23 
 
Factor Loadings, Four Factor Solution – Highest to Lowest 

 
 

Q-Set Number 
Factor 

One Two Three Four 

P01 0.87 
   P07 0.70 
   P17 0.66 
   P14 0.55 
   P09 0.51 
   P06 

 
0.81 

  P03 
 

0.78 
  P19 

 
0.69 

  P16 
 

0.62 
  P13 

 
0.56 
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Table 23 (continued) 

P20 
  

0.77 
 P11 

  
0.75 

 P18 
  

0.61 
 P10 

  
0.56 

 P05 
  

0.48 
 P15       0.81 

 
Table 24 

Flagged Significance by Factor, Four Factor Solution 
     

Q-Set Number 
Factor 

One Two Three Four 
P01 TRUE false false false 
P02 false false false false 
P03 false TRUE false false 
P04 false false false false 
P05 false false TRUE false 
P06 false TRUE false false 
P07 TRUE false false false 
P08 false false false false 
P09 TRUE false false false 
P10 false false TRUE false 
P11 false false TRUE false 
P12 false false false false 
P13 false TRUE false false 
P14 TRUE false false false 
P15 false false false TRUE 
P16 false TRUE false false 
P17 TRUE false false false 
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Table 24 (continued) 
P18 false false TRUE false 
P19 false TRUE false false 
P20 false false TRUE false 

 
Factor Arrays 

Factor Arrays were constructed to aid in the interpretation of the characteristics of 

each of the four families of opinion that emerged from the factor analysis. Watts and Stenner 

(2012) define the factor array as a representation of a hypothetical single Q-Sort that 

demonstrates the viewpoints contained in that factor. The Z scores provide the statistical 

basis for the weighting of the Q-Set statements across the array. Q-Set statements with the 

highest Z scores are distributed at the most extreme positive side of the grid (the +5 position) 

and the Q-Set statements with the lowest Z scores are distributed at the most extreme 

negative side of the grid (the -5 position). Z scores for all 47 Q-Set statements in this study 

are provided in Table 25. The computed grid position based on the Z scores for placement 

within each separate factor array is provided for all 47 Q-Set statements used in this study in 

Table 26. The grid positions indicated in Table 26 are used in the composition of a 

hypothetical sort for each of the four factors to illustrate the characteristic of each factor’s 

family of viewpoints and is explained in detail in the sections that follow (Watts & Stenner, 

2012).  
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Table 25 
 
Z score for Items, Four Factor Solution     
      

Q-Set Factor 
Number Statement One Two Three Four 

sta01 If I do not feel my understanding of 
the psychometric underpinnings 
behind an instrument for which I am 
certified is sufficient, I will make an 
effort to self-educate in order to best 
help my coachees. 

0.66 0.18 0.43 1.52 

sta02 The results (or type) of a 
psychometric test can change over 
time (upon re-testing). 

0.60 0.52 0.90 0.00 

sta03 Coaches that use psychometric tests 
should not offer services that lie 
outside their competence. 

0.52 1.09 1.79 1.90 

sta04 Using psychometric tests in coaching 
can increase a coachee's self-
development. 

0.86 1.21 0.56 1.52 

sta05 To maximize effectiveness, coaches 
should use multiple feedback 
instruments with their coachee. 

-1.58 -0.86 -0.27 -0.38 

sta06 The printed information provided by 
psychometric tests is an important 
"product" in the coaching process 
and/or engagement. 

0.09 0.41 0.50 1.14 

sta07 Use of psychometric tests encourages 
self-reflection. 

1.28 1.22 0.38 1.14 

sta08 The psychometric tests I use are 
requested by the hiring organization. 

0.09 -1.10 -1.41 -1.90 

sta09 Psychological knowledge should be 
incorporated into coach training. 

-0.18 0.00 1.74 0.00 

sta10 It is wrong for a coach to have "blind 
reliance" on psychometric test results 
(or type). 

1.96 0.66 2.02 1.52 
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Table 25 (continued) 
sta11 I feel confident that I always 

understand "the technical and 
psychometric underpinnings of the 
instruments" I use in my executive 
coaching practice. 

-1.13 1.11 -0.03 -0.76 

sta12 Instruments "measure what they are 
intending and yield consistent, 
reproducible results." 

-0.20 0.17 -1.90 0.00 

sta13 A coach's understanding of 
psychological concepts is more 
important than knowledge of specific 
psychometric tests. 

-0.66 -0.70 1.36 -0.38 

sta14 Psychometric tests can be 
intimidating. 

0.86 -0.38 0.08 0.38 

sta15 My accreditation for the instruments I 
use was self-funded. 

-0.04 1.30 0.21 -1.14 

sta16 Some leaders I coach have "boxfuls" 
of profiles. 

1.55 -0.92 -0.10 0.00 

sta17 Some of the available psychometric 
tests focus on weaknesses. 

0.34 -0.18 -0.08 0.76 

sta18 I always use psychometric tests as 
part of my coaching process. 

-2.20 0.59 -0.12 -0.38 

sta19 Psychometric tests are good tools for 
people who have no self-awareness at 
all. 

0.97 0.31 -0.85 0.38 

sta20 The results (or type) of a 
psychometrics test is bound to change 
as the coachee develops a better 
sense of self-awareness and therefore 
a better sense of true type. 

-0.37 -0.06 -0.96 -1.52 

sta21 Coaches should understand the 
intricacies of personality. 

-0.46 0.10 0.59 -1.52 

sta22 Having had regular therapy gives the 
coach some understanding of 
psychology which is useful when 
administering psychometric tests. 

-1.35 -1.36 -0.51 0.76 

sta23 The results (or type) of a 
psychometric test will never change 
over time (upon re-testing). 

-1.17 -1.74 -1.84 -0.76 

sta24 It is not always appropriate to 
introduce psychometric tests into the 
coaching process. 

1.58 -0.92 0.63 -0.76 
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Table 25 (continued) 
sta25 Psychometric and general 

assessments used by coaches are 
"robust diagnostic tools." 

-0.19 0.57 -1.26 0.38 

sta26 A coach's understanding of the 
process of business is more important 
than knowledge of specific 
psychometric tests. 

-0.01 -0.85 -1.07 0.76 

sta27 Psychometric tests provide a 
common language. 

0.37 1.19 1.28 -0.38 

sta28 Multiple assessments used together 
act as puzzle pieces to determine the 
makeup of a whole person. 

0.67 0.14 0.27 1.14 

sta29 I introduce psychometric tests as a 
part of my coaching process only if 
the coachee feels it will be of value. 

-0.22 -1.94 -0.57 -0.38 

sta30 Using psychometric tests in coaching 
can increase a coachee's self-
awareness. 

1.35 1.43 -0.17 0.76 

sta31 The use of psychometric tests in a 
group setting maximizes team 
performance. 

0.38 0.85 -0.81 0.38 

sta32 My accreditation for the instruments I 
use was funded by another entity 
(employer, former employer, hiring 
organization, etc.) 

-0.57 -2.33 -1.18 0.00 

sta33 Psychometric tests can empower 
individuals, not just in the workplace 
but in all aspects of their lives. 

1.55 1.94 0.81 -1.14 

sta34 Psychometric tests can be time 
consuming and expensive. 

1.10 -0.63 0.05 0.38 

sta35 Psychological knowledge involved in 
the use of psychometric test is as 
important as the knowledge of the 
tests themselves. 

-0.83 -0.60 1.22 0.00 

sta36 Certification workshops allow 
sufficient time to "practice providing 
detailed interpretation and analysis of 
assessment results." 

-1.22 -0.72 -0.92 0.00 

sta37 Psychological knowledge is as 
important as using psychometric 
tests.  

-0.55 -0.09 0.10 -0.76 
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Table 25 (continued) 
sta38 In general, assessments "are flexible 

and easy to use." 
-1.00 0.15 -0.97 0.76 

sta39 Psychometric tests can have the 
potential to damage client 
relationships. 

0.85 -1.19 0.03 -1.14 

sta40 Psychometric tests can have a 
positive impact on beginning a 
coaching conversation. 

0.83 0.96 1.10 -0.76 

sta41 Coaches who use instruments of any 
kind with their clients should take an 
academic course in measurement to 
insure a working knowledge of 
validity and reliability. 

-1.33 -0.67 0.08 1.14 

sta42 Psychometric tests are sometimes 
offered as a "treat." 

-1.60 -0.71 -1.08 -1.90 

sta43 It is important to use psychometric 
tests that require accreditation to 
administer. 

0.20 0.45 0.04 1.90 

sta44 Being able to use psychometric tests 
in my coaching practice is enough on 
its own. I do not need psychological 
knowledge. 

-0.65 -1.37 -1.77 -1.52 

sta45 "One of the most important aspects of 
any assessment process is the 
credibility of the results." 

0.63 1.10 1.56 -0.38 

sta46 Qualifying in the use of a 
psychometric test gives the coach 
some understanding of psychology. 

-1.36 0.22 -0.83 0.38 

sta47 Psychometric tests can have a 
positive impact on understanding 
differences. 

0.92 1.48 0.97 -1.14 

 



 

 92 

Table 26 
 
Factor Arrays, Four Factor Solution 
      

Q-Set Viewpoint 
Number Statement One Two Three Four 

sta01 If I do not feel my understanding of 
the psychometric underpinnings 
behind an instrument for which I am 
certified is sufficient, I will make an 
effort to self-educate in order to best 
help my coachees. 

2 0 1 4 

sta02 The results (or type) of a psychometric 
test can change over time (upon re-
testing). 

1 1 2 0 

sta03 Coaches that use psychometric tests 
should not offer services that lie 
outside their competence. 

1 2 5 5 

sta04 Using psychometric tests in coaching 
can increase a coachee's self-
development. 

2 3 2 4 

sta05 To maximize effectiveness, coaches 
should use multiple feedback 
instruments with their coachee. 

-4 -2 -1 -1 

sta06 The printed information provided by 
psychometric tests is an important 
"product" in the coaching process 
and/or engagement. 

0 1 1 3 

sta07 Use of psychometric tests encourages 
self-reflection. 

3 4 1 3 

sta08 The psychometric tests I use are 
requested by the hiring organization. 

0 -3 -4 -5 

sta09 Psychological knowledge should be 
incorporated into coach training. 

0 0 4 0 

sta10 It is wrong for a coach to have "blind 
reliance" on psychometric test results 
(or type). 

5 2 5 4 
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Table 26 (continued) 
sta11 I feel confident that I always 

understand "the technical and 
psychometric underpinnings of the 
instruments" I use in my executive 
coaching practice. 

-3 3 0 -2 

sta12 Instruments "measure what they are 
intending and yield consistent, 
reproducible results." 

-1 0 -5 0 

sta13 A coach's understanding of 
psychological concepts is more 
important than knowledge of specific 
psychometric tests. 

-2 -2 4 -1 

sta14 Psychometric tests can be intimidating. 2 -1 0 1 
sta15 My accreditation for the instruments I 

use was self-funded. 
0 4 1 -3 

sta16 Some leaders I coach have "boxfuls" 
of profiles. 

4 -3 -1 0 

sta17 Some of the available psychometric 
tests focus on weaknesses. 

1 -1 0 2 

sta18 I always use psychometric tests as part 
of my coaching process. 

-5 2 -1 -1 

sta19 Psychometric tests are good tools for 
people who have no self-awareness at 
all. 

3 1 -2 1 

sta20 The results (or type) of a 
psychometrics test is bound to change 
as the coachee develops a better sense 
of self-awareness and therefore a 
better sense of true type. 

-1 0 -2 -4 

sta21 Coaches should understand the 
intricacies of personality. 

-1 0 2 -4 

sta22 Having had regular therapy gives the 
coach some understanding of 
psychology which is useful when 
administering psychometric tests. 

-4 -4 -1 2 

sta23 The results (or type) of a psychometric 
test will never change over time (upon 
re-testing). 

-3 -4 -5 -2 

sta24 It is not always appropriate to 
introduce psychometric tests into the 
coaching process. 

5 -3 2 -2 
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Table 26 (continued) 
sta25 Psychometric and general assessments 

used by coaches are "robust diagnostic 
tools." 

0 1 -4 1 

sta26 A coach's understanding of the process 
of business is more important than 
knowledge of specific psychometric 
tests. 

0 -2 -3 2 

sta27 Psychometric tests provide a common 
language. 

1 3 3 -1 

sta28 Multiple assessments used together act 
as puzzle pieces to determine the 
makeup of a whole person. 

-2 0 1 3 

sta29 I introduce psychometric tests as a part 
of my coaching process only if the 
coachee feels it will be of value. 

-1 -5 -1 -1 

sta30 Using psychometric tests in coaching 
can increase a coachee's self-
awareness. 

4 4 -1 2 

sta31 The use of psychometric tests in a 
group setting maximizes team 
performance. 

1 2 -2 1 

sta32 My accreditation for the instruments I 
use was funded by another entity 
(employer, former employer, hiring 
organization, etc.) 

-1 -5 -3 0 

sta33 Psychometric tests can empower 
individuals, not just in the workplace 
but in all aspects of their lives. 

4 5 2 -3 

sta34 Psychometric tests can be time 
consuming and expensive. 

3 -1 0 1 

sta35 Psychological knowledge involved in 
the use of psychometric test is as 
important as the knowledge of the tests 
themselves. 

-2 -1 3 0 

sta36 Certification workshops allow 
sufficient time to "practice providing 
detailed interpretation and analysis of 
assessment results." 

-3 -2 -2 0 

sta37 Psychological knowledge is as 
important as using psychometric tests.  

-1 -1 1 -2 
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Table 26 (continued) 
sta38 In general, assessments "are flexible 

and easy to use." 
-2 0 -3 2 

sta39 Psychometric tests can have the 
potential to damage client 
relationships. 

2 -3 0 -3 

sta40 Psychometric tests can have a positive 
impact on beginning a coaching 
conversation. 

2 2 3 -2 

sta41 Coaches who use instruments of any 
kind with their clients should take an 
academic course in measurement to 
insure a working knowledge of 
validity and reliability. 

-3 -1 0 3 

sta42 Psychometric tests are sometimes 
offered as a "treat." 

-5 -2 -3 -5 

sta43 It is important to use psychometric 
tests that require accreditation to 
administer. 

0 1 0 5 

sta44 Being able to use psychometric tests in 
my coaching practice is enough on its 
own. I do not need psychological 
knowledge. 

-2 -4 -4 -4 

sta45 "One of the most important aspects of 
any assessment process is the 
credibility of the results." 

1 3 4 -1 

sta46 Qualifying in the use of a 
psychometric test gives the coach 
some understanding of psychology. 

-4 1 -2 1 

sta47 Psychometric tests can have a positive 
impact on understanding differences. 

3 5 3 -3 

 
Consensus Statements 

In Q Methodology, a consensus statement is defined as a Q-Set statement that clusters 

within a range of -1/+1 across all factors under consideration (Brown, 1993). As previously 

discussed, 16 participants loaded on the Four Factor solution. Factors One, Two, and Three 

each loaded with 5 participants, and represent the viewpoints of 15 out of the 16 participants 



 

 96 

in the Four Factor Solution. Factor Four contains the viewpoint of a single participant and 

explains enough variance (9.10%) within the overall variance (63%) to be of interest to the 

researcher. Only two statements are held in consensus across all four factors as shown in 

Table 27 below. 

