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Abstract

The purpose of this research was to investigate the impact that a team coach practitioner has on
feelings of cohesion on a newly formed virtual team. The study is focused on the experience of
seven participants, all members of a senior leadership team in a regional financial services
company, who participated in a three-month long team coaching intervention. Each participant
took part in a semi-structured in-depth interview that emphasized uncovering the specific nuance
of their experience. Employing a transcendental phenomenological approach, the interview
transcripts were analyzed and a composite textural-structural statement was created about the
essence of this experience. The study found that the team coach practitioner impacted the level of
participation, the formation of interpersonal connections, and strengthened psychological safety.
These findings imply that practitioners would benefit from taking an active role in coaching
interventions, ensuring that their influence is directed for the benefit of the team.

Keywords: team coaching, transcendental phenomenology, team cohesion, virtual teams, team

performance, psychological safety.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Team coaching is a quickly growing sub-discipline of the coaching profession. Coaching,
as an industry, has been experiencing consistent growth over the past decade and, according to
the International Coach Federation (ICF) (2023), reached a peak of “99,100 active coaching
practitioners” in 2023 (p. 5). This increase has led to an increase in public scrutiny over the
validity and effectiveness of coaching interventions as a whole and team coaching interventions
in particular. The coaching industry may struggle with this challenge to its legitimacy due to a
wide variety of ways in which practitioners become practicing coaches. This many-varied path to
practice is compounded by the current lack of a single governing body providing overarching
guidance for both practitioners and the public (Bachrikova & Lawton Smith, 2015). This study
demonstrates the impact and increases the legitimacy of team coaching interventions.

Research into the effectiveness of teams is an established academic field with a robust body
of literature primarily authored by industrial organizational psychologists such as Richard
Hackman (2002, 2005, 2011a, 2011b, 2012) and Ruth Wageman (2005, 2008). This field
attempts to identify the key inputs to highly effective teams and has resulted in the publication of
a number of different team development instruments, some of which, such as the Team
Diagnostic Survey (TDS) from Wageman and Hackman (2005), have proven to be empirically
valid. Team coaching research, in contrast, is still in its infancy, relying heavily on the existing
instruments from the team effectiveness field, emphasizing quantitative team outputs, and
focusing on research subjects where the coaching was delivered by the team’s leader (Peters &
Carr, 2019). A gap exists in the team coaching literature, both for subjects where the coaching is
delivered by a practitioner external to the team, and for studies of the individual qualitative

experience, rather than quantitative outputs, of the team coaching intervention.
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The aim of this study was to investigate the specific impact of a team coach practitioner on
feelings of team cohesion during an intervention with a newly formed virtual team. As a
practicing team coach, I was particularly interested in the narratives that I expected to uncover
from my subjects through this study. Through my work I have often witnessed the complex
nature of team dynamics and the factors that contribute to a team’s success. Because of this
previous experience I approached my study from the social constructivist paradigm. I have also
seen first-hand the significance that narratives hold in the sensemaking activities of my clients.
These narratives have helped my clients ground their sense of self through times of change,
shifting priorities, and the adoption of new teams. Narratives have been shown to be a legitimate
form of sensemaking both for individuals and organizations (Brown et al., 2008). Including the
narrative experience of team members in my study aligns to my personal values of justice and
equity by including the individual experience that exists inside of a team. The existing studies of
team coaching had not concerned themselves with this aspect of the experience of team
coaching, instead focusing on the change in outputs from the team. In contrast, this study was
influenced by the theory of transcendental phenomenology in order to uncover the essence of
this individual experience.

To accomplish this, I identified a newly formed virtual senior leadership team of seven
members from inside of a regional financial services company with a geographically dispersed
workforce. The organization was undergoing wide transformation which increased the ease of
finding a suitable subject team. I began the research by administering a team coaching
intervention, employing a psychometric assessment, and utilizing a structured approach to
forming team norms and clarifying the team’s objectives that took approximately three months.

After completing the intervention I interviewed each individual member of the subject team



using a semi-structured approach, recording the interviews and creating transcripts. I analyzed
the transcripts using the qualitative research software NVivo, finally creating a composite
textural-structural description of the team coaching phenomenon.

The following chapter explores three main areas of literature relevant to the research
question. First is the body of literature related to team effectiveness, which provides insight into
the factors that affect team performance, the influence of timelines on team development,
considerations for team cohesion, and the specific needs of virtual teams. The second area of
literature reviewed is from the field of team coaching and is concerned about the definitions of
team coaching, measurement of the effectiveness of team coaching interventions, and the
challenges of professionalization for the industry. Finally, the third area of literature reviewed
concerns the ways in which individual experience effects collective sensemaking and its role that
in the conceptualization of an experience. The conclusions found in this literature provide
important context and knowledge for the ways in which coaching practitioners may measure the
impact of their work. The current instruments most commonly used to measure the success of a
team are empirically sound but they lack the specificity to isolate the impact of the coach,
particularly at the temporal beginning of a team’s development. This study contributes important
answers about the impact of a team coach and contributes to the ongoing professionalization of

the industry.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
The existing literature that studied the impact of coaching interventions that I reviewed
for this proposal fell into three categories. The first category explored themes of team
effectiveness. Much of this research has roots in the fields of team development and industrial
organizational psychology and explored the ways in which teams form and the factors that lead
to their success. The second category explored the growing field of team coaching. This body of
literature is concerned with what sets team coaching apart from other coaching interventions and
how the effectiveness of team coaching interventions might be assessed. Many of the
foundational concepts from the first category inform what we know about team coaching but fall
short on solving the assessment problem. The final category of literature I explored was
concerned with the ways in which humans conceptualize and make sense of their experiences.
This literature offers some insight into ways in which coaching practitioners might measure their
impact on individuals and teams, in addition to the existing models from the field of team
effectiveness.
Team Effectiveness
This first category of literature is focused on the effectiveness of teams and much of it has
been conducted by psychologists. The theories and interventions put forward here have had a
lasting impression on the field of team coaching. In fact, many of the key researchers referenced
in this section have also contributed to the body of team coaching literature. The themes that
emerged from this category of literature include the components of team development,
considerations for team cohesion, the impacts of timing on team development, and the challenges

faced by virtual teams.
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The potential to increase organizational effectiveness and profitability has led to a robust
body of research exploring the factors that lead to high performance in teams. One early and
significant contribution to the field was Bruce Tuckman’s (1965) Developmental sequence in
small groups. His initial model breaks the development cycle of a group or team into distinct
stages across its lifetime from forming through storming, norming, and performing. In his article,
“Stages of Small-Group Development Revisited”, Tuckman (1977) added a fifth and final stage,
adjourning. In the same article he considers the differentiation in factors that affect group
development primarily noting that both “task and interpersonal dimensions play a substantial role
in the way groups develop” (p. 421). Tuckman’s model remains an influential theory on the
study of team effectiveness and continues to provide a structure against which to measure the
growth of a team. However, some researchers have proposed different models through which we
can view and measure team effectiveness. Connie Gersick’s (1988; 1991) punctuated equilibrium
model offers another theory of change that addresses Tuckman’s distinction between task and
interpersonal dimensions. Her model suggests that teams tend to settle into established ways of
working quickly after formation and remain in this state until a temporal mid-point is reached
upon which the team undergoes a dramatic shift in their task processes. This change in task
approach then remains relatively stable until the conclusion of their allotted time when they
undergo a final shift to finish their work and transition out of the group (1988; 1991). Later,
reflecting on how thirty years of research has influenced her understanding of punctuated
equilibrium, Gersick (2020) highlights how the model can help to uncover the deep structures
governing the stability of groups and how this understanding can lead to better team

interventions.
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The influence from Gersick’s finding can be seen throughout the team effectiveness field.
However, some researchers have questioned the punctuated equilibrium model. Seers and
Woodruff (1997) argue that punctuated equilibrium has more to do with task deadline than with
group and team development. They witnessed the mid-point transition in both teams collectively
working on tasks and with individuals performing tasks solo and found that a mid-point
transition occurs for each task a team undertakes, even when these tasks are assigned
concurrently with different timelines. Waller et al. (2002) also investigated Gersick’s punctuated
equilibrium model by testing for the mid-point transition on teams with both stable and changing
deadlines. While the mid-point transition was present in all groups in the study, more attention
was paid to the time for groups with changing deadlines. Chang et al. (2003), attempted to
reconcile the punctuated and linear development models and found that both were often present
in teams, linear models when considering social bonds and connection and punctuated models
when considering task approach. Their findings suggest that both linear and punctuated models
could be useful in conjunction with each other. Kozlowski et al. (2009) also found that an
integrated view of linear and punctuated models may be beneficial for practitioners. In their
studies they observed “a linear process punctuated by phase transitions as members acquire skills
and transition to the acquisition of more complex skills” (p. 120). The studies from Chang et al
(2003), Kozlowski et al. (2009), Seers and Woodruft’s (1997), and Waller et al. (2002) each
suggest that Gersick’s choices in observation and coding her data may have led to the isolation of
task-based change. The implication from the literature is that there may be value in considering
both linear and punctuated models of development for a higher-resolution view into the factors