Table 27 

Consensus Statements, Four Factor Solution, All Viewpoints  
      

Q-Set Viewpoint 
Number Statement One Two Three Four 

sta02 The results (or type) of a psychometric 
test can change over time (upon re-
testing). 

1 1 2 0 

sta04 Using psychometric tests in coaching 
can increase a coachee's self-
development. 

2 3 2 4 

 
However, it is of interest to note that there are an additional seven statements held in 

consensus among the participants that significantly loaded on Factors One, Two, and Three. 

Table 28 (below) illustrates consensus statements across all four factors in the first two rows 

in green, and in the remaining rows across the first three factors in yellow. The Factor Four 

viewpoint stands out as nuanced and distinct from Factors One, Two, and Three (no color) as 

will be discussed in the following section.  
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Table 28 
 
Consensus Statements, Four Factor Solution, All Viewpoints (highlighted in green) and  
Viewpoints One, Two, & Three Only (highlighted in yellow) 
      

Q-Set Viewpoint 
Number Statement One Two Three Four 

sta02 The results (or type) of a psychometric 
test can change over time (upon re-
testing). 

1 1 2 0 

sta04 Using psychometric tests in coaching 
can increase a coachee's self-
development. 
 

2 3 2 4 

sta06 The printed information provided by 
psychometric tests is an important 
"product" in the coaching process and/or 
engagement. 

0 1 1 3 

sta17 Some of the available psychometric tests 
focus on weaknesses. 

1 -1 0 2 

sta23 The results (or type) of a psychometric 
test will never change over time (upon 
re-testing). 

-3 -4 -5 -2 

sta36 Certification workshops allow sufficient 
time to "practice providing detailed 
interpretation and analysis of assessment 
results." 

-3 -2 -2 0 

sta37 Psychological knowledge is as important 
as using psychometric tests.  

-1 -1 1 -2 

sta40 Psychometric tests can have a positive 
impact on beginning a coaching 
conversation. 

2 2 3 -2 

sta43 It is important to use psychometric tests 
that require accreditation to administer. 

0 1 0 5 

 
 Executive coaches in this study hold consensus viewpoints along two primary themes 

that illustrate an understanding about the advantages and limitations of using psychometric 
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instruments with their clients. The first theme points to executive coaches’ ambivalence 

toward the permanence of results as seen in the factored placements for the following items. 

•  (sta02) “The results (or type) of a psychometric test can change over time (upon re-

testing).” 

• (sta23) “The results (or type) of a psychometric test will never change over time 

(upon re-testing).” 

• (sta06) “The printed information provided by psychometric tests is an important 

"product" in the coaching process and/or engagement.” 

• (sta37) “Psychological knowledge is as important as using psychometric tests.” 

• (sta43) “It is important to use psychometric tests that require accreditation to 

administer.” 

The second theme points to a general sense among participants that psychometric instruments 

and assessments are, on the whole, beneficial for the client. This theme is seen in the factored 

placements for the following statements.  

•  (sta04) Using psychometric tests in coaching can increase a coachee's self-

development. 

• (sta17) Some of the available psychometric tests focus on weaknesses. 

• (sta36) Certification workshops allow sufficient time to "practice providing detailed 

interpretation and analysis of assessment results." 

• (sta40) Psychometric tests can have a positive impact on beginning a coaching 

conversation. 
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Executive Coach Ambivalence Toward Permanence of Results  

 Based on factor loadings for the Four Factor Solution, Factors One, Two and Three 

represent the viewpoints of 75% of the participants in this study. These coaches agree the test 

results can change over time. Q-Set statements (sta02) “The results (or type) of a 

psychometric test can change over time (upon re-testing);” and, (sta23) “The results (or type) 

of a psychometric test will never change over time (upon re-testing)” combine to form the 

heart of this theme. The consensus ranking on (sta02) places these coaches in slight 

agreement as to the possibility that the results of a test will change over time if the same 

client re-takes the test. Additionally, the consensus ranking on (sta23) places these coaches in 

a trend of strong disagreement that the results of a test will never change over time if the 

same client re-takes the test.  

 Participant post-sort comments further illuminate these executive coaches opinions on 

the changeability of psychometric instrument results. There were no participants in these 

factors who ranked (sta02) “The results (or type) of a psychometric test can change over time 

(upon re-testing)” at the most extreme position in their individual sorts. Four participants 

who loaded on Factors One, Two or Three ranked (sta23) “The results (or type) of a 

psychometric test will never change over time (upon re-testing)” in the most extreme 

disagree position in their individual sorts. Highlights from participant comments who placed 

(sta23) in the most extreme disagree position further illustrate the intensity of feeling along 

this theme. 
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 “The first one, the results or type of psychometric test will never change over time, 

and I've seen it change with clients based on development, self-awareness, lessons 

learned, so some things stay the same but a lot of things can change. So, that one was 

pretty easy.” [P06 commenting on (sta23) with a ranking of -5] 

 
“So, I do see people using this [test results] as a way to change who they are, 

especially to change the things that stress them out and most importantly, how they 

react to the things that stress them out.” [P14 commenting on (sta23) with a ranking 

of -5] 

 
“Results do change with psychometric tests, so they're not absolute either. There's 

many psychometric tests that are designed in a way that you're gonna change as you 

develop and evolve. It's kind of an absolute to me as well.” [P16 commenting on 

(sta23) with a ranking of -5] 

 
“Well, that's just stupid. That's ignorant. I totally disagree with that. I've never seen a 

test that didn't change over time…. Environment is going to influence how we 

respond to things. Not only that, our chemistry, our nervous systems, levels of various 

neurotransmitters that's gonna change over time, either because of medications that 

we take or stress or elation or whatever, we just change physically over time and how 

we respond to questions is gonna change.” [P20 commenting on (sta23) with a 

ranking of -5] 
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 It is safe to say that the majority of executive coaches in this study draw from their 

personal experience based on their own coaching practice as the source of their viewpoint 

that test result do tend to change over time. 

Executive Coaches View Instruments as (Conditionally) Beneficial 

The second theme that emerges from the consensus items within the Three Factor 

Solution is that the majority of executive coaches in this study believe that, on the whole, 

psychometric instrument and assessment use in their coaching engagements are beneficial to 

their clients, under the right circumstances. This theme is seen in the factored placements for 

the following statements. 

• (sta04) “Using psychometric tests in coaching can increase a coachee's self-

development.” 

• (sta17) “Some of the available psychometric tests focus on weaknesses.” 

• (sta36) “Certification workshops allow sufficient time to "practice providing detailed 

interpretation and analysis of assessment results." 

• (sta40) “Psychometric tests can have a positive impact on beginning a coaching 

conversation.” 

There were no participants in these factors who ranked (sta04) or (sta40) at the most extreme 

position in their individual sorts. 

 “The affect of the testing, whether intended or not, has people focusing on and being 

in kind of a weakness mindset, and I find that many of the analysis write-ups tend to 

emphasize weakness over strength.” [P17 commenting on (sta17) with a ranking of 5] 
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 “The certification workshops are not adequate for complex instruments and ones that 

depend on psychological concepts, there need to be practice time, review time, time 

to integrate new information into the coach so that they can be more effective in using 

the instruments.” [P5 commenting on (sta36) with a ranking of -5] 

It is safe to say that the majority of executive coaches in this study do view psychometric 

instrument and assessment use in client engagements as beneficial when used with skill and 

discretion by the coach.  

Characteristics of the Factor One Viewpoint: Judicious Users of Psychometric Data 

Factor One has an eigenvalue of 3.70 and explains 18.60% of the variance. Five 

participants are significantly associated with this factor. These coaches are all female and 

evenly distributed in age from between 40 and 60 years of age with one being over 60 years 

of age. Three of the five are self-employed working in solo practice, and two are 

owner/partners of firms with more than one coach employed in the practice. None are 

licensed therapists. These coaches are polarized in their level of experience: two have 

between 4-5 years experience and one over 5 years; the other two have over 20 years 

experience. Three were trained in graduate school-based coaching programs; and, two were 

trained in commercial coach training programs. Four are credentialed coaches; and, one did 

not pursue credentialing. Likewise, four are current members of the International Coach 

Federation; and, one is not. All of these coaches regularly attend continuing education 

workshops, conferences, and etc. One coach held five instrument certifications gained within 

the last three years; and, four coaches held 1-2 certifications each. 
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Although these coaches use psychometric instrument data in their client engagements, 

they believe it is very wrong for a coach to rely solely on test results (sta10: +5). In fact, 

these coaches feel very strongly that there are times when it is inappropriate to use 

psychometric instruments at all (sta24: +5). These coaches seem to practice in accordance 

with coaching models that prescribe inclusion of the client’s viewpoint in the process in a 

way that draws out their client’s own interpretation of the test data (CITE). One participant 

explains that “[The] client is the lead in coaching and we have to rely on their interpretation 

of whatever we are working on” (commenting on sta16: +5). Again, these coaches feel very 

strongly that they do not always use psychometric instrument data in their client 

engagements (sta18: -5). 

The strength of feeling these coaches show regarding the inappropriateness of giving 

over too much influence to test data in their work with their clients is further supported by 

their belief that psychometric tests can intimidate their clients (sta14: +2); that their clients 

are over-assessed (sta16: +4); and that psychometric tests are time-consuming and expensive 

(sta34: +3). In fact, these coaches strongly disagree that using multiple instruments enriches 

their understanding of the larger picture of the engagement (sta05: -4). Comparatively, and 

on these statements, these coaches think there are significant downsides to using 

psychometric instruments and assessments in their client engagements to a greater extent that 

their peers who loaded on the other three factors.  

That the reports that accompany psychometric instruments and assessments as “an 

important ‘product’” ranked in the middle (sta06: 0) further supports these coaches view that 

psychometric data is only one part of the larger coaching conversation. One coach’s 



 

 104 

comment illustrates this sense that tests are best used judiciously: “In general, I feel like a 

test is one tool that a coach can use but shouldn't overly rely on one tool or a set of tools to 

provide a complete picture. Part of the coaching is a conversation and it's a process and I feel 

that just using the test results is leaving out a lot of the picture for the coachee” (commenting 

on sta16: +5). While these coaches approach psychometric data judiciously, they do believe 

that introducing this type of data into their client engagements can increase the client’s self-

awareness (sta30: +4); and, that “psychometric tests are good for people who have no self-

awareness at all” (sta19: +4). It is likely that these coaches view instrument data as not 

always necessary in a client engagement based on the relative level of existing self-

awareness the client brings to the work. These coaches ranked the use of psychometric data 

for self-development as useful (sta04: +2), but to a lesser degree than that of their peers on 

the other three factors. In other words, these coaches are likely to feel that a client with high 

levels of self-awareness benefits less from the use of psychometric data than a client with 

very little self-awareness. Therefore, psychometric data would be seen as less helpful for 

development goals in clients who already possess high levels of self-awareness. The array for 

Factor One is represented in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Model Sort for Factor One Array 

Factor One Array  
Most Disagree         Neutral         Most Agree 

-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 

I always use psychometric tests 
as part of my coaching process. 

To maximize effectiveness, 
coaches should use multiple 

feedback instruments with their 
coachee. 

I feel confident that I always 
understand "the technical and 

psychometric underpinnings of 
the instruments" I use in my 
executive coaching practice. 

A coach's understanding of 
psychological concepts is more 
important than knowledge of 
specific psychometric tests. 

Instruments "measure what 
they are intending and yield 

consistent, reproducible 
results." 

The printed information 
provided by psychometric tests 
is an important "product" in the 

coaching process and/or 
engagement. 

The results (or type) of a 
psychometric test can change 
over time (upon re-testing). 

If I do not feel my 
understanding of the 

psychometric underpinnings 
behind an instrument for which 

I am certified is sufficient, I 
will make an effort to self-

educate in order to best help 
my coachees. 

Use of psychometric tests 
encourages self-reflection. 

Some leaders I coach have 
"boxfuls" of profiles. 

It is wrong for a coach to have 
"blind reliance" on 

psychometric test results (or 
type). 

Psychometric tests are 
sometimes offered as a "treat." 

Having had regular therapy 
gives the coach some 

understanding of psychology 
which is useful when 

administering psychometric 
tests. 

The results (or type) of a 
psychometric test will never 
change over time (upon re-

testing). 

Multiple assessments used 
together act as puzzle pieces to 

determine the makeup of a 
whole person. 

The results (or type) of a 
psychometrics test is bound to 

change as the coachee develops 
a better sense of self-awareness 
and therefore a better sense of 

true type. 

The psychometric tests I use 
are requested by the hiring 

organization. 

Coaches that use psychometric 
tests should not offer services 

that lie outside their 
competence. 

Using psychometric tests in 
coaching can increase a 

coachee's self-development. 

Psychometric tests are good 
tools for people who have no 

self-awareness at all. 

Using psychometric tests in 
coaching can increase a 

coachee's self-awareness. 

It is not always appropriate to 
introduce psychometric tests 

into the coaching process. 

Qualifying in the use of a 
psychometric test gives the 

coach some understanding of 
psychology. 

Certification workshops allow 
sufficient time to "practice 

providing detailed 
interpretation and analysis of 

assessment results." 

Psychological knowledge 
involved in the use of 
psychometric test is as 

important as the knowledge of 
the tests themselves. 

Coaches should understand the 
intricacies of personality. 

Psychological knowledge 
should be incorporated into 

coach training. 

Some of the available 
psychometric tests focus on 

weaknesses. 

Psychometric tests can be 
intimidating. 

Psychometric tests can be time 
consuming and expensive. 

Psychometric tests can 
empower individuals, not just 

in the workplace but in all 
aspects of their lives. 

Coaches who use instruments 
of any kind with their clients 

should take an academic course 
in measurement to insure a 

working knowledge of validity 
and reliability. 

In general, assessments "are 
flexible and easy to use." 

I introduce psychometric tests 
as a part of my coaching 

process only if the coachee 
feels it will be of value. 

My accreditation for the 
instruments I use was self-

funded. 

Psychometric tests provide a 
common language. 

Psychometric tests can have the 
potential to damage client 

relationships. 

Psychometric tests can have a 
positive impact on 

understanding differences. 

Being able to use psychometric 
tests in my coaching practice is 

enough on its own. I do not 
need psychological knowledge. 

My accreditation for the 
instruments I use was funded 
by another entity (employer, 

former employer, hiring 
organization, etc.) 

Psychometric and general 
assessments used by coaches 
are "robust diagnostic tools." 

The use of psychometric tests 
in a group setting maximizes 

team performance. 

Psychometric tests can have a 
positive impact on beginning a 

coaching conversation. 

Psychological knowledge is as 
important as using 
psychometric tests.  

A coach's understanding of the 
process of business is more 

important than knowledge of 
specific psychometric tests. 

"One of the most important 
aspects of any assessment 

process is the credibility of the 
results." 

It is important to use 
psychometric tests that require 

accreditation to administer. 
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Distinguishing Items, Factor One 

 Table 29 lists those statements that make Factor One different from Factors Two, 

Three, and Four, and further support the emergent themes for this factor. Taken together, the 

statements that set participants loading on Factor One apart show a strong preference for the 

coach’s own skill and judgment as primary determinant of the course of work with their 

clients. These coaches feel that instruments should be used when appropriate and as 

indicated. They feel that instruments can be complex, need skill to interpret, and are 

sometimes over-used. They don’t feel they need an in-depth course in validity and reliability 

to use psychometric instruments correctly, but they do feel that some understanding of 

psychology is helpful.  

Table 29 

Distinguishing Statements, Factor One 
      

Q-Set Factor 
Number Statement One Two Three Four 

sta05 To maximize effectiveness, coaches 
should use multiple feedback 
instruments with their coachee. 

-4 -2 -1 -1 

sta08 The psychometric tests I use are 
requested by the hiring organization. 

0 -3 -4 -5 

sta14 Psychometric tests can be intimidating. 2 -1 0 1 
sta16 Some leaders I coach have "boxfuls" of 

profiles. 
4 -3 -1 0 

sta18 I always use psychometric tests as part 
of my coaching process. 

-5 2 -1 -1 

sta24 It is not always appropriate to introduce 
psychometric tests into the coaching 
process. 

5 -3 2 -2 
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Table 29 (continued) 
sta26 A coach's understanding of the process 

of business is more important than 
knowledge of specific psychometric 
tests. 

0 -2 -3 2 

sta27 Psychometric tests provide a common 
language. 

1 3 3 -1 

sta28 Multiple assessments used together act 
as puzzle pieces to determine the 
makeup of a whole person. 

-2 0 1 3 

sta39 Psychometric tests can have the 
potential to damage client relationships. 

2 -3 0 -3 

sta41 Coaches who use instruments of any 
kind with their clients should take an 
academic course in measurement to 
insure a working knowledge of validity 
and reliability. 

-3 -1 0 3 

sta44 Being able to use psychometric tests in 
my coaching practice is enough on its 
own. I do not need psychological 
knowledge. 

-2 -4 -4 -4 

sta46 Qualifying in the use of a psychometric 
test gives the coach some understanding 
of psychology. 

-4 1 -2 1 

  
Highest Ranking Items, Factor One 

 The participants loading on Factor One agree most strongly with (sta10) “It is wrong 

for a coach to have “blind reliance” on psychometric test results (or type),” and (sta24) “It is 

not always appropriate to introduce psychometric tests into the coaching process.” In 

addition, the three statements falling into the +4 column in the Factor One Array also support 

the direction of this interpretation. These participants also agree that (sta16) “Some leaders I 

coach have “boxfuls” of profiles,” and that (sta30) “Using psychometric tests in coaching can 

increase a coachee’s self-awareness,” and that (sta33) “Psychometric tests can empower 

individuals, not just in the workplace but in all aspects of their lives.” Taken together, the 
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most agree items in the Factor One Array (+5 and +4) demonstrate that these executive 

coaches feel that psychometric instruments and assessments are beneficial to the work of 

their clients and should be used at the discretion of the coach. The placement of (sta16) 

among the highest-ranking items in Factor One supports these coaches’ caution against over-

assessing in the marketplace.  

Table 30 

Highest Ranking Items, Factor One 
          

Q-Set Factor 
Number Statement One Two Three Four 

sta10 It is wrong for a coach to have "blind 
reliance" on psychometric test results 
(or type). 

5 2 5 4 

sta16 Some leaders I coach have "boxfuls" of 
profiles. 

4 -3 -1 0 

sta24 It is not always appropriate to introduce 
psychometric tests into the coaching 
process. 

5 -3 2 -2 

sta30 Using psychometric tests in coaching 
can increase a coachee's self-awareness. 

4 4 -1 2 

sta33 Psychometric tests can empower 
individuals, not just in the workplace 
but in all aspects of their lives. 

4 5 2 -3 

 
Lowest Ranking Items, Factor One 

 The participants loading on Factor One most strongly disagree with (sta05) “To 

maximize effectiveness, coaches should use multiple feedback instruments with their 

coachee,” and (sta18) “I always use psychometric tests as part of my coaching process,” and 

(sta42) “Psychometric tests are sometimes offered as a ‘treat.’” Participant comments help to 

further illuminate. 
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 “…that idea of an assessment being offered as a "treat" just kinda rubs me the wrong 

way. I think that things should add value and there should be a purpose to them and 

doing something because it's gonna be fun or be a treat is not. It doesn't sit well with 

me.” [P01 commenting on (sta 42) with a ranking of -5] 

 
“I just feel assessments should be used appropriately and not used to box people in or 

label people. I'm just really averse to them being misused and I also just personally 

don't like the use of acronyms, like "Im a high-D or a high-I." You are who you are. 

You're not an instrument.” [P07 commenting on (sta18) with a ranking of -5] 

 
“I disagree with the word "always." I don't always use tests. Sometimes I do when I 

think it's the right thing, but not always.” [P09 commenting on (sta18) with a ranking 

of -5] 

Table 31 

Lowest Ranking Items, Factor One 
          

Q-Set Factor 
Number Statement One Two Three Four 

sta05 To maximize effectiveness, coaches 
should use multiple feedback 
instruments with their coachee. 

-4 -2 -1 -1 

sta18 I always use psychometric tests as part 
of my coaching process. 

-5 2 -1 -1 

sta42 Psychometric tests are sometimes 
offered as a "treat." 

-5 -2 -3 -5 
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Characteristics of the Factor Two Viewpoint: Confident Users of Psychometric Data 

Factor Two has an eigenvalue of 3.60 and explains 18.00% of the overall variance. 

Five participants are significantly associated with this factor. These coaches are four females 

and one male and skew older in overall age distribution with two being between 50-59 years 

of age, and three being over 60 years of age. Three report being self-employed in a solo 

practice with a mix of private and external (corporate) clients. Two report being the 

owner/partner of a firm with more than one coach in practice. None are licensed therapists. 

These coaches are overall more experienced with one having over five years experience, 

three having over 15 years, and one having over 20 years. Three were trained in graduate 

school-based coaching programs, one was trained in a commercial coach training program, 

and one did not pursue coach training. Three are credentialed coaches, and two are not. 

Likewise, three are members of the International Coach Federation, and two are not. All 

participants regularly attend continuing education workshops, conferences, and etc. All 

participants hold instrument certifications. Two of these coaches always use instruments with 

their clients, two use instruments most of the time, and one uses instruments only sometimes.  

These coaches feel very strongly that psychometric tests are empowering for their 

clients both at work and in the rest of their lives (sta33: +5); and, that tests help their clients 

understand differences (sta47: +5). To a greater extent than their peers loading on the other 

three factors, these coaches strongly believe that the use of tests encourages self-reflection in 

their clients (sta7: +4). They believe that “psychometric tests provide a common language 

(sta 27: +3); that using tests increases self-awareness (sta30: +4); and, that tests used in group 

settings “maximizes team performance” (sta31: +2). These coaches do not believe that tests 
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can be intimidating (sta14: -1); that clients are over-assessed (sta16: -3); nor that tests focus 

on weaknesses (sta17: -1).  

These coaches are more confident than their peers loading on the other factors that 

they “always understand the ‘technical and psychometric underpinnings of the instruments’ 

they use (sta11: +3). More so than their peers, these coaches somewhat agree that they 

always use “psychometric tests as part of my coaching process” (sta18: +2). They disagree 

that “it is not always appropriate to introduce psychometric tests into the coaching process 

(sta: 24 -3). These coaches feel less strongly than their peers that “it is wrong for a coach to 

have ‘blind reliance’ on psychometric test results” (sta10: +2). They do not believe that 

“psychometric tests can be time consuming and expensive” (sta 34: -1), nor that 

“psychometric tests can have the potential to damage client relationships” (sta39: -3). In fact, 

the strongest disagreement emerges around the introduction of “psychometric tests as a part 

of [the] coaching process only if the coachee feels it will be of value” (sta29: -5). In other 

words, these coaches feel confident in their ability to determine whether or not to use 

psychometric instruments or assessments in their client engagements regardless of client 

opinion. The array for Factor Two is represented in Figure 4 below. 
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Factor Two Array  
Most Disagree         Neutral         Most Agree 

-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 

I introduce psychometric tests 
as a part of my coaching 

process only if the coachee 
feels it will be of value. 

Having had regular therapy 
gives the coach some 

understanding of psychology 
which is useful when 

administering psychometric 
tests. 

The psychometric tests I use 
are requested by the hiring 

organization. 

To maximize effectiveness, 
coaches should use multiple 

feedback instruments with their 
coachee. 

Psychometric tests can be 
intimidating. 

If I do not feel my 
understanding of the 

psychometric underpinnings 
behind an instrument for which 

I am certified is sufficient, I 
will make an effort to self-

educate in order to best help my 
coachees. 

The results (or type) of a 
psychometric test can change 
over time (upon re-testing). 

Coaches that use psychometric 
tests should not offer services 

that lie outside their 
competence. 

Using psychometric tests in 
coaching can increase a 

coachee's self-development. 

Use of psychometric tests 
encourages self-reflection. 

Psychometric tests can 
empower individuals, not just 

in the workplace but in all 
aspects of their lives. 

My accreditation for the 
instruments I use was funded 
by another entity (employer, 

former employer, hiring 
organization, etc.) 

The results (or type) of a 
psychometric test will never 
change over time (upon re-

testing). 

Some leaders I coach have 
"boxfuls" of profiles. 

A coach's understanding of 
psychological concepts is more 
important than knowledge of 
specific psychometric tests. 

Some of the available 
psychometric tests focus on 

weaknesses. 

Psychological knowledge 
should be incorporated into 

coach training. 

The printed information 
provided by psychometric tests 
is an important "product" in the 

coaching process and/or 
engagement. 

It is wrong for a coach to have 
"blind reliance" on 

psychometric test results (or 
type). 

I feel confident that I always 
understand "the technical and 

psychometric underpinnings of 
the instruments" I use in my 
executive coaching practice. 

My accreditation for the 
instruments I use was self-

funded. 

Psychometric tests can have a 
positive impact on 

understanding differences. 

Being able to use psychometric 
tests in my coaching practice is 

enough on its own. I do not 
need psychological knowledge. 

It is not always appropriate to 
introduce psychometric tests 

into the coaching process. 

A coach's understanding of the 
process of business is more 

important than knowledge of 
specific psychometric tests. 

Psychometric tests can be time 
consuming and expensive. 

Instruments "measure what 
they are intending and yield 

consistent, reproducible 
results." 

Psychometric tests are good 
tools for people who have no 

self-awareness at all. 

I always use psychometric tests 
as part of my coaching process. 

Psychometric tests provide a 
common language. 

Using psychometric tests in 
coaching can increase a 

coachee's self-awareness. 

Psychometric tests can have the 
potential to damage client 

relationships. 

Certification workshops allow 
sufficient time to "practice 

providing detailed 
interpretation and analysis of 

assessment results." 

Psychological knowledge 
involved in the use of 
psychometric test is as 

important as the knowledge of 
the tests themselves. 

The results (or type) of a 
psychometrics test is bound to 

change as the coachee develops 
a better sense of self-awareness 
and therefore a better sense of 

true type. 

Psychometric and general 
assessments used by coaches 
are "robust diagnostic tools." 

The use of psychometric tests 
in a group setting maximizes 

team performance. 

"One of the most important 
aspects of any assessment 

process is the credibility of the 
results." 

Psychometric tests are 
sometimes offered as a "treat." 

Psychological knowledge is as 
important as using 
psychometric tests.  

Coaches should understand the 
intricacies of personality. 

It is important to use 
psychometric tests that require 

accreditation to administer. 

Psychometric tests can have a 
positive impact on beginning a 

coaching conversation. 

Coaches who use instruments 
of any kind with their clients 

should take an academic course 
in measurement to insure a 

working knowledge of validity 
and reliability. 

Multiple assessments used 
together act as puzzle pieces to 

determine the makeup of a 
whole person. 

Qualifying in the use of a 
psychometric test gives the 

coach some understanding of 
psychology. 

In general, assessments "are 
flexible and easy to use." 

		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		

Figure 4. Model Sort for Factor Two Array 
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Distinguishing Items, Factor Two 

Table 32 lists those statements that make Factor Two different from Factors One, 

Three, and Four, and further support the emergent theme for this factor. Taken together, the 

statements that set participants loading on Factor Two apart show a strong preference for 

using psychometric instruments and assessments with their clients more often than not, with 

two participants stating that they always use instruments with their clients. While they agree 

that it is wrong to have “blind reliance” on instrument results, the feel that the coach is the 

best judge of when an instrument should be used. That they agree that instruments can have a 

positive impact on understanding differences further supports this group’s general leaning. 

Table 32 

Distinguishing Statements, Factor Two 
          

Q-Set Factor 
Number Statement One Two Three Four 

sta10 It is wrong for a coach to have "blind 
reliance" on psychometric test results 
(or type). 

5 2 5 4 

sta11 I feel confident that I always 
understand "the technical and 
psychometric underpinnings of the 
instruments" I use in my executive 
coaching practice. 

-3 3 0 -2 

sta15 My accreditation for the instruments I 
use was self-funded. 

0 4 1 -3 

sta29 I introduce psychometric tests as a part 
of my coaching process only if the 
coachee feels it will be of value. 

-1 -5 -1 -1 

sta32 My accreditation for the instruments I 
use was funded by another entity 
(employer, former employer, hiring 
organization, etc.) 

-1 -5 -3 0 
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Table 32 (continued) 
sta34 Psychometric tests can be time 

consuming and expensive. 
3 -1 0 1 

sta47 Psychometric tests can have a positive 
impact on understanding differences. 

3 5 3 -3 

 
Highest Ranking Items, Factor Two 

The participants loading on Factor Two agree most strongly with items (sta07) “Use 

of psychometric tests encourages self-reflection,” and, (sta15) “My accreditation for the 

instruments I use was self-funded,” and, (sta30) “Using psychometric tests in coaching can 

increase a coachee's self-awareness,” and, (sta47) “Psychometric tests can have a positive 

impact on understanding differences.” These executive coaches really believe in the efficacy 

of psychometric instruments and assessments to make a difference for their clients. 

Participant comments on the highest-ranking statements in Factor Two further illuminate this 

theme.  

 
“I have a strong belief that psychometric tests can empower individuals in all aspects 

of their life. It grows their awareness, creates insight, wisdom and so I like to use 

them.” (P06 commenting on sta30 with a ranking of +5). 

 
“I think it gives people a huge insight into understanding individual differences in 

their personal relationships as well.  They don't immediately just fault somebody 

because they're not the same person that that individual is.  I think it enhances 

relationships beyond the work world by going through personality assessments.” (P19 

commenting on sta47 with a ranking of +5). 
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Table 33 

Highest Ranking Items, Factor Two 
          

Q-Set Factor 
Number Statement One Two Three Four 

sta07 Use of psychometric tests encourages 
self-reflection. 

3 4 1 3 

sta15 My accreditation for the instruments I 
use was self-funded. 

0 4 1 -3 

sta30 Using psychometric tests in coaching 
can increase a coachee's self-awareness. 

4 4 -1 2 

sta33 Psychometric tests can empower 
individuals, not just in the workplace but 
in all aspects of their lives. 

4 5 2 -3 

sta47 Psychometric tests can have a positive 
impact on understanding differences. 

3 5 3 -3 

 
Lowest Ranking Items, Factor Two 

The participants loading on Factor One disagree most strongly with items (sta29) “I 

introduce psychometric tests as a part of my coaching process only if the coachee feels it will 

be of value,” and, (sta23) “The results (or type) of a psychometric test will never change over 

time (upon re-testing),” and, (sta44) “Being able to use psychometric tests in my coaching 

practice is enough on its own. I do not need psychological knowledge.” 