that affect team development.
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Other notable contributors to the discussion of group and team development are Richard
Hackman and Ruth Wageman (2002; 2012) who have added significantly to both the team
effectiveness and emerging team coaching fields. Hackman has argued that linear stage models
are too rigid and do not take into account the temporal rhythms that affect many teams. Gersick’s
(1994) findings while studying how punctuated equilibrium effects teams without task specific
deadlines inform Hackman’s attention to these rhythms. She found that, for established teams
that are engaged in ongoing work, temporal markers continued to play an important role in the
development of the team. However, her findings suggest that these markers could emerge
naturally from a relationship to a deadline as well as from intentionally set markers chosen by the
team (1994). Hackman (2002) argues that natural rhythms of business, such as fiscal quarters, as
well as project timelines play an important role in the development of a team. He has proposed
his own model of factors that acknowledges the inherent complexity of team dynamics. In their
book Senior Leadership Teams, Wageman et al. (2008) expand on Hackman’s original research
and update his model of team effectiveness to one that focuses on six factors for team success.
These factors are a real team, compelling direction, right people, solid structure, supportive
context, and access to team coaching (2008). Hackman, working with Ruth Wageman and Erin
Lehman (2005), developed a psychometric instrument based off of their research, called the
Team Diagnostic Survey (TDS), which remains one of the primary instruments used by team
coaches in assessing the effectiveness of their clients and interventions (Peters & Carr, 2019). A
drawback of these models is their level of focus is on the team and their output rather than on the
impact that a practitioner might have when working with the team. Correlation may be drawn to
a shift in a team’s output, but the impact of the practitioner is not distinctly isolated. Recently, an

alternative to the TDS has emerged that may allow practitioners to measure the presence of
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specific team processes rather than team output as the TDS measures. Mathieu et al. (2020) have
developed a survey instrument, built on the taxonomy of team processes put forward by Marks et
al. (2001), that expands on the ten first-order construct model and has shown discriminant
validity. However, the new survey instrument is not fully established and still lacks the ability to
isolate the impact of the team coach practitioner on these processes.

When working with a team to improve their effectiveness, a number of additional
considerations that relate to a team’s cohesion emerge from the literature. Most of these
considerations tend to fit into two categories: either Team Building or Psychological Safety.
Many researchers raise concerns about the term “team building” as it is often poorly defined and
rarely results in sustained increases in team performance (Clutterbuck, 2020; Hackman, 2002;
Hackman and Wageman, 2005). Despite the derision for the term, Hackman (2012) does agree
that spending attention at the start of a team’s launch can be “highly consequential for what
transpires” and that effort at this point should be focused “for members to get oriented to one
another and to team purposes” (p. 439). Further, Hackman suggests that ensuring that any
interpersonal coaching interventions are centered on the team’s task processes will increase their
impact on team performance (Hackman and Wageman, 2005). The value of paying attention to
the processes with which a team completes work is discussed by Marks et al. (2001) in their
article about a framework of team process classification. According to the authors, “team
processes are used to direct, align, and monitor taskwork™, highlighting the importance of
orienting any intervention to address these processes (pg. 357). Kozlowski et al. (2009) discuss
the importance of social connection between team members as a means to increase the speed of
team performance. In particular they emphasize the importance of early stage socialization

suggesting “these interactions are also the mechanism by which members can learn other
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members’ knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSAs) and how they might contribute to task
performance” (p. 124). Kozlowski et al.’s research suggests that early team cohesion builds
individual mental models for how each member fits into the group. Those individual models may
be helpful when building a team’s shared mental model for how work gets done. This agrees
with Hackman’s findings that any intervention that touches on interpersonal processes should be
done so through the lens of facilitating task processes. The findings of Marks et al (2001) also
support the value of connecting any work on cohesion, which they view as a state of a team that
is particularly malleable at its inception, to the processes the team uses to accomplish work. In
their study of team effectiveness in non-governmental organizations, Khawaja Farad Latif and
Nigel Williams (2017) uncover the importance that early team formation can have on the
effectiveness of teams and remark on the limitations of the existing models. These studies
suggest that attention placed on the successful launching of any team, including interpersonal
orientation towards task processes, is a worthwhile effort and deserving of assessment.

Another factor that contributes to team cohesion is psychological safety which has risen to
prominence in the team effectiveness discourse thanks, in large part, to the work of Amy
Edmondson. Over her career, Edmondson (2012) has studied the factors of team success and in
her book Teaming, makes a compelling case for the importance that psychological safety,
alongside other factors like framing and learning from failure, plays in the success of teams. One
specific conclusion from her work is the need for team members to take interpersonal risk when
contributing to team success in order to build cohesion on the team (2012). Other researchers
have begun to emphasize the effect that team coaching can have on psychological safety, trust,
and team cohesion. Timothy Clark (2020) expands on Edmondson’s research by proposing a

staged model for increasing psychological safety moving from inclusion to learner, contributor,
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and challenger safety. Notably, each stage in Clark’s model must be preceded by the pervious
stage(s) suggesting the importance of attention placed during the early formation of a team.
Hackman (2011b), in his article “Six Common Misconceptions about Teamwork”, discusses the
value of productive conflict leading to better team results. Qing Zheng and Lei Wan (2021), in
their study of the moderating effect that coaching can have on a team’s success, found a positive
connection between team trust, cohesion, and success. The literature points towards the
importance of building strong, intentional, and psychologically safe foundations at the launch of
any team to improve feelings of cohesion and team performance. This reinforces the value of
studying this specific moment in a team’s formation.

Thanks to the continued advancement of technology, teams are no longer required to be
located in the same office or even part of the world. In 2020, many organizations found
themselves shifting their workforces to virtual settings overnight as a response to the COVID-19
pandemic. Research on virtual teams has been increasing but much of the literature remains
focused on the use of technology to aid in collaborating over distance. Some researchers have
mapped their studies to existing team effectiveness models as a means to identify the specific
challenges that virtual teams may face over the course of their time together. Aquino et al (2022),
writing in Medical Education Online, identify a number of challenges faced by virtual teams that
could apply to any team that uses electronic forms of communication or is struggling with
psychological safety. In this case the authors aligned their research to the updated version of
Tuckman’s stages which may account for the lack of novel findings (2022). Results from other
studies show the importance of having a clear and compelling purpose, one of Hackman’s
factors, to mitigate motivation-level challenges in virtual teams (Wageman et al., 2008). Writing

in European Journal of Open, Distance and E-Learning, Sanna Ala-Kortesmaa and Candice
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Muioz (2023) discuss the importance that a meaningful narrative for the team’s existence can
have on team cohesion and success. Additionally, Edmondson (2012) dedicates an entire chapter
to the value of cultivating a clear and compelling purpose through what she calls “framing”.
Researchers have also identified the effect that intentional team design can have on enhanced
collaboration and cohesiveness between team members. Both Holton (2001), studying the
effectiveness of a virtual health promotion team, and Timonen and Ruokamo (2021), studying
the impact that coaching can have in online collaboration of student groups, found that focused
attention on the design of virtual teams increased the effectiveness of collaboration. The
conclusions of these researchers extend beyond the specific conditions for team effectiveness
identified by Wageman et al. (2008) and include issues of team cohesion and psychological
safety. Most research looking at the challenges faced by virtual teams comes to a surprisingly
simple conclusion - great virtual teams require all of the same considerations as in-person teams
but it does take more intentional effort and dedicated time to get there.

The literature on team effectiveness draws compelling conclusions about the factors that
lead to high performance. The conditions identified by Hackman and Wageman (2005), as
exemplified by the TDS, remain a key instrument for researchers to use in gauging the
effectiveness of a team. However, the TDS does fail to measure the levels of psychological
safety, team cohesion, and the qualitative impact that a team coach has when working with a
team. This is a significant gap considering the additional intention and care required to achieve
high levels of performance and cohesion on virtual teams. Measuring the impact of the team
coach could provide useful insight for practitioners on strategies and interventions that have a

meaningful effect on the success of virtual teams.
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Team Coaching

The next category of literature in this review was concerned with different aspects of team
coaching. As mentioned, some of the same researchers from the team effectiveness category
have made contributions to this body of literature, extending their findings about the conditions
that generate high performance in teams into actionable and repeatable interventions. The themes
that emerged from this literature include definitions and debate about the nature of team
coaching, measuring the impact of team coaching interventions, and a discussion about the
professionalization of the coaching profession.

Coaching services have continued to grow in popularity despite recent global challenges
like the COVID-19 pandemic. The International Coaching Federation (ICF) (2023), in their
Global coaching study, reported “an estimated 99,100 active coaching practitioners, representing
a 55% increase compared with the position in 2019” (p. 5). Team coaching is a quickly growing
sub-discipline inside of the coaching profession and, as such, it is facing similar challenges that
individual coaching navigated at the turn of the century. In fact, it was only in 2020 that the ICF
published their first team coaching competency model, solidifying the same standards for team
coaching practitioners as with individual coaching. In the opening to their competency model the
ICF (2020) describes how team coaching exists alongside a spectrum with other modalities. The
proficient team coach, they say, must be able to operate along the spectrum of skills that exists
between coaching and facilitation in order to achieve sustainable results with their client team.
The coaching intervention is also meant to be emergent, following the needs of the team, rather
than any preconceived process defined by the coach. Finally, the core competencies also stress
the need for the team coach to pay attention to the eventual transition of ownership for the

coaching process to the team leader (ICF, 2020). Many authors (Clutterbuck, 2020; Hawkins,
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2018; Leary-Joyce & Lines, 2018; Hackman and Wageman, 2005) agree with the ICF about the
spectrum of skills, the need for the team coach to have proficiency across the spectrum, and the
importance of avoiding standardized interventions. They do, however, differ in their specific
coaching models and the application of these skills.