The lowest ranking statements in Factor Two includes (sta32) “My accreditation for 

the instruments I use was funded by another entity (employer, former employer, hiring 

organization, etc.).” It should be noted that the inclusion of this statement and its opposite 

(sta15) “My accreditation for the instruments I use was self-funded,” may have been more 

appropriately positioned as a yes/no question in the demographic survey for this study. The 

researcher deliberated on the best way to include this inquiry in the study. While the 
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statements are not worded as direct opinion statements by nature of their yes/no quality, why 

coaches are using the particular instrument(s) they use is of interest within the research 

questions put forth for this study. The dilemma shows itself in the fact that (sta32) ranks 

among the highest items for Factor Two. These coaches feel that they themselves are the best 

judges as to which instruments out of all that are available on the market today they chose to 

use with their clients. That their accreditation was self-funded is a testament to their power of 

choice.  

Table 34 

Lowest Ranking Items, Factor Two 
          

Q-Set Factor 
Number Statement One Two Three Four 

sta29 I introduce psychometric tests as a part 
of my coaching process only if the 
coachee feels it will be of value. 

-1 -5 -1 -1 

sta23 The results (or type) of a psychometric 
test will never change over time (upon 
re-testing). 

-3 -4 -5 -2 

sta32 My accreditation for the instruments I 
use was funded by another entity 
(employer, former employer, hiring 
organization, etc.) 

-1 -5 -3 0 

sta44 Being able to use psychometric tests in 
my coaching practice is enough on its 
own. I do not need psychological 
knowledge. 

-2 -4 -4 -4 

 
Characteristics of the Factor Three Viewpoint: Competent Users of Psychometric Data 

Factor Three has an eigenvalue of 3.50 and explains 17.30% of the variance. Five 

participants are significantly associated with this factor. These coaches are three females and 

two males and skew older in overall age distribution with one being between 40-49 years of 
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age, one being between 50-59 years of age, and three being over 60 years of age. Three 

report being self-employed and working in solo practice, and two report working in a firm 

that employs more than one coach. One coach is a licensed therapist. Participants in this 

factor skewed more experienced than all other factors with one having over ten years of 

coaching experience, two having over 15 years experience, and two having over 20 years 

experience. One was trained in a graduate school-based coaching programs, two in 

commercial coach training programs, and two did not pursue coach training. Two are 

credentialed coaches, and three did not pursue credentialing. Four are members of the 

International Coach Federation, and one is not. All regularly attend continuing education 

workshops, conferences, and etc. All hold instrument certifications and use tests with their 

clients along a range with one always using instruments, one sometimes using instruments, 

two using instruments as appropriate, and one using instruments most of the time.  

 These coaches highly value psychological knowledge in association with test use. 

Time and again throughout the Factor Four array, these coaches ranked those statements 

associated with knowledge of psychology among the most important. They feel very strongly 

that “Coaches that use psychometric tests should not offer services that lie outside their 

competence” (sta03: +5). They also feel very strongly that coaches should not “have ‘blind 

reliance’ on psychometric test results” (sta10: +5). This viewpoint combines with these 

coaches’ strong agreement that “psychological knowledge should be incorporated into coach 

training” (sta09: +5); and, that “a coach’s understanding of psychological concepts is more 

important than knowledge of specific psychometric tests” (sta13: +4); and, that “Coaches 

should understand the intricacies of personality” (sta21: +2). These coaches also feel strongly 
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that the “Psychological knowledge involved in the use of psychometric tests is as important 

as the knowledge of the tests themselves” (sta35: +3). Also, to a greater extent than their 

peers across all other factors, these coaches believe that “Psychological knowledge is as 

important as using psychometric tests (sta37: +1). These coaches disagree that 

“understanding of the process of business is more important than knowledge of specific 

psychometric tests (sta26: -3).  

The repeated emphasis on psychological knowledge found among the collective 

rankings in the Factor Three array is interpreted as a belief that if coaches choose to use 

psychometric tests and assessments with their clients, then they should also have a solid 

working understanding of psychology. These coaches do not think “assessments are ‘flexible 

and easy to use’” (sta38: -3). Most notably, they strongly disagree that “Being able to use 

psychometric tests in my coaching practice is enough on its own. I do not need psychological 

knowledge” (sta44: -4). These coaches feel strongly that psychometric instruments do not 

always “measure what they are intending and yield consistent, reproducible results” (sta12: -

5). Given that overall these coaches value additional psychological knowledge outside the 

use of instrument data, it seems consistent that they ranked the importance of the “use of 

psychometric tests that require accreditation to administer” (sta43: 0) to a lessor extent than 

their peers across all other factors because these coaches would tend to draw upon their 

additional psychological knowledge in their test use with their clients. The array for Factor 

Three is represented in Figure 5. 
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Factor Three Array  
Most Disagree         Neutral         Most Agree 

-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Instruments "measure what 
they are intending and yield 

consistent, reproducible 
results." 

The psychometric tests I use 
are requested by the hiring 

organization. 

A coach's understanding of the 
process of business is more 

important than knowledge of 
specific psychometric tests. 

Psychometric tests are good 
tools for people who have no 

self-awareness at all. 

To maximize effectiveness, 
coaches should use multiple 

feedback instruments with their 
coachee. 

I feel confident that I always 
understand "the technical and 

psychometric underpinnings of 
the instruments" I use in my 
executive coaching practice. 

If I do not feel my 
understanding of the 

psychometric underpinnings 
behind an instrument for which 

I am certified is sufficient, I 
will make an effort to self-

educate in order to best help 
my coachees. 

The results (or type) of a 
psychometric test can change 
over time (upon re-testing). 

Psychometric tests provide a 
common language. 

Psychological knowledge 
should be incorporated into 

coach training. 

Coaches that use psychometric 
tests should not offer services 

that lie outside their 
competence. 

The results (or type) of a 
psychometric test will never 
change over time (upon re-

testing). 

Psychometric and general 
assessments used by coaches 
are "robust diagnostic tools." 

My accreditation for the 
instruments I use was funded 
by another entity (employer, 

former employer, hiring 
organization, etc.) 

The results (or type) of a 
psychometrics test is bound to 

change as the coachee develops 
a better sense of self-awareness 
and therefore a better sense of 

true type. 

Some leaders I coach have 
"boxfuls" of profiles. 

Psychometric tests can be 
intimidating. 

The printed information 
provided by psychometric tests 
is an important "product" in the 

coaching process and/or 
engagement. 

Using psychometric tests in 
coaching can increase a 

coachee's self-development. 

Psychological knowledge 
involved in the use of 
psychometric test is as 

important as the knowledge of 
the tests themselves. 

A coach's understanding of 
psychological concepts is more 
important than knowledge of 
specific psychometric tests. 

It is wrong for a coach to have 
"blind reliance" on 

psychometric test results (or 
type). 

Being able to use psychometric 
tests in my coaching practice is 

enough on its own. I do not 
need psychological knowledge. 

In general, assessments "are 
flexible and easy to use." 

The use of psychometric tests 
in a group setting maximizes 

team performance. 

I always use psychometric tests 
as part of my coaching process. 

Some of the available 
psychometric tests focus on 

weaknesses. 

Use of psychometric tests 
encourages self-reflection. 

Coaches should understand the 
intricacies of personality. 

Psychometric tests can have a 
positive impact on beginning a 

coaching conversation. 

"One of the most important 
aspects of any assessment 

process is the credibility of the 
results." 

Psychometric tests are 
sometimes offered as a "treat." 

Certification workshops allow 
sufficient time to "practice 

providing detailed 
interpretation and analysis of 

assessment results." 

Having had regular therapy 
gives the coach some 

understanding of psychology 
which is useful when 

administering psychometric 
tests. 

Psychometric tests can be time 
consuming and expensive. 

My accreditation for the 
instruments I use was self-

funded. 

It is not always appropriate to 
introduce psychometric tests 

into the coaching process. 

Psychometric tests can have a 
positive impact on 

understanding differences. 

Qualifying in the use of a 
psychometric test gives the 

coach some understanding of 
psychology. 

I introduce psychometric tests 
as a part of my coaching 

process only if the coachee 
feels it will be of value. 

Psychometric tests can have the 
potential to damage client 

relationships. 

Multiple assessments used 
together act as puzzle pieces to 

determine the makeup of a 
whole person. 

Psychometric tests can 
empower individuals, not just 

in the workplace but in all 
aspects of their lives. 

Using psychometric tests in 
coaching can increase a 

coachee's self-awareness. 

Coaches who use instruments 
of any kind with their clients 

should take an academic course 
in measurement to insure a 

working knowledge of validity 
and reliability. 

Psychological knowledge is as 
important as using 
psychometric tests.  

It is important to use 
psychometric tests that require 

accreditation to administer. 

		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		

Figure 5. Model Sort for Factor Three Array 

 

 

 

Consensus Statements 
Viewpoints One, Two, & Three  

Distinguishing Statements 
Viewpoint Three 

Consensus Statements 
All Viewpoints 



 

 123 

Distinguishing Items, Factor Three 

Table 35 lists those statements that make Factor Three different from Factors One, 

Two, and Four, and further supports the emergent theme for this factor. Taken together, the 

statements that set participants loading on Factor Two apart show a strong preference for 

using instruments with a dose of skepticism when applying the results with their clients. In 

particular, that these coaches strongly disagree with (sta12) “Instruments “measure what they 

are intending and yield consistent, reproducible results” stands out as distinct among the four 

factors under consideration. Participant comments further illuminate the sense that these 

coaches made of this statement. 

 
“… hopefully instruments do that, but certainly there are instruments out there that 

don't have very secure validity and reliability.…that's the hope for all instruments and 

I think that there are instruments out there that maybe are less valid than they're 

intended to be.” [P11 commenting on (sta12) with a ranking of -5] 

 
“I don't think instruments always measure what they are intending to, like there are 

instruments out there that are not even if they are psychometrically sound they don't 

help in the final application of the result. So, there is that balance that I think 

instruments don't find. Just general assessments, you need to do your due diligence to 

see if it's a good assessment or not. All assessments are not always robust tools.” [P18 

commenting on (sta12) with a ranking of -5] 
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Other distinguishing statements that set the participants in Factor Three apart from their peers 

in this study include (sta13) “A coach's understanding of psychological concepts is more 

important than knowledge of specific psychometric tests,” and, (sta21) “Coaches should 

understand the intricacies of personality.” 

Table 35 

Distinguishing Statements, Factor Three 
          

Q-Set Factor 
Number Statement One Two Three Four 

sta07 Use of psychometric tests encourages 
self-reflection. 

3 4 1 3 

sta09 Psychological knowledge should be 
incorporated into coach training. 

0 0 4 0 

sta12 Instruments "measure what they are 
intending and yield consistent, 
reproducible results." 

-1 0 -5 0 

sta13 A coach's understanding of 
psychological concepts is more 
important than knowledge of specific 
psychometric tests. 

-2 -2 4 -1 

sta19 Psychometric tests are good tools for 
people who have no self-awareness at 
all. 

3 1 -2 1 

sta21 Coaches should understand the 
intricacies of personality. 

-1 0 2 -4 

sta22 Having had regular therapy gives the 
coach some understanding of 
psychology which is useful when 
administering psychometric tests. 

-4 -4 -1 2 

sta24 It is not always appropriate to introduce 
psychometric tests into the coaching 
process. 

5 -3 2 -2 

sta25 Psychometric and general assessments 
used by coaches are "robust diagnostic 
tools." 

0 1 -4 1 
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Table 35 (continued) 
sta30 Using psychometric tests in coaching 

can increase a coachee's self-awareness. 
4 4 -1 2 

sta31 The use of psychometric tests in a group 
setting maximizes team performance. 

1 2 -2 1 

sta32 My accreditation for the instruments I 
use was funded by another entity 
(employer, former employer, hiring 
organization, etc.) 

-1 -5 -3 0 

sta33 Psychometric tests can empower 
individuals, not just in the workplace 
but in all aspects of their lives. 

4 5 2 -3 

sta35 Psychological knowledge involved in 
the use of psychometric test is as 
important as the knowledge of the tests 
themselves. 

-2 -1 3 0 

sta39 Psychometric tests can have the 
potential to damage client relationships. 

2 -3 0 -3 

 
Highest Ranking Items, Factor Three 

The participants loading on Factor Three agree most strongly with items (sta03) 

“Coaches that use psychometric tests should not offer services that lie outside their 

competence,” and (sta09) “Psychological knowledge should be incorporated into coach 

training,” and (sta10) “It is wrong for a coach to have "blind reliance" on psychometric test 

results (or type),” and (sta45) "One of the most important aspects of any assessment process 

is the credibility of the results." Of particular note, is the presence among the highest ranking 

items for Factor Three of (sta13) “A coach’s understanding of psychological concepts is 

more important that knowledge of specific psychometric tests.” It is this last statement that 

most emphasizes the theme for the participants loading on this factor. No participants who 

loaded on this factor placed these items in their most extreme positions on the sorting grid. 
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Therefore, there are no strongly held participant comments on this viewpoint from which to 

further illuminate.  

Table 36 

Highest Ranking Items, Factor Three 
          

Q-Set Factor 
Number Statement One Two Three Four 

sta03 Coaches that use psychometric tests 
should not offer services that lie 
outside their competence. 

1 2 5 5 

sta09 Psychological knowledge should be 
incorporated into coach training. 

0 0 4 0 

sta10 It is wrong for a coach to have "blind 
reliance" on psychometric test results 
(or type). 

5 2 5 4 

sta13 A coach's understanding of 
psychological concepts is more 
important than knowledge of specific 
psychometric tests. 

-2 -2 4 -1 

sta45 "One of the most important aspects of 
any assessment process is the 
credibility of the results." 

1 3 4 -1 

 
Lowest Ranking Items, Factor Three 

The participants loading on Factor Three disagree most strongly that (sta08) “The 

psychometric tests I use are requested by the hiring organization,” and (sta23) “The results 

(or type) of a psychometric test will never change over time (upon re-testing),” and (sta25) 

“Psychometric and general assessments used by coaches are "robust diagnostic tools," and 

(sta44) “Being able to use psychometric tests in my coaching practice is enough on its own. I 

do not need psychological knowledge.” The presence of (sta12) “Instruments ‘measure what 

they are intending and yield consistent, reproducible results’” as a distinctive item for these 
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coaches was examined above and appears again among the most strongly disagree statements 

for this factor.  

Table 37 

Lowest Ranking Items, Factor Three 
          

Q-Set Factor 
Number Statement One Two Three Four 

sta08 The psychometric tests I use are 
requested by the hiring organization. 

0 -3 -4 -5 

sta12 Instruments "measure what they are 
intending and yield consistent, 
reproducible results." 

-1 0 -5 0 

sta23 The results (or type) of a 
psychometric test will never change 
over time (upon re-testing). 

-3 -4 -5 -2 

sta25 Psychometric and general assessments 
used by coaches are "robust diagnostic 
tools." 

0 1 -4 1 

sta44 Being able to use psychometric tests 
in my coaching practice is enough on 
its own. I do not need psychological 
knowledge. 

-2 -4 -4 -4 

 
Characteristics of the Factor Four Viewpoint: Educated User of Psychometric Data 

Factor Four has an eigenvalue of 1.80 and explains 9.10% of the overall variance. 

Only one participant is significantly associated with this factor. This coach is female and 

over 60 years of age. She is not a therapist. She has been coaching over 20 years. She 

received commercial-based coaching training. She attends continuing education workshops, 

conferences, and etc. annually. She is not a member of the International Coach Federation, 

nor has she pursued credentialing. She holds three instrument certifications and uses test with 

clients most of the time.  
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The Factor Four viewpoint is nuanced and distinct from the viewpoints of the coaches 

that loaded on Factor Three in terms of beliefs around coach preparation to use psychometric 

instruments and assessments in their client engagements. Like her peers in Factor Three, this 

coach strongly believes that “Coaches that use psychometric tests should not offer services 

that lie outside their competence” (sta03: +5). Additionally, this coach feels very strongly 

that “It is important to use psychometric tests that require accreditation to administer” (sta43: 

+5). Accreditation, while also conferring competence, is an educational step that this coach 

highly values. Throughout the Factor Four array rankings emphasize more education and 

training for coaches who use tests. She strongly believes that “If I do not feel my 

understanding of the psychometric underpinnings behind an instrument for which I am 

certified is sufficient, I will make an effort to self-educate in order to best help my coaches” 

(sta01: +4).  

Factor Four is the only array in which the suggestion that a coach’s “having had 

regular therapy gives … some understanding of psychology which is useful when 

administering psychometric tests” (sta22: +2) ranked on the agree side of the sorting grid. 

This is in significant contrast to all other coaches on all other factors. She feels much more 

strongly than her peers across all other factors that “Multiple assessments used together act as 

puzzle pieces to determine the makeup of a whole person” (sta 28: +3). She agrees that 

“Qualifying in the use of a psychometric test gives the coach some understanding of 

psychology” (sta46: +1); and, that “In general, assessments ‘are flexible and easy to use 

(sta38: +2). Most notably, Factor Four was the only array in which there was strong 

agreement with the statement that “Coaches who use instruments of any kind with their 
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clients should take an academic course in measurement to insure a working knowledge of 

validity and reliability” (sta41: +3). All other factors are in the middle or disagree with this 

statement. It is clear that this coach values education in support of psychometric instrument 

and assessment use in client engagements. The array for Factor Four is represented in 

Figure 6. 
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Figure 6. Model Sort for Factor Four Array 

Factor Four Array  
Most Disagree         Neutral         Most Agree 

-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 

The psychometric tests I 
use are requested by the 

hiring organization. 

The results (or type) of a 
psychometrics test is 

bound to change as the 
coachee develops a better 
sense of self-awareness 

and therefore a better sense 
of true type. 

My accreditation for the 
instruments I use was self-

funded. 

I feel confident that I 
always understand "the 

technical and psychometric 
underpinnings of the 

instruments" I use in my 
executive coaching 

practice. 

To maximize effectiveness, 
coaches should use 
multiple feedback 

instruments with their 
coachee. 

The results (or type) of a 
psychometric test can 

change over time (upon re-
testing). 

Psychometric tests can be 
intimidating. 

Some of the available 
psychometric tests focus 

on weaknesses. 

The printed information 
provided by psychometric 

tests is an important 
"product" in the coaching 

process and/or 
engagement. 

If I do not feel my 
understanding of the 

psychometric 
underpinnings behind an 

instrument for which I am 
certified is sufficient, I will 

make an effort to self-
educate in order to best 

help my coachees. 

Coaches that use 
psychometric tests should 
not offer services that lie 
outside their competence. 

Psychometric tests are 
sometimes offered as a 

"treat." 

Coaches should understand 
the intricacies of 

personality. 

Psychometric tests can 
empower individuals, not 

just in the workplace but in 
all aspects of their lives. 

The results (or type) of a 
psychometric test will 

never change over time 
(upon re-testing). 

A coach's understanding of 
psychological concepts is 

more important than 
knowledge of specific 

psychometric tests. 

Psychological knowledge 
should be incorporated 

into coach training. 

Psychometric tests are 
good tools for people who 
have no self-awareness at 

all. 

Having had regular 
therapy gives the coach 
some understanding of 

psychology which is useful 
when administering 
psychometric tests. 

Use of psychometric tests 
encourages self-reflection. 

Using psychometric tests 
in coaching can increase a 

coachee's self-
development. 

It is important to use 
psychometric tests that 
require accreditation to 

administer. 

Being able to use 
psychometric tests in my 

coaching practice is 
enough on its own. I do 
not need psychological 

knowledge. 

Psychometric tests can 
have the potential to 

damage client 
relationships. 

It is not always appropriate 
to introduce psychometric 

tests into the coaching 
process. 

I always use psychometric 
tests as part of my 
coaching process. 

Instruments "measure what 
they are intending and 

yield consistent, 
reproducible results." 

Psychometric and general 
assessments used by 
coaches are "robust 
diagnostic tools." 

A coach's understanding of 
the process of business is 

more important than 
knowledge of specific 

psychometric tests. 

Multiple assessments used 
together act as puzzle 

pieces to determine the 
makeup of a whole person. 

It is wrong for a coach to 
have "blind reliance" on 
psychometric test results 

(or type). 

Psychometric tests can 
have a positive impact on 
understanding differences. 

Psychological knowledge 
is as important as using 

psychometric tests.  

Psychometric tests provide 
a common language. 

Some leaders I coach have 
"boxfuls" of profiles. 

The use of psychometric 
tests in a group setting 

maximizes team 
performance. 

Using psychometric tests 
in coaching can increase a 
coachee's self-awareness. 

Coaches who use 
instruments of any kind 
with their clients should 

take an academic course in 
measurement to insure a 
working knowledge of 
validity and reliability. 

Psychometric tests can 
have a positive impact on 

beginning a coaching 
conversation. 

I introduce psychometric 
tests as a part of my 

coaching process only if 
the coachee feels it will be 

of value. 

My accreditation for the 
instruments I use was 

funded by another entity 
(employer, former 
employer, hiring 

organization, etc.) 

Psychometric tests can be 
time consuming and 

expensive. 

In general, assessments 
"are flexible and easy to 

use." 

"One of the most important 
aspects of any assessment 
process is the credibility of 

the results." 

Psychological knowledge 
involved in the use of 
psychometric test is as 

important as the 
knowledge of the tests 

themselves. 

Qualifying in the use of a 
psychometric test gives the 
coach some understanding 

of psychology. 

Certification workshops 
allow sufficient time to 

"practice providing 
detailed interpretation and 

analysis of assessment 
results." 

		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		

 

 

 

Consensus Statements 
Viewpoints One, Two, & Three  

Distinguishing Statements 
Viewpoint Four 

Consensus Statements 
All Viewpoints 
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Distinguishing Items, Factor Four 

 Table 38 lists those statements that make Factor Four different from Factors One, 

Two, and Three, and further supports the emergent theme for this factor. Taken together, the 

statements that set the participant loading on Factor Four apart show a strong preference for 

having greater depth of understanding and knowledge in psychometrics than that of her peers 

across those participants that loaded in the four-factor solution. Indeed, this participant had 

the greatest number of distinguishing statements than that of any other factor in the four-

factor solution. It is of note that she is the only participant in the four-factor solution who felt 

strongly that coaches should take an academic course in validity and reliability.  

Table 38 

Distinguishing Statements, Factor Four 
          

Q-Set Factor 
Number Statement One Two Three Four 

sta01 If I do not feel my understanding of the 
psychometric underpinnings behind an 
instrument for which I am certified is 
sufficient, I will make an effort to self-
educate in order to best help my 
coachees. 

2 0 1 4 

sta06 The printed information provided by 
psychometric tests is an important 
"product" in the coaching process 
and/or engagement. 

0 1 1 3 

sta15 My accreditation for the instruments I 
use was self-funded. 

0 4 1 -3 

sta20 The results (or type) of a 
psychometrics test is bound to change 
as the coachee develops a better sense 
of self-awareness and therefore a better 
sense of true type. 

-1 0 -2 -4 
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Table 38 (continued) 
sta21 Coaches should understand the 

intricacies of personality. 
-1 0 2 -4 

sta22 Having had regular therapy gives the 
coach some understanding of 
psychology which is useful when 
administering psychometric tests. 

-4 -4 -1 2 

sta26 A coach's understanding of the process 
of business is more important than 
knowledge of specific psychometric 
tests. 

0 -2 -3 2 

sta27 Psychometric tests provide a common 
language. 

1 3 3 -1 

sta30 Using psychometric tests in coaching 
can increase a coachee's self-
awareness. 

4 4 -1 2 

sta33 Psychometric tests can empower 
individuals, not just in the workplace 
but in all aspects of their lives. 

4 5 2 -3 

sta36 Certification workshops allow 
sufficient time to "practice providing 
detailed interpretation and analysis of 
assessment results." 

-3 -2 -2 0 

sta40 Psychometric tests can have a positive 
impact on beginning a coaching 
conversation. 

2 2 3 -2 

sta41 Coaches who use instruments of any 
kind with their clients should take an 
academic course in measurement to 
insure a working knowledge of validity 
and reliability. 

-3 -1 0 3 

sta43 It is important to use psychometric 
tests that require accreditation to 
administer. 

0 1 0 5 

sta45 "One of the most important aspects of 
any assessment process is the 
credibility of the results." 

1 3 4 -1 

sta47 Psychometric tests can have a positive 
impact on understanding differences. 

3 5 3 -3 
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Highest Ranking Items, Factor Four 

 The participant loading on Factor Four feels most strongly that (sta03) “Coaches that 

use psychometric tests should not offer services that lie outside their competence,” and 

(sta43) “It is important to use psychometric tests that require accreditation to administer,” 

and (sta10) “It is wrong for a coach to have "blind reliance" on psychometric test results (or 

type),” (sta01) “If I do not feel my understanding of the psychometric underpinnings behind 

an instrument for which I am certified is sufficient, I will make an effort to self-educate in 

order to best help my coachees,” and (sta04) “Using psychometric tests in coaching can 

increase a coachee's self-development.” Table 39 shows the highest ranking items for this 

factor. 

Table 39 

Highest Ranking Items, Factor Four 
          

Q-Set Factor 
Number Statement One Two Three Four 

sta01 If I do not feel my understanding of the 
psychometric underpinnings behind an 
instrument for which I am certified is 
sufficient, I will make an effort to self-
educate in order to best help my 
coachees. 

2 0 1 4 

sta03 Coaches that use psychometric tests 
should not offer services that lie 
outside their competence. 

1 2 5 5 

sta04 Using psychometric tests in coaching 
can increase a coachee's self-
development. 

2 3 2 4 

sta10 It is wrong for a coach to have "blind 
reliance" on psychometric test results 
(or type). 

5 2 5 4 
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Table 39 (continued) 
sta43 It is important to use psychometric 

tests that require accreditation to 
administer. 

0 1 0 5 

Lowest Ranking Items, Factor Four 

The participant loading on Factor Four most disagrees with items (sta08) “The 

psychometric tests I use are requested by the hiring organization,” (sta42) “Psychometric 

tests are sometimes offered as a ‘treat.’” However, it is in the contrast between this 

participant’s placement of highest ranking items and lowest ranking items that Factor Four 

becomes most interesting. Among the lowest ranking items in this factor is found extreme 

disagreement that (sta21) “Coaches should understand the intricacies of personality,” and 

(sta20) “The results (or type) of a psychometrics test is bound to change as the coachee 

develops a better sense of self-awareness and therefore a better sense of true type.” These 

statements are positioned in a contradictory ranking to their counterparts in the highest 

ranking items for this participant.  

Table 40 

Lowest Ranking Items, Factor Four 
          

Q-Set Factor 
Number Statement One Two Three Four 

sta08 The psychometric tests I use are 
requested by the hiring organization. 

0 -3 -4 -5 

sta20 The results (or type) of a 
psychometrics test is bound to change 
as the coachee develops a better sense 
of self-awareness and therefore a 
better sense of true type. 

-1 0 -2 -4 

sta21 Coaches should understand the 
intricacies of personality. 

-1 0 2 -4 
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Table 40 (continued) 
sta42 Psychometric tests are sometimes 

offered as a "treat." 
-5 -2 -3 -5 

sta44 Being able to use psychometric tests 
in my coaching practice is enough on 
its own. I do not need psychological 
knowledge. 

-2 -4 -4 -4 

 
Chapter Summary 

This chapter presented data collection procedures for the overall study, including the 

results from interviews with GSAEC executive coach educators in Participant Group One, 

demographic insights collected from across both Participant Group One and Participant 

Group Two, findings resulting from the factor analysis of twenty Q-sorts, and interpretations 

of the characteristics of each factor in a four-factor solution based on participant 

demographics by factor, distinguishing statements by factor, highest ranking items, lowest 

ranking items and participant post-sort comments on both highest and lowest ranking items.  

Findings from research questions one and two identified three distinct families of 

opinion that emerged from the factor analysis: those coaches that are pragmatic about the use 

of psychometric instruments and assessments in their client engagements, those coaches that 

are true believers in the use of psychometric instruments and assessments in their client 

engagements, and those coaches that are skeptics, while at the same time do choose to use 

psychometric instruments and assessments in their client engagements. A fourth factor was 

also examined in that it contained a single viewpoint of interest toward the research questions 

put forth in this study.  
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CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Introduction 

 This chapter provides a summary of this study’s two research questions, a brief 

account of chapters one through four, study thematic findings, conclusions, implications for 

practice, recommendations, and study assumptions, limitations, and delimitations.  

Research Questions 

 Research question one investigated what families of viewpoints among executive 

coaches toward psychometric instrument and assessment use in coaching engagements 

emerge and what are their characteristics. Research question two sought to ascertain what 

viewpoints among executive coaches toward psychometric instrument and assessment use 

that are held in consensus across all families that emerged, and why. 

Chapter Summaries 

 Chapter one set up the parameters and scope of the study by providing an introduction 

to the topic, stating the problem to be investigated, stating the purpose of the study, 

establishing a theoretical framework and a conceptual framework. Chapter one also presented 

the significance of the study. Chapter one concluded with the assumptions, limitations, and 

delimitations of the study. A glossary of terms and definitions to be used in the study was 

also included in chapter one.  

 Chapter two offered a review of the extant literature including an overview of the 

state of the literature on executive coaching, an outline of the professional pathways into the 

practice of executive coaching, an explanation of the debate as to the legitimacy of coaching 

as a distinct profession, an overview of the types of psychometric instruments and 
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assessments typically used in coaching engagements. The extant review of the literature and 

inquiry into the types of instruments used in coaching resulted in a preliminary list of 

statements that formed the basis for the further development of the Q Concourse of 

statements representing the range of opinion that might exist among executive coaches about 

psychometric instrument and assessment use in their coaching engagements.  

 Chapter three provided an explanation of Q Methodology, its history and purpose, 

principle characteristics, critiques and benefits, construction of Concourse, Q Set and P Set, 

and process. The chapter also describes how Q Methodology was used in this study.  

 Chapter four presented findings from data generated from the interviews with expert 

executive coach educators, a demographic and career survey, factor analysis of Q-Sort 

completed by a P-Set of executive coaches, and post-sort narratives of highest and lowest 

ranking items by sort. Findings for research questions one and two are presented. 

 Chapter five summarizes this study’s two research questions; and, reviews chapters 

one through five. Chapter five recapitulates this study’s findings, it’s conclusions, 

recommendations, implications for practice, and limitations.  