Wageman and Hackman (2005; 2008) present a multi-modal definition of team coaching.
They focus their discussion first on the need for coaching to address the task process of the team
rather than on other “eclectic” approaches that overly emphasize interpersonal skills or
unspecific conflict management approaches. Instead, they argue that the best interventions
emphasize specific task processes ensuring that the team remains focused on the work they are
meant to accomplish. Similarly, Higgins et al (2010), when researching the impact of team
coaching on virtual senior leadership teams, found that coaching was most successful when
directed towards task-related issues. Successful coaching, in Hackman and Wageman’s (2005)
view, includes a variety of approaches that a coach, often assumed to be the leader of a team,
may use in guiding the team through a challenge. These are approaches “that inhibit process
losses and foster process gains” and can be broken into those that address effort, task process, or
knowledge gaps (2005, p. 273). This emphasis on the purpose of matching the coaching
approach to the specific needs of the team aligns to the ICF’s core competency model and their
view that successful team coaches have proficiency in a spectrum of skills. Hackman (2011a)
expanded on this definition of coaching with five guidelines for the team coach including:

1. Deploy coaching at the right times.
2. Withhold judgement and get curious about unwanted behaviour on the team.
3. Wait to intervene if tension or conflict emerges on the team.

4. Coach in your own authentic style.
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5. Invite the team to actively participate in the coaching process

This model is largely aligned with the ICF’s core competency model for team coaching but one
point of divergence is his common positioning of the leader of the team as the coach. The ICF’s
(2020) core competency model views the team coach as an external party. However, competency
three directly addresses the need for the team coach to equip the team with the skills necessary to
sustainably maintain their forward momentum, which will include the gradual transition of the
ownership of the coaching to the team leader. Importantly though, Hackman’s model of coaching
is just as applicable to an external practitioner as it would be for the team leader.

David Clutterbuck (2020) offers another view into team coaching in his book Coaching the
Team at Work where he, along with Peter Hawkins, propose a model-agnostic definition of team
coaching:

Team coaching is ... Partnering with an entire team in an on-going relationship, for the

purpose of collectively raising awareness and building better connections in the team’s

internal and external systems and enhancing the team’s capability to cope with current and

future challenges (p. 87).

The value of such a definition of team coaching is that it is easily discernible and points to the
longer-term objective of such an intervention which is to say, sustainable team-wide results. Like
Hackman and Wageman, Clutterbuck stresses the need for team coaching interventions to focus
on the task processes of the team rather than simply on “team building”. Clutterbuck’s (2020)
definition is very closely aligned with the ICF team coaching competencies and directly
addresses the question of leader as coach. He suggests that team leaders can be successful in
coaching their teams if they are able to create a secure coaching environment and that this can be

achieved through partnering with an external team coach initially.
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Another noteworthy effort to define team coaching comes from Peter Hawkins’ (2018)

work on the systemic team coaching model. John Leary-Joyce and Hilary Lines (2018) expand

on Hawkin’s theory in their book Systemic Team Coaching. They adapt Hawkin’s definition of

systemic team coaching and define it as:

A process of coaching the whole team both together and apart, over a designated period of

time to enable it to

Align on common purpose

Collaborate and learn across diversity

Develop collective leadership

Achieve performance objectives

Effectively engage with their key stakeholder groups

Jointly transform the wider business (p. 3).

Hawkins’ (2018) approach to team coaching is similar to others discussed here but expands the

scope of the coaching to look beyond the immediate team and consider the wider system that

they operate in. This attention to the external dynamics that affect team performance emphasizes

the need for the team coach to be highly proficient in the spectrum of skills identified by the

ICF’s (2020) team coaching competencies. Gersick’s (1991; 2020) work on the punctuated

equilibrium model offers insight for the team coach here through her discussions of the deep

structures that govern periods of equilibrium. Deep structures are those systemic choices and

designs within organizations that influence the behavior of teams, the flow of information, and

overall system’s resistance to change. Gersick says, “to learn about the deep structure that

sustains the status quo — is not only critical for finding appropriate solutions, but it can help to
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evaluate the moment” (2020, p. 10). Organizational theorist Karl Weick (2011) has also
discussed underlying structures that guide behavior on teams referring to them as “dominant
stories”. In Weick’s view, the stability and persistence of these stores can provide momentum on
a team and shouldn’t be viewed as inherently negative. Instead, the practitioner should
investigate if the dominant story is caused by normalization or a healthy connection between
process and structure before intervening (2011). In either case, if the team coach is to help
improve the team’s performance in a sustainable way, uncovering and evaluating these
underlying deep structures is critical to their success.