Conclusions and Discussion 

 There was a twofold purpose for this study. First, this study sought to ascertain the 

range of opinion executive coaches may hold on psychometric test and instrument use in 

executive coaching engagements. Second, the study sought to ascertain what the families of 

opinions might exist among executive coaches toward psychometric instrument and 

assessment use that are held in consensus across all families that emerged, and why. Q 

Methodology seeks to elucidate human subjectivity where opinion may be difficult to pin 
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down. Across the four families of opinion examined, two themes emerged: 1) that executive 

coaches in this study are ambivalent about the permanence of the results of psychometric 

tests and assessments; and, 2) that executive coaches in this study viewed psychometric tests 

and assessments as conditionally beneficial for their clients.  

Research Question One 

Research Question One sought to ascertain the range of viewpoints among executive 

coaches toward psychometric test and assessment use in coaching engagements and what 

families emerged from the data. 

Conclusions and Discussion 

 The extant literature on executive coaching is not as yet robust in respect to a body of 

peer-reviewed studies from which to draw when seeking insight into those theories and 

approaches might best inform practice. Indeed, much of the literature on executive coaching 

is considered “grey” literature, or literature produced for professional organizations and their 

publications. As a result, little is known about what actually happens inside the confidential 

confines of the coach-client relationship.  

 On the other hand, psychometric instrument and assessment use is thought to be 

wide-spread among professional executive coaches situated across a spectrum of practice 

types (practitioner in private practice, practitioner internal to a corporation, therapist who 

also offers coaching services, etc.). In addition, executive coaching is a helping skill that is 

easy to develop a business around. Indeed, in the absence of licensure requirements for 

executive coaches, there is no barrier to offering coaching services for pay in the 

marketplace. Executive coaches with no formal training in coaching or a related profession 
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may pay a vendor for training and access to instruments for which there is no oversight as to 

the right administration and interpretation of on behalf of clients.  

The researcher chose the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) as the theoretical 

framework for this study because of its predictive power in tying beliefs to behavior. In 

accordance with theory, understanding what range of viewpoints might exist among 

executive coaches about psychometric instrument and assessment use points to how coaches 

may be expected to behave in the administration and interpretation of results on behalf of 

clients. 

The four families of viewpoints that emerged in this study’s findings fall along a 

range of expected behavior in accordance with the Theory of Planned Behavior. Family one 

was interpreted as a general opinion of pragmatism toward the use of instruments and the 

plying of results in helping clients reach their stated coaching goals. These executive coaches 

valued the place of instruments and assessments as tools with which to foster growth for their 

clients, but also felt that instruments were not always necessary in the work of coaching and 

used them with discretion based on the situation.  

Family two was interpreted as the true believers in the power of psychometric 

instruments and assessment as central to their coaching practice. Family two had a greater 

proportion of coaches who stated that they always use instruments with their clients. These 

executive coaches felt instruments created greater self-awareness, greater self-development, 

and empowerment both in their client’s career goals and in their life outside work. This group 

of coaches tended to place a lower value on in-depth training around the mechanics of the 

tests they use.  
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Family three was interpreted as the skeptics regarding psychometric instrument and 

assessment use with their clients. This group of coaches all use tests in their client 

engagements, and similar to family one, tended to approach tests use judiciously. Family 

three tended to place a higher value on deeper training in psychological concepts, in the 

underpinnings of the tests they use, and valued an understanding of validity and reliability.  

The fourth viewpoint represented the viewpoint of a single participant. This 

participant loaded at a high enough significance in the factor analysis to merit examination. 

Indeed, the viewpoints of this participant provided a contrast to the three families of opinion, 

most especially in respect to a desire for event more rigorous training in psychometrics, and 

in validity and reliability.  

Research Question Two 

Research Question Two sought to ascertain the consensus items, distinguishing items, 

and highest rated items, and lowest rated items in the families that emerged with executive 

coaches viewpoints toward psychometric test and assessment use in coaching engagements.  

Conclusions and Discussion 

 As expected, the executive coaches that participated in this study held diverse 

viewpoints on psychometric instrument and assessment use in coaching engagements. Across 

all families that emerged, only two statements were held in consensus. The first consensus 

statement is “The results (or type) of a psychometric test can change over time (upon re-

testing)” (sta02). This statement ranked in the neutral range of the sorting grid across all four 

families examined. As stated above, ambivalence toward the relative permanence of results 

was a central theme that emerged from the data. Coach comments collected in the post-sort 



 

 142 

narratives frequently state that experience with clients proves that test results do, in fact, 

change over time and upon re-testing. It is safe to say, that in general, the executive coaches 

in this study felt strongly that results do change.  

 One of the concerns of the researcher that led to this choice of topic is the still 

pervasive sense that despite warnings to the contrary, tests results are often presented to 

clients as a label at best, and a stereotype at worst. It is perhaps an unavoidable consequence 

of any maneuver that seeks to reduce and simplify the unique humanity of a client that 

stereotyping is near on the cusp of what otherwise is useful information when pondered 

alongside other types of skillful growth-oriented feedback. 

Implications for Practice 

 There is strong to very strong agreement across all four factors examined in this study 

that coaches who use psychometric instruments and assessments should not have “blind 

reliance” on the results in their work with their clients (sta10: Factor One at +5, Factor Two 

at +2, Factor Three at +5, Factor Four at +4). The findings of this study point to implications 

for practice to the importance of preparation to interpret results of psychometric instrument 

and assessment beyond the training provided in the vendor provided instrument accreditation. 

All sources of information available to practicing executive coaches should be aware that 

preparation to use instruments must become part of the training that coaches receive: 

professional associations – in both coaching and psychology, graduate-school based 

education programs, commercial-based training programs, researchers of coaching methods 

and models, as well as, academic journal and trade publications.  
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Implications for Coaches 

 While the results of this study are not generalizable to executive coaches more 

broadly, the findings agree with the researcher’s experience working closely in and among 

the coaching community both as a colleague, in attendance at continuing education events, 

conferences and workshops, as a consumer of instruments, and in leadership capacity with 

the International Coach Federation that coaches do tend to cluster into the families of 

viewpoints represented in all four factors. Based on Theory of Planned Behavior, it is 

predicted that coach beliefs about the efficacy and appropriateness of instrument use in their 

client engagements would influence not only their choice of instrument, but approach to the 

circumstances they offer instruments to their clients, and even the way a coach may present 

their interpretation of results to the client. The researcher has attended instrument training 

that taught that results rarely change over time, to results will change over time and 

gradations in between. 

As stated above, implications for practice point to the need for greater consistency 

across all available sources of information and training to coaches regarding the least coaches 

need to know to insure competent and consistent use of instruments in their client 

engagements. Until such information may become more available to coaches, the implication 

for the practicing executive coach is the he or she must take up the challenge of self-

education to insure a depth of understanding about the psychometric underpinnings of the 

instruments and assessments he or she is using with clients. The industry does not as yet have 

a standard required minimum level of competency with test use among coaches. However, 

coaches have an ethical responsibility to insure their use of test data with their clients is 
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accurate and rigorous. The implication for coaches is that they must self-discipline 

themselves to learn how to use these powerful tools accurately and consistently with their 

clients. 

Within the total participant group (n=24) in this study, only one coach has more than 

twelve instrument certifications. This has profound implications for coaches in this sense: if 

not all psychometric instruments are appropriate for all applications, coaches will be tempted 

to use whatever they’ve got in a wider range of applications than may be appropriate or 

optimal for that particular instrument. Coaches have some options here: 1) coaches need to 

plan to acquire as many instrument certifications as appropriate to the type and variety of 

client engagements that they include in their practices; 2) coaches should take advantage of 

testing centers that offer a wider variety of instruments than they may be able to offer on 

their own; 3) coaches should partner with each other, or through professional associations in 

order to access a wider range of instruments and insure they fit the tool to the job. 

Implications for Clients 

 As executive coaching becomes more widespread in its accessibility to leaders and 

managers further down stream of its original C-suite application, executive coaching clients 

would do well to have a better understanding of the instruments they are being sold as part of 

their coaching engagement. Clients should ask coaches for information on the validity and 

reliability of the tests that are being used in the engagement. If the coach cannot, or will not 

provide this information, the client should hire a different coach. Clients may not realize that 

the most reputable test vendors have a commitment to transparency regarding the backend 

workings of their instruments. Most vendors publish reports that provide this type of 
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information. Clients should request these reports from the vendors used by their coach 

directly. Consumers of instrument data, whether coach or client, should be competent in their 

ability to read the minimal explanations of the workings of these tests.  

 In addition, as with the implication for coaches mentioned in the previous section, 

clients also should questions whether or not the instrument the coach has chosen is the right 

fit for the application in question. Psychometric instruments and assessments have a specific 

scope of appropriate application and not all instruments are right for every job. Clients 

should be aware that just because their coach is certified in one or two instruments could 

mean that the coach would be tempted to apply an instrument that may not be in the best 

interest of the goals of the engagements. In short, clients should do their own due diligence 

regarding the instruments that are used in their work with a coach. 

Implications for the Profession 

 Information about the psychometric underpinnings of instruments and assessments 

should be incorporated into coaching training programs, whether commercially-based or 

academically-based. In addition, coach certification processes through professional 

associations should also require a demonstration of proficiency with psychometric 

instruments and assessment, including a basic understanding of test validity and reliability. 

The American Psychological Association’s Division 13 which partners with professional 

associations of consulting psychology, should also conduct outreach and partnerships with 

non-psychology based coaching associations to insure a robust exchange of experience, 

information and training on the administration and interpretation of psychometric instrument 
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and assessment data wherever these tests are used, either inside the professions of 

psychology, or without. 

Recommendations for Research 

Recommendation One 

Research needs to be conducted to ascertain the range of opinions clients may hold 

about psychometric test and instrument use in their coaching experience. This research would 

illuminate what subjective similarities and differences may exist between the perspective of 

the coach and the perspective of the client.  

Recommendation Two 

 Research needs to be conducted to ascertain the range of opinions executive coaches 

drawn from a more random, more broadly recruited (geographically), and more 

representative of the range of types of coach practices group of coaches. Q Method software 

for the electronic sorting of statements would allow a researcher to include more overall 

participants in the study and draw from across a broader geographic range than this study 

was able to accommodate.  

Recommendation Three 

Research needs to be conducted using the Theory of Planned Behavior to validate the 

connection between what coaches believe about the instruments they use and how those 

beliefs influence their interpretation of results to their clients.  

Limitations 

 Q Methodological studies are not generalizable to larger populations. The viewpoints 

examined in this study are the viewpoints only of those executive coaches who participated 
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in this study. In addition, the executive coaches who participated in this study were drawn 

from within a tight-knit community of colleagues. This fact may influence coach opinions 

within the study’s sample toward a more homogenous viewpoint than might otherwise be 

presented in a sample drawn from a more disparate geographic scope.  
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Appendix A 
 
Key Characteristics Tests Intend to Measure 
 
Key Characteristics References 

Personality  AERA, 1999; Anderson, 2012; Atwater, 1992; Barrick & Mount, 1991; 
Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001; Bartram, 2004; Berger & Ghei, 1995; 
Borman, Hanson, & Hedge, 1997; BPS, 2012b; Campbell, 1990; Cattell, 
1943; Cherniss, Extein, Goleman, & Weissberg, 2006; Crook et al., 2011; 
EEOC, 2013; Fallaw, Kantrowitz, & Dawson, 2012; Fiala, 2000; Ghiselli, 
1973; Goggin, Rothstein, & Johnston, 1996; Guion & Gottier, 1965; Guion, 
2011; Hogan & Holland, 2003; Hogan, 2008; Hough & Oswald, 2000; Hough 
& Oswald, 2005; Jenkins, 2001; Judge, Colbert, & Illies, 2004; Lamoureux, 
2011; Lasden 1985; Lombardi, 2013; McKay, 2011; Meyer et al., 2001; 
Murphy & Shiarella, 1997; Murphy & Bartram, 2002; Murphy & 
Dzieweczynski, 2005; Murphy & Luther, 1997; Norma, 1963; Pulakos, 2005; 
Robertson & Smith, 2001; Rothstein & Goffin, 2006; Salgado, Visvesvaran, 
& Ones, 2001; SIOP, 2003; Thomason, Weeks, Bernardin, & Kane, 2011; 
Topor, Colarelli, & Han, 2007; Wolf & Jenkins, 2002 

Cognitive ability AERA, 1999; Anderson, 2012; Atwater, 1992; Barrick & Mount, 1991; 
Berger & Ghei, 1995; Borman, Hanson, & Hedge, 1997; Campbell, 1990; 
Crook et al., 2011; EEOC, 2013; Fallaw, Kantrowitz, & Dawson, 2012; 
Guion, 2011; Hough & Oswald, 2000; Hough & Oswald, 2005; Hunter & 
Hunter, 1984; Hunter & Schimdt, 1982; Jenkins, 2001; Jeanneret & Strong, 
2003; Judge, Colbert, & Illies, 2004; Lohman, 2004; Lombardi, 2013; 
McDaniel, Morgeson, Finnegan, Campion, & Braverman, 2001; McKay, 
2011; Meyer et al., 2001; Murphy, 1989; Murphy & Shiarella, 1997; Murphy 
& Bartram, 2002; Murphy & Dzieweczynski, 2005; Pulakos, 2005; Robertson 
& Smith, 2001; Rominger & Sandoval, 1998; Rothstein et al., 1990; Salgado, 
Visvesvaran, & Ones, 2001; Schmidt, 2002; Schmidt, 2012; Schmidt & 
Hunter, 1998; SIOP, 2003; Sturman, Cheramie, & Cashen, 2002; Topor, 
Colarelli, & Han, 2007; Wolf & Jenkins, 2002 

Intelligence Atwater, 1992; Berger & Ghei, 1995; Borman, Hanson, & Hedge, 1997; 
Chatman, 1991; Cherniss, Extein, Goleman, & Weissberg, 2006; Ghiselli, 
1973; Gottfredson, 1997; Jenkins, 2001; Jeanneret & Strong, 2003; Judge, 
Colbert, & Illies, 2004; McDaniel, Morgeson, Finnegan, Campion, & 
Braverman, 2001; Preckel & Thiemann, 2003; Ree, Earles, & Treachout, 
1994; Rominger & Sando 
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Appendix A (continued) 
Integrity Anderson, 2012; Bartram, 2004; Borman, Hanson, & Hedge, 1997; Fiala, 

2000; Hough & Oswald, 2000; Lasden 1985; Murphy & Bartram, 2002; 
Murphy & Dzieweczynski, 2005; Murphy & Luther, 1997; Ones, 
Viswesvaran, & Schmidt, 1993; Ones, Dilchert, Viswesvaran, & Judge, 2007; 
Pulakos, 2005; Robertson & Smith, 2001; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998; Wanek, 
1999 

Interests AERA, 1999; BPS, 2012b; Campbell, 1990; Crafts, 2012; Fallaw, Kantrowitz, 
& Dawson, 2012; Fiala, 2000; Ghiselli, 1973; Hogan, 2008; Jeanneret & 
Strong, 2003; McKay, 2011; Ones, Dilchert, Viswesvaran, & Judge, 2007   

Physical Ability   Berger & Ghei, 1995; Borman, Hanson, & Hedge, 1997; Campbell, 1990; 
EEOC, 2013; Fiala, 2000; Guion, 2011; Hoffman, 1999; Hunter & Hunter, 
1984; Hunter & Schimdt, 1982; Jeanneret & Strong, 2003; Salgado, 
Visvesvaran, & Ones, 2001; Schmidt, 2002 