The natural question that arises from each of these descriptions of team coaching is how to
measure the success of a team coaching intervention. In their literature review, Jacqueline Peters
and Catherine Carr (2019) conduct a thorough analysis of existing research on team coaching.
They uncover a number of challenges common in the attempt to quantify the success of the team
coaching interventions such as not utilizing robust academic study controls and relying on self-
reported data. They also point out the heavy reliance on Wageman and Hackman’s TDS
conceding that it is, at least, an empirically sound instrument (2019). The recent introduction of a
Mathieu et al.’s (2020) team process survey may offer a useful alternative for team coach
practitioners. The TDS is a dominant tool thanks to its early establishment as a research-backed
instrument in 2005 but it is important to acknowledge the current limitations. David R.
Heimbecker (2006) discusses the challenge of collecting data from the TDS in a timely manner
during his research. Despite the challenges, Heimbecker (2006) was able to measure the team
effectiveness of his subject and concluded that “expert coaching may influence team members’
perceptions of belonging to a real team” (p. 181). This influence on a team member’s perception

of belonging is seen to have additional positive impacts on the overall team’s error orientation
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and feelings of trust and safety as found in Martina Buljac-Samardizc’s (2012) study of long-
term health care teams. Similarly, while studying multi-disciplinary work teams in the National
Health Service in the United Kingdom, Vera Woodhead (2011) found the coaching interventions
established the conditions of trust and safety which facilitated healthy conflict on the teams. One
conclusion that could be drawn from these studies is of the important role a team coach can play
at the launch of a team, providing orientation, connection, and feelings of belonging to the team
members.

The effect of timing on the success of a coaching intervention is not directly measured by
the TDS or other instruments despite the apparent importance of temporal rhythms on the
development of groups and teams seen in much of the research referenced earlier in this
literature review. Gersick (1988; 1991; 1994; 2020), Hackman (2011a), Kozlowski et al., (2009),
Leary-Joyce and Lines (2018), Wageman et al. (2005; 2008) and Woolley (1998) all discuss the
effect of timing on team development and find that teams are especially receptive to coaching at
specific times. Beginnings, middles, and ends emerge from this research as the most beneficial
moments to intervene. Gersick (1991) refers to the tendency for humans to attach meaning to
temporal cycles such as the changing of the seasons, fiscal quarters, or project lifecycles and
remarks how “When people feel that a temporal era has ended, they may consciously decide that
the approaches they chose for that era are no longer valid” (p. 24). This would confirm what
Wageman et al. (2008) propose in Senior Leadership Teams, that team coaching is especially
helpful at the start of a team’s work together. Further study about the effect of specific temporal
moments on the efficacy of a team coaching intervention on a team’s development may provide

important direction for the future of the profession.
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Coaching continues to grow in both demand from clients and calls from practitioners for
the professionalization of the industry (Bachrikova & Lawton Smith, 2015; International
Coaching Federation, 2023). Challenges to coaching’s legitimacy can be felt from many
avenues. The distributed nature of coaching schools leads to many paths that practitioners may
take on their journey of accreditation creating possible confusion about a coach’s level of
proficiency. The increase in multi-disciplinary practitioners further complicates this for clients,
suggesting that coaching is a skill to be applied to an existing professional practice. Finally, the
industry lacks a single source rite of passage with several regulatory bodies attempting to hold
dominance over accreditation. The coaching industry is in the messy middle where these factors
make it confusing for the public and casts doubt on the legitimacy of the profession (Bachrikova
& Lawton Smith, 2015). The challenge of increasing the perceived legitimacy of the profession
is not unique to coaching. Professions seem to be recognized mostly when they have a distinct
unified body of knowledge and those that have competitors to their services may struggle to find
legitimacy. David E. Gray (2011) offers management consulting as an example of an industry
seeking professionalization which has had to contend with other professions, mainly accounting
and legal services. Consultants have found themselves needing to adopt similar structures to
these competing professions in order to build their own legitimacy (2011). Gray, Bachrikova,
and Lawton Smith (2011; 2015) also discuss how industries may find a path to legitimacy by
attaching their practices to an existing body of academic knowledge. An interesting challenge
exists between academic institutions, which hold bodies of knowledge, and accrediting bodies.
Accreditors tend to emphasize skill development and demonstration rather than the conceptual
understanding of underlying theory and critical reflection often gained through academic

institutions (2011; 2015). It seems that the coaching industry may need to consider balancing the
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desires of academic and accrediting institutions, if they are to continue on the path towards
professionalization. The industry may be in the messy middle of its journey to
professionalization which only increases the need for a deeper understanding of the impact that
coaches have on their clients.

The literature on team coaching emphasizes that for the movement towards
professionalization to be successful there is a need for clear definitions and specific
measurements of success. The fact that most of the existing research on the effects of team
coaching are focused on broad team effectiveness, rather than specific temporal moments in the
team’s development, makes sense as it has been aimed at providing these outcomes. There
remains a gap, however, where the impact that a coach has on the development and success of a
team at specific moments in their development is concerned. As the literature in the team
effectiveness category concluded, the launch of a new team is a particularly important moment
for virtual teams and the profession of team coaching would benefit from being able to describe
the impact they can have at this crucial time.

Sensemaking as a Means to Build Legitimacy

Up until now the literature I have referenced has focused on aspects of team success that
are observable from the exterior of the team. There is also, however, the interior experience that
each team member has over the course the team’s journey and ways in which they conceptualize
and make sense of their experiences. For the purposes of this review, sensemaking can be seen as
a narrative experience for humans in that it supports interpretations of events that individuals
encounter throughout their lives and work. When considering the ongoing development of a
team, either through the lens of Tuckman’s (1965; 1977) linear stages or more temporally

minded models like Gersick’s (1994) punctuated equilibrium model or Hackman’s (Wageman et
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al., 2008) factors, paying attention to the individual narrative experience of team members may
be an essential component to creating sustainable change for the larger team. The conclusions in
this literature offer some guidance for the ways in which a team coach may interact with their
clients and for the researcher curious about the qualitative experience of the subjects. Two
distinct themes emerged from this literature, the first about the ways in which sensemaking helps
to conceptualize experience and the second about the nuances of sensemaking in a group.

The body of literature concerned with the ways in which humans interpret and make sense
of their existence is extensive and well established. This interpreting helps individuals maintain a
sense of self through the collective experience of living in a society and working with teams of
other individuals (Brown et al., 2008). Through sensemaking we’re able to contextualize our
individual experience as a part of a group and integrate that experience into our internal sense of
self. In their article “Sensemaking, storytelling and the legitimization of elite business careers”
Maclean et al. (2012) explore the importance of sensemaking as a means to “balance between the
extremes of an unabated flux that may overwhelm an identifiable sense of self, and an
unmoderated stability threatening to stifle personal development.” (p. 20). The authors continue
to suggest that while the sensemaking narratives of individuals begin as a way to anchor one’s
sense of self it can also be used as a means to increase legitimacy of both their individual actions
within the group but also of their place within the larger world.

If one considers the ways in which a team collectively makes sense of their purpose,
connection, and performance, narrative sensemaking may provide context along the temporal
signposts that delineate the journey of the team. Sensemaking as a team may be shared but each
individual will have their own unique experiences that are centered on maintaining their own

sense of self and place within the team (Brown et al., 2008). Hackman (2011a) discusses the
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importance of individual sensemaking contributing to effective team performance. Sensemaking,
he argues, is an important component to creating alignment between an individual’s assigned
tasks and the larger purpose of the team. It allows, as Brown suggests, for each team member to
make the greater purpose meaningful for their individual place within the team. In their article
“Making sense of sensemaking narratives”, Brown et al. (2008) observed that their subjects’
individual narratives “were pragmatic means of framing their experiences in ways that built up
coherent ‘repertoires of understanding’ that retrospectively ‘fixed’ events in space and time,
legitimating a set of perspectives, and anchoring their selves.” (p. 1053). The observation
suggests that, if a team is to create a consistent shared narrative about their experience, that effort
will be required to align the individual narratives into a shared story. Creating a shared
understanding of a team’s journey and purpose has connections to Amy Edmondson’s (2012)
writing, specifically how the concept of framing can generate innovative ideas, stronger learning,
and psychological safety. Edmondson proposes that through intentional framing a collective
understanding of a team’s purpose can emerge from the automatic interpretations (or
sensemaking) that each member of a team brings to their work. She continues to connect this
collective framing to the overall success and resilience of the team (2012). A team coach may
facilitate this transition from individual to team narrative by establishing a shared understanding
of the team’s purpose at the launch and helping to integrate individual experience into the team
experience at close.

The work of organizational theorist Karl Weick is another major touchstone in the field of
sensemaking. Weick’s (1979) work was primarily focused on the ways in which groups of
individuals organize themselves into collective action through the act of sensemaking. This

offers a broader view of the phenomenon of sensemaking, emphasizing the collective nature of
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sensemaking as a team and its potential impacts on team process. Writing about Weick’s views
on sensemaking as a component of organizing, Tsoukas et al. (2020) highlight several
“conceptual novelties” from his book The Social Psychology of Organizing. Of particular note is
Weick’s proposal that sensemaking is an ongoing cyclical process. Groups organize around the
meaning they find from past actions which, in turn, influence their future actions. This can result
in established patterns of behaviors that guide a team’s behavior, similar in concept to Gersick’s
(2020) deep structures or Marks et al.’s (2001) team processes. Weick (2020), contributing to a
commemorative edition of the Journal of Management Studies, discusses the nature of collective
sensemaking and provides readers with a “workable sequence...if we focus on movement from
flux-> hunches-> words-> actions-> back to flux” (pg. 1422). Matteo Cristofaro (2022), in his
review of 402 articles on organizational sensemaking, proposes an updated co-evolutionary
model of the sensemaking process. The model reinforces Weick’s view of the cyclical nature of
sensemaking and expands it to include the role of emotional affect on the sensemaking process.
It also acknowledges how relational power between members of a team influence their collective
sensemaking experience. This model supports Marks et al.’s (2001) recurring phase model of
team processes, further highlighting the impact of temporal factors on a team’s performance and
the potential value of intervention at specific times during a team’s lifecycle.