Values AERA, 1999; Campbell, 1990; Chatman, 1991; Fiala, 2000; Hogan, 2008; 
Hunter & Hunter, 1984; McKay, 2011; Menjoge, 2003; Salgado, Visvesvaran, 
& Ones, 2001 General Ability & Bartram, 2004; BPS, 2012b; Berger & Ghei, 
1995; Campbell, 1990; Salgado, Visvesvaran, & Ones, 2001 

General Ability & 
Skills 

Bartram, 2004; BPS, 2012b; Berger & Ghei, 1995; Campbell, 1990; Chatman, 
1991; Crafts, 2012; Ghiselli, 1973; Jenkins, 2001; Jeanneret & Strong, 2003; 
Lamoureux, 2011 

Leadership Bartram, 2004; Judge, Colbert, & Illies, 2004; Lombardi, 2013; Ones, 
Dilchert, Viswesvaran, & Judge, 2007; Stricker & Rock, 1998 

Aptitude Barrick & Mount, 1991; Borman, Hanson, & Hedge, 1997; BPS, 2012b; 
Jenkins, 2001; Menjoge, 2003; Rominger & Sandoval, 1998  

Teamwork McKay, 2011; Murphy & Shiarella, 1997; O’Neill, Goffin, & Gellatly, 2012; 
Ones, Dilchert, Viswesvaran, & Judge, 2007 

Person Organization 
Fit 

Borman, Hanson, & Hedge, 1997; Chatman, 1991; Fallaw, Kantrowitz, & 
Dawson, 2012 

Situational 
Judgment 

Pulakos, 2005; Fallaw, Kantrowitz, & Dawson, 2012; McDaniel et al., 200 

Emotional 
Intelligence 

Cherniss, Extein, Goleman, & Weissberg, 2006; Robertson & Smith, 2001 

Skills Berger & Ghei, 1995; Campbell, 1990 
Adaptability Guion, 2011; Lasden, 1985 
Competency Bartram, 2004 
Sales Ability McKay, 2011 
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Appendix B 
 
Decision Criteria Practitioners Should Consider When Choosing Instruments 
 
Decision Criteria References 

Personality  Aquinis & Smith, 2007; AERA, 1999; Anderson, 2012; Borman, Hanson, 
& Hedge, 1997; Campbell, 1990; Fiala, 2000; Furnham, 2008; Furnham & 
Jackson, 2011; Ghiselli, 1973; Guion, 2011; Hough & Oswald, 2005; 
Hunter & Schmidt, 1982; ITC, 2000; Jenkins, 2001; Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 
2009; Kemery, Mossholder, & Roth, 1987; Lamoureux, 2011; Lombardi, 
2013; McDaniel et al., 2001; McKay, 2011; Meyer et al., 2001; Murphy & 
Shiarella, 1997; Murphy & Bartram, 2002; Murphy & Dziewecznski, 2005; 
Ones, Visvesvaran, & Schmidt, 1993; Ones, Dilchert, Viswesvaran, & 
Judge, 2007; Outtz, 2002; Robertson & Smith, 2001; Rothstein, Schmidt, 
Erwin, Owens, & Sparks, 1990; Rothstein & Goffin, 2006; SIOP, 2003; 
Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991; Wolf & Jenkins, 2002   

Validity-Criterion   Berger & Ghei, 1995; BPS, 2012b; Fiala, 2000; Guion, 2011; Kaplan & 
Saccuzzo, 2009; McKay, 2011; Ones, Visvesvaran, & Schmidt, 1993; 
O’Neill, Goffin, & Gellatly, 2012; Pulakos, 2005; Rominger & Sandoval, 
1998; Salgado, Viswesvaran, & Ones, 2001; Wanek, 1999 

Validity-Content Berger & Ghei, 1995; BPS, 2012b; Fiala, 2000; Guion, 2011; Kaplan & 
Saccuzzo, 2009; Pulakos, 2005; Rominger & Sandoval, 1998 

Validity-Construct Berger & Ghei, 1995; BPS, 2012b; Buros, 2013; Fiala, 2000; Guion, 2011; 
Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 2009; Rominger  & Sandoval, 1998; Salgado, 
Viswesvaran, & Ones, 2001 

Validity Generalization Anderson, 2012; Borman, Hanson, & Hedge, 1997; Campbell, 1990; 
Kemery, Mossholder, & Roth, 1987; Murphy, 2003; Pearlman, Schmidt, & 
Hunter, 1980; Rominger & Sandoval, 1998; Schmidt, 2012; SIOP, 2003 

Reliability-General Anderson, 2012; Borman, Hanson, & Hedge, 1997; BPS, 2012b; Fiala, 
2000; Guion, 2011; Hough & Oswald, 2005; ITC, 2000; Kaplan & 
Saccuzzo, 2009; Lombardi, 2013; McKay, 2011; O’Neill, Goffin, & 
Gellatly, 2012; SIOP, 2003; Wolf & Jenkins, 2002   

Reliability-Alternate 
Forms 

AERA, 1999; Berger & Ghei, 1995; BPS, 2012b; Buros, 2013; Fiala, 2000; 
SIOP, 2003 

Reliability-Test/Retest AERA, 1999; Berger & Ghei, 1995; BPS, 2012b; Buros, 2013; Fiala, 2000; 
Pearman, 2013; Wanek, 1999 

Reliability-Internal 
Consistency 

ERA, 1999; Berger & Ghei, 1995; BPS, 2012b; Buros, 2013; Fiala, 2000; 
Pearman, 2013; Wanek, 1999   

Reliability-Interrater SIOP, 2003 
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Appendix B (continued) 
Legal 
Considerations/Adverse 
Impact (includes 
publisher legal case) 

Anderson, 2012; Fiala, 2000; Furnham, 2008; Houran & Lange, 2006; 
Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Hunter & Schmidt, supporting user in event of 
1982; Kohl, 1983; Landon & Avery, 2007; Lasden, 1985; Menjoge, 2003; 
Murphy & Bartram, 2002; Murphy & Dziewecznski, 2005; Ones, 
Visvesvaran, & Schmidt, 1993; Outtz, 2002; Pulakos, 2005; Risvay & 
Hausdorf, 2011; Robertson & Smith, 2001; Rominger & Sandoval, 1998; 
Sharf & Jones, 2000; Wanek, 1999; Zemke, 1983 

Costs AERA, 1999; Berger & Ghei, 1995; Fiala, 2000; Furnham,  
2008; Furnham & Jackson, 2011; ITC, 2000; Jenkins, 2001;  
Meyer et al., 2001; Murphy & Shiarella, 1997; Murphy & Bartram, 2002; 
Pulakos, 2005; SIOP, 2003; Wanek, 1999; Wolf & Jenkins, 2002 

Psychometric Qualities 
of Paper-and-Pencil 
Tests 

ITC, 2005; Meade, Michels, & Lautenschlager, 2007; Electronic Tests 
Compared to Naglieri et al., 2004; Preckel & Thiemann, 2003; Weigold, 
Weigold, & Russell, 2013 

Measurement Error 
Specified 

AERA, 1999; Fiala, 2000; Guion, 2011; Kemery, Mossholder, & Roth, 
1987; Mendoza & Mumford, 1987 

Security of Test 
Materials 

AERA, 1999; BPS, 2012b; Buros, 2013; Naglieri et al., 2004; Sharf & 
Jones, 2000; SIOP, 2003; Wolf & Jenkins, 2002 

Sampling Method 
Stated Clearly (includes 
sample size) 

AERA, 1999; BPS, 2012b; Buros, 2013; Guion, 2011 

Test Grounded in 
Appropriate 
Theoretical Framework 

AERA, 1999; Buros, 2013 

Reasonable 
Accommodations 
Provided for Disability 
and Limited Language 
Proficiency 

AERA, 1999; Fiala, 2000; ITC, 2005 

Clear Instructions 
Provided for Test Taker 

AERA, 1999 

Training Provided for 
Test Administration, 
Scoring, and 
Interpretation 

AERA, 1999; Berger & Ghei, 1995; Fiala, 2000; Lombardi, 2013; SIOP, 
2003 

Confidentiality AERA, 1999; Fiala, 2000; ITC, 2005; Naglieri et al., 2004; Wolf & 
Jenkins, 2002 

Testing Time/Length of 
Test 

AERA, 1999; Guion, 2011; ITC, 2000; SIOP, 2003; Wanek, 1999 
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Appendix B (continued) 
Evaluation of Test 
Publisher, Number of 
Years in Business, 
Credibility, etc. 

Berger & Ghei, 1995; Houran & Lange, 2006 

Test Manual Provided BPS, 2012b; Fiala, 2000; Houran & Lange, 2006; ITC, 2000; Pearman, 
2013 

Rationale for Item 
Selection 

Buros, 2013 

Intended Use of Results 
(classification, 
prediction, cause, 
explanation) 

Buros, 2013 

Test Administration 
Replicates Conditions 
in Which Test was 
Validated 

Buros, 2013; Fiala, 2000; SIOP, 2003 

Test Reporting Method 
and Interpretation 

Buros, 2013 

Test Reviewed by 
Mental Measurements 
Yearbook 

Fiala, 2000; Houran & Lange, 2006; Wanek, 1999 
 

Similarity of Reference 
Group to Target 
Group/Test Sample 
Population Mirrors 
Candidates Being 
Assessed 

Fiala, 2000; ITC, 2000; Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 2009; SIOP, 2003; Wanek, 
1999 
 

Interpretation Method 
Used (Norm referenced 
versus criterion 
referenced) 

Fiala, 2000 

Quality of Service and 
Support From Test   
Producer 

Lombardi, 2013 
 

Response Format SIOP, 2003   
 

Medium Used SIOP, 2003; Wanek, 1999 
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Appendix C 
 

Concourse of Opinion Statements 

Theme* Concourse 
Code 

Concourse 
Statement 

WI C01 Psychometric tests can have a positive impact on beginning a 
coaching conversation. 

WI C02 Psychometric tests can have a positive impact on understanding 
differences. 

WI C03 Psychometric tests can be a useful agent of change. 
IE C04 Psychometric tests can be time consuming and expensive. 
WI C05 Psychometric tests can empower individuals, not just in the 

workplace but in all aspects of their lives. 
IE C06 Psychometric tests can be intimidating. 
IE C07 Psychometric tests can have the potential to damage client 

relationships. 
IK/C C08 It is important to use psychometric tests that required 

accreditation to administer. 
WI C09 Using psychometric tests in coaching can increase a coachee's 

self-awareness. 
WI C10 Using psychometric tests in coaching can increase a coachee's 

self-development. 
WI C11 Psychometric tests provide a common language. 
WI C12 Psychometric tests could develop an appreciation of different 

personality types in the workplace. 
WI C13 Use of psychometric tests encourages self-reflection. 
WI C14 Use of psychometric tests raises awareness in the coach. 
WI C15 Use of psychometric tests raises awareness in the coachee. 
WI C16 Psychometric tests are good tools for people who have no self-

awareness at all. 
IE C17 Some of the available psychometric tests focus on weaknesses. 
CP C18 I always use psychometric tests as part of my coaching process. 
CP C19 I sometimes use psychometric tests as part of my coaching 

process. 
CP C20 My use of psychometric tests as a part of my coaching process 

depends on the coachee's attitude toward the test. 
WI C21 I introduce psychometric tests as a part of my coaching process 

only if the coachee feels it will be of value. 
IE C22 Sometimes psychometric tests make people feel uncomfortable. 
WI C23 Psychometric test data will help a coachee have a better 

understanding of themselves. 
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Appendix C (continued) 
WI C24 Psychometric test data will help a coachee have a better 

understanding of themselves only if it is something they're going 
to accept as valid. 

CP C25 It is not always appropriate to introduce psychometric tests into 
the coaching process. 

IE C26 The results (or type) of a psychometric test can change over time 
(upon re-testing). 

IE C27 The results (or type) of a psychometric test will never change 
over time (upon re-testing). 

IE C28 The results (or type) of a psychometric test is bound to change as 
the coachee develops a better sense of self-awareness and 
therefore a better sense of true type. 

CP C29 Coachees should have the opportunity for self-development once 
they are given the results of a psychometric test. 

CP C30 Stereotyping a coachee's behavior after a psychometric test 
might be a potential problem. 

CP C31 It is wrong for a coach to have "blind reliance" on psychometric 
test results (or type). 

IE C32 When the coach is vigilant about managing the potential to 
stereotype a coachee's behavior after the administration of a 
psychometric test, actual stereotyping is reduced. 

IK/C C33 My accreditation for the instruments I use was self-funded. 
IK/C C34 My accreditation for the instruments I use was funded by 

another entity (employer, former employer, hiring organization, 
etc.). 

IE C35 The cost of accreditation for psychometric tests is a barrier for 
adoption. 

WI C36 The psychometric tests I use are requested by the hiring 
organization. 

WI C37 The printed information provided by psychometric tests is an 
important "product" in the coaching process and/or engagement. 

WI C38 The printed reports associated with psychometric tests are 
important to the coachee. 

WI C39 The printed reports associated with psychometric tests are 
important to the hiring organization. 

WI C40 Use of psychometric tests could be a means of providing 
tangible evidence that a staff development program is in place in 
the hiring organization. 

IE C41 Psychometric tests are not always carried out in a way that 
contributes to coachee's understanding of themselves and their 
impact on others. 

WI C42 Psychometric tests are sometimes offered as a "treat." 
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WI C43 Intensive coaching with the use of psychometric tests is only 

being offered to leaders. 
WI C44 Psychometric tests paired with coaching are sometimes offered 

to senior executives as a "perk." 
CP C45 Some leaders I coach have "boxfuls" of profiles. 
WI C46 Psychometric tests are often provided as part of the executive 

package. 
IK/C C47 A coach's understanding of the process of business is more 

important than knowledge of specific psychometric tests. 
IK/C C48 A coach's understanding of psychological concepts is more 

important than knowledge of specific psychometric tests. 
IK/C C49 Qualifying in the use of a psychometric test gives the coach 

some understanding of psychology. 
IK/C C50 Having had regular therapy gives the coach some understanding 

of psychology which is useful when administering psychometric 
tests. 

CP C51 No one should coach without some psychological insight. 
WI C52 Psychological knowledge is as important as using psychometric 

tests. 
IK/C C53 Psychological knowledge should be incorporated into coach 

training. 
IK/C C54 Coaches should understand the intricacies of personality. 
CP C55 Coaches that use psychometric tests should not offer services 

that lie outside their competence. 
WI C56 The use of psychometric tests can bring deep behavioral insight 

into a coaching relationship. 
WI C57 Using psychometric tests increases self-awareness. 
WI C58 Use of psychometric tests helps the coach understand his/her 

own strengths and weaknesses. 
WI C59 Use of psychometric tests gives the coach a better understanding 

of how his/her own personal style affects the coaching process. 
CP C60 Without self-awareness and self-management, the coach's 

personality will muddy the water for the coachee. 
WI C61 Psychometric tests contribute to the coach's self-awareness, but 

so do career and life experiences. 
IK/C C62 The coach's accreditation in the psychometric test is sufficient to 

insure the test will be administered correctly. 
IK/C C63 A couple of days in a certification course is sufficient training to 

administer a psychometric test. 
IK/C C64 Supervision of the administration of psychometric tests should 

be encouraged. 
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IK/C C65 Supervision of the administration of psychometric tests insures 

safety for the contracting of the client and for the coach. 
IK/C C66 Supervision of the administration of psychometric tests 

encourages good practice. 
CP C67 "Psychological mindedness" should be a standard proficiency in 

executive coaching. 
IE C68 Psychological knowledge involved in the use of psychometric 

tests is as important as the knowledge of the tests themselves. 
CP C69 Being able to use psychometric tests in my coaching practice is 

enough on its own. I do not need psychological knowledge. 
IE C70 One of the most important aspects of any assessment process is 

the credibility of the results. 
WI C71 "Assessments make work and life more meaningful for 

individuals and organizations with greater insight and true 
perspective." 

WI C72 "There is no limit to where insights can take you." 
WI C73 Assessments "are an effective way to analyze the leadership 

practices and culture of a group and identify their strengths and 
developmental needs." 

WI C74 An assessment profile " tells the story of the leadership patterns 
within a team or a group creating a blueprint for training needs 
analysis and team development." 

CP C75 In my executive coaching practice, I use assessments to "assess 
the variety of leadership cultures that exist within a large 
organization." 

CP C76 In my executive coaching practice, I use assessments to help 
businesses "prepare for a major organizational change initiative." 

CP C77 In my executive coaching practice, I would use assessments to 
help businesses "identify similarities and differences of 
leadership cultures during mergers and acquisitions." 

CP C78 In my executive coaching practice, I use assessments to help 
businesses "determine the gap between the current leadership 
culture and the desired leadership culture." 

IE C79 Assessment reports include "motivational considerations to 
provide additional insights into what inspires and drives the 
individual to do his or her best work" thereby acting as an 
effective tool to help improve organizational performance. 

WI C80 Assessment "reports can also provide concise analyses of the 
individual's fit to the role" within an organization to optimize 
group performance. 
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WI C81 Assessment "reports can also provide concise analyses of the 

individual's fit to the role" within an organization to optimize 
individual performance. 

CP C82 I choose which assessments(s) to administer on a case-by-case 
basis based on the level of intervention required. 

IK/C C83 Understanding the technical and psychometric underpinnings of 
the instruments is important. 

IK/C C84 I feel confident that I always understand "the technical and 
psychometric underpinnings of the instruments" I use in my 
executive coaching practices. 

IK/C C85 I will not use an assessment if I do not understand "the technical 
and psychometric underpinnings" behind the instrument. 

IK/C C86 If I do not feel my understanding of the psychometric 
underpinnings behind an instrument for which I am certified is 
sufficient, I will make an effort to self-educate in order to best 
help my coachees. 

IK/C C87 It is important to the integrity of the profession for executive 
coaches to continue self-education pertaining to assessments 
they administer. 

IK/C C88 It is important to the integrity of the profession for executive 
coaches to continue self-education pertaining to assessments 
they do not administer. 

IK/C C89 Certification workshops allow sufficient time to "practice 
providing detailed interpretation and analysis of assessment 
results." 

IK/C C90 After practicing "providing detailed interpretation and analysis 
of assessment results" during certification, I feel 100% confident 
in administering an assessment and accurately interpreting the 
results/ OR I feel ready to use the assessment with my clients. 

IE C91 In general, assessments "are flexible and easy to use." 
CP C92 "Choosing the right assessment tool" is essential for successful 

coaching practices within an organization. 
IE C93 If administered and interpreted properly, an assessment can be 

successful in "identifying skill gaps" and also in "recognizing 
strengths and ways to leverage them." 

CP C94 As a coach, I feel powerful in knowing how to leverage a 
coachee's strengths and/or weaknesses. 

CP C95 Personal preferences affect coaching relationships & outcomes. 
CP C96 As a coach, one must "adapt their coaching style to individual 

personalities, learning styles & circumstances." 
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WI C97 The use of psychometric tests in a group setting motivates 

"employees to increase engagement & build trust," thereby 
"improving peer relationships & practices." 

IE C98 The use of psychometric tests in a group setting maximizes team 
performance. 

CP C99 Anyone can learn or possess "the leadership skills necessary to 
coach and develop others." 

WI C100 People don't always fit in a box. 
IE C101 "Assessments predict performance." 
IE C102 Assessing normal personality gives you valuable insight into 

how people work, how they lead, and how successful they will 
be. 

CP C103 I will try to steer a coachee toward or away from certain roles 
(i.e.: leadership, management, sales, etc.) based on the results of 
a psychometric or personality assessment. 

IE C104 Assessments indicate a coachee's overall potential for success 
within a role/organization. 

IE C105 Assessments indicate a coachee's capacity for development. 
CP C106 If an assessment indicates a coachee has a low potential for 

development, the coachee cannot possibly develop further. 
IE C107 Assessment tools are powerful. 
IE C108 Instruments are validated, reliable and research based. 
IE C109 Instruments "measure what they are intending and yield 

consistent, reproducible results." 
IE C110 Instruments "systematically relate to the underlying behaviors, 

traits, or attitudes they purport to measure." 
CP C111 Assessment reports "yield useful information, and the results are 

presented in a clear and understandable manner." 
IE C112 In interpreting an assessment report for a coachee, the goal of 

the coach should be to take "participants through a process of 
learning and self-discovery." 

IE C113 To maximize effectiveness, coaches should use multiple 
feedback instruments with their coachee. 

CP C114 Being an effective coach "requires a self-awareness of one's own 
values and beliefs." 

IK/C C115 Videos are an effective training tool when learning how to 
administer assessments and interpret results. 

IK/C C116 Group exercises are effective training tools when learning how 
to administer assessments and interpret results. 

CP C117 A coach's job is to encourage "an honest examination of their 
beliefs and behaviors." 
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CP C118 A coach will be more successful if he/she honestly examines 

his/her own beliefs and behaviors. 
IE C119 "Awareness precedes change." 

IK/C C120 eLearning modules and web conferences provide sufficient 
training for assessment certification. 

IK/C C121 Knowledge of behavioral concepts and the human condition is 
necessary in using psychometric tests. 

CP C122 Although an individual may adopt other styles/behaviors than 
what is indicated in assessment results, in my experience, the 
report can lead a coachee to box him/herself in according to the 
assessment results. 

IE C123 Each of us learns in different ways. 
IE C124 Understanding how other people learn… helps us to bring out 

the best in them. 
CP C125 Coaching is about building relationships that help others to learn 

and change. 
CP C126 The ability to coach others can make all the difference to the 

success of a team. 
CP C127 Executive coaching is meant to help "professionals and leaders 

to understand themselves better." 
IE C128 Psychometric and general assessments used by coaches are 

"robust diagnostic tools." 
IK/C C129 In becoming certified, "learning together with a friend or 

colleague leads to a deeper and richer learning experience." 
IK/C C130 "Online Training" by itself is sufficient for certification in any 

given psychometric assessment. 
IK/C C131 "Live Training" by itself is sufficient for certification in any 

given psychometric assessment. 
IK/C C132 As a coach, the opportunity given during the certification 

process/training to "'practice' or 'apply' what [I have] learned" is 
sufficient. 

IK/C C133 As a coach, the opportunity given during the certification 
process/training to "'practice' or 'apply' what [I have] learned" 
leaves me extremely confident in my ability to then go and 
administer an assessment for a profit. 

CP C134 Everyone is coachable. 
CP C135 I am inclined to invest in a more cost-effective 

assessment/certification over one I feel is more beneficial but is 
more expensive. 

CP C136 I am more likely to use an assessment that requires certification 
than an assessment that does not require certification. 
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CP C137 Building in a means for my executive coaching clients to 

provide feedback is important. 
CP C138 Instruments should be available to individuals with little-to-no 

psychological knowledge for self-assessment. 
CP C139 The accessibility of an instrument to the general population has 

no impact on its validity or credibility. 
CP C140 The higher the accessibility of an instrument to the general 

population, the less likely I am to use it in my executive 
coaching practices; OR I am less likely to use an instrument that 
is made readily available to the general population for 
consumption. 

CP C141 Emotional intelligence is an important quality for a coach to 
possess. 

CP C142 An emotionally intelligent coach is more likely to be successful 
than a coach without emotional intelligence. 

CP C143 Successful coaching practices depend on feedback from the 
coachee. 

WI C144 It is beneficial to us multiple assessments on a coachee. 
WI C145 Multiple assessments used together act as puzzle pieces to 

determine the makeup of a whole person. 
WI C146 It is beneficial to use multiple assessments on coachees, even if 

those assessments are similar. 
WI C147 If using multiple assessments, it is better to use an array of tests 

(different types, purposes, result profiles, etc.). 
WI C148 If using multiple assessments, one does not need to run similar 

tests as there can be no discrepancies in the results from 
assessment to assessment. 

CP C149 Coaching should be a regulated profession with an overhead 
organization such as the American Bar Association or American 
Medical Association for other professions. 

CP C150 There should be more regulation of the coaching profession. 
WI C151 Assessments help individuals "gain insights about themselves 

and how they interact with others—and improve how they 
communicate, learn, and work." 

WI C152 Any assessment "provides a powerful framework for building 
better relationships, driving positive change, harnessing 
innovation, and achieving excellence." 

CP C153 I find an assessment more trustworthy if it is "easy to grasp." 
WI C154 An assessment should be insightful and thought-provoking. 
CP C155 I am more likely to select and use a psychometric instrument or 

assessment if it is distributed and well-known. 
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IE C156 All psychometric instruments and assessments should produce 

tangible results. 
CP C157 In my executive coaching practices, I favor psychometric 

assessments or instruments that can be used "for a wide range of 
applications." 

CP C158 If utilizing one psychometric assessment or instrument on a 
client, it is better to select one that "is ideal for a wide range of 
applications" rather than an assessment or instrument that will 
yield more specific results. 

CP C159 If using multiple psychometric assessments and/or instruments 
on a client, it is beneficial to use a combination of those that are 
"ideal for a wide range of applications" as well as those that may 
yield more specific results. 

CP C160 When using psychometric instruments with a team, a primary 
goal of the assessment use is to improve "team development." 

CP C161 The implementation of psychometric instruments/assessment 
within a team "helps ease communication among team 
members." 

CP C162 The implementation of psychometric instruments/assessment 
within a team helps to identify strengths and weaknesses among 
team members, and "create action plans for improved 
performance." 

WI C163 Psychometric instruments/assessments help with "leadership 
development." 

WI C164 Psychometric instruments/assessments may help with 
"leadership development," but cannot turn someone into a 
leader. 

CP C165 In my experience with interpreting the results of psychometric 
instruments, most, if not all, leaders are likely to exhibit similar 
personality types, traits, or behaviors. 

WI C166 The use of psychometric instruments in executive coaching 
helps with "conflict management." 

CP C167 Though psychometric instruments may help with "team 
development," "leadership development," "conflict 
management," "stress management," and "career transition and 
planning," they are only effective at doing so if participants are 
open-minded to the experience and the results. 

CP C168 If using a psychometric instrument to aid in career transitioning 
and planning, the results enable me to accurately and effectively 
guide individuals toward or away certain career choices. 
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CP C169 In my executive coaching practices, I have confidently 

encouraged people toward certain career choices and/or away 
from others based on the results of a psychometric assessment. 

CP C170 In my executive coaching practices, I like to use psychometric 
assessments and instruments that provide "a common language 
for how we interact with the world and each other." 

WI C171 Psychometric instruments and assessments provide a broad 
overview or understanding of an individual. 

WI C172 Psychometric instruments and assessments are able to identify 
idiosyncrasies and "many different facets of type that make each 
individual unique." 

CP C173 In choosing a psychometric instrument or assessment, I consider 
the time it will take my client to complete. 

CP C174 I am more likely to select and use a psychometric instrument or 
assessment if it is not very time consuming for my client (under 
40 minutes to complete). 

CP C175 I prioritize other criteria over estimated completion time when 
selecting a psychometric assessment to administer; however, 
estimated completion time is still a factor in my decision-making 
process. 

CP C176 Completion time for an assessment is not included in my criteria 
for assessment/instrument selection. 

IK/C C177 Practitioners should be required to verify "their educational 
and/or professional license eligibility" before being allowed to 
purchase and utilize psychometric instruments. 

IK/C C178 Coaches should only be considered eligible to purchase and use 
psychometric instruments if they "hold a master's or doctoral 
degree in psychology or a related field and/or hold a specific 
state license or national or state certification." 

IK/C C179 Eligibility requirements help ensure that each practitioner fully 
understands the best and most ethical way to administer, 
interpret, and apply psychometric instruments/assessments. 

CP C180 In my executive coaching practices, I explicitly inform the 
individuals with whom I am working "of the purpose for taking" 
a psychometric instrument and that "they must take it 
voluntarily." 

CP C181 In my executive coaching practices, I explicitly inform my 
clients that employees cannot be forced to take a psychometric 
instrument. 

CP C182 Psychometric instruments "should not be used to select or limit 
anyone on the basis of type." 
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CP C183 Results of psychometric instruments "belong to the individual 

client" and "are confidential" and cannot be shared with anyone 
without the individual client's consent. 

CP C184 No matter the scenario, in interpreting the results of a 
psychometric instrument, "type descriptions and definitions need 
to be given without bias or stereotyping, with the preferences 
and types presented as normal differences." 

IE C185 Psychometric instruments cannot have gained popularity without 
having a reputation for being effective. 

CP C186 The use of assessments in a group setting "acts as a springboard 
for conversation and team building." 

CP C187 I am more inclined to invest in psychometric assessments and 
instruments that come with supplemental materials, such as 
"integrated video," "experiential learning activities," 
"PowerPoint slides," or "support handouts." 

CP C188 I am more inclined to invest in or select a psychometric 
instrument if its results are presented in an aesthetically pleasing 
manner. 

CP C189 In my executive coaching experience, clients seem more 
receptive to the interpretation of assessment results if the data is 
presented in an aesthetically pleasing manner, making use of 
different colors, graphs or other strong visual aids. 

IK/C C190 Coaches who use instruments of any kind with their clients 
should take an academic course in measurement to insure a 
working knowledge of validity and reliability. 

*Theme Legend:  
WI Why Instruments 
IE Instrument Effectiveness 

IK/C Instrument Knowledge/Certification 
CP Coaching Practice 
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Appendix D 

Research Timeline 

Milestone Date 
Comprehensive Exam Passed December 23, 2016 
Sent Proposal to Committee February 1, 2017 
Proposal Defense February 13, 2017 
IRB Submission August 16, 2017 
IRB Approval August 28, 2017 
Invitation Sent to Participant Group One August 28, 2017 
Data Collection – Participant Group One September 1 – 6, 2017 
Invitation Sent to Participant Group Two September 4 – 8, 2017 
Data Collection – Participant Group Two September 11 – 20, 2017 
Analyze Data September 20 – 30, 2017 
Dissertation Submitted to Committee October 10, 2017 
Dissertation Defense October 24, 2017 
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Research Announcement 



 

 193 

Appendix F 

Invitation Email to Expert Executive Coach Educators – Participant Group One 

 

 
 



 

 194 

Appendix G 

Invitation Letter to P-Set Participants – Participant Group Two 
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Appendix H 

Informed Consent Form for Research – Participant Group One 
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Appendix I 

Informed Consent Form for Research - Participant Group Two 
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Appendix J 

Expert Executive Coach Educator Interview Questions – Participant Group One 
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Appendix K 

Q Sort Instructional Scrip – Participant Group Two 
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Appendix L 

Demographic Survey – All Participants in All Groups 
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