This literature highlights the ways in which individuals and teams create meaning through
the sensemaking process. Further, the literature suggests that when measuring the effectiveness
of a team coach it may make sense to look to the individual experience to better understand the
entirety of the impact the coach has. For example, Maclean et al. (2012) point out that individual

sensemaking has an impact on the collective team. The existing measurement instruments, such
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as the TDS, tend to measure the performance of a team at the group level which does not provide
insight into the specific impact from the coach.
Conclusion

The existing literature in the team effectiveness, team coaching, and sensemaking fields
each provide important context and knowledge for the ways in which coaching practitioners may
measure the impact of their work. The industry is facing an important moment in its path towards
legitimacy and focusing research efforts on creating narratives that clearly define what a team
coach does and the impact they have on the team is essential. The current instruments for
measuring the success of a team are empirically sound but they lack the specificity to isolate the
impact of the coach. Additionally, these instruments gauge the performance of a team over the
long-term despite the specific value of measuring the important temporal moments of a team’s
development. This research contributes answers about the specific impact that a team coach has
at the start of a team’s development by seeking to making sense of the experience of team
coaching.

The following chapter details the methodological approach for this study, including the
approach to recruiting participants, data collection and analysis decisions, and a discussion of
ethics. Particular attention is placed to describing the ways in which my experience as an internal
team coach informs the choices made during the study and the influence of transcendental
phenomenology on my approach to data collection and analysis. Detailed descriptions of the
research process, including the team coaching intervention employed during the study, and
process of data collection and analysis are included. Finally, there is a discussion of the

limitations and the ethical considerations of this study,
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Chapter 3: Methods & Methodology

The aim of this study was to examine the individual experiences of team members
participating in a team coaching intervention. I had a strong connection to this study through my
work as an internal team and leadership coach and was compelled to uncover the essence of my
impact through my practice. As demonstrated in the literature review, individual experience is
highly personal and humans construct meaning in their lives through narratives. Creswell (2014)
describes, in the fourth edition of his text Research Design, how the meaning being constructed
is influenced by the individual’s subjective and social perspectives. This led me to adopt a social
constructivist paradigm which allowed me to embrace the complexity in each of my participant’s
experiences. My research was qualitative in nature, informed by the theories of transcendental
phenomenology, sensemaking, and Hackman’s (Wageman et al., 2008) factors of team
effectiveness (Brown et al., 2008; Moustakas, 1994). I generated the data through semi-
structured in-depth interviews that bracketed the phenomenon of team coaching, creating a
comprehensive account of the participant’s experiences. I followed Moustakas’ (1994) model for
thematic data analysis, coding each interview transcript, and developing individual, and
composite, textural and structural descriptions of the phenomenon.
Research Design

In order to answer my research question, I gathered comprehensive accounts of my
participant’s experiences of a team coaching intervention. Transcendental phenomenological
theory is interested in understanding the lived experience of participants (Creswell, et al., 2007).
Transcendental phenomenology is also unique in its attempt to distill the individual experiences
of the participants into a composite statement about the essence of the phenomenon being studied

(Creswell, 2014; Moustakas, 1994). Because my research is about the nature of cohesion on a
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newly formed virtual team this emphasis on extracting meaning from the individual experience
was attractive to me. Further, this theory can be seen as a sub-paradigm of constructivism that
embraces the subjectivity inherent in qualitative research (Morrow, 2007). Adopting a qualitative
research design made sense for this project on two fronts. First, the research question is
inherently interpretive/constructivist in nature owing to the ways in which subjectivity influences
the individual meaning making of each participant. A qualitative approach allowed me to explore
this subjectivity. Secondly, the field of team coaching research is quite new and qualitative
approaches can be successful when exploring questions where underlying factors are not yet well
known (Creswell, 2014). Transcendental phenomenology was particularly well suited for this
project thanks to its emphasis on bracketing individual experience during the interview process
as a means of capturing a comprehensive record of the experience that aids the researcher in
creating individual and composite descriptions of the phenomenon (Moustakas, 1994). This
approach to my research presented me with insights that have improved my personal practice and
offer guidance for other practitioners.
Data

The data that I collected was focused on my participants’ personal experiences of taking
part in a team coaching intervention. The intervention followed an approach that I have
previously used in my role as an internal coach in my organization. The intervention during this
study took place over three months from October to December in 2024, with a total of four team
coaching sessions each three hours in length. The coaching sessions were primarily face-to-face
although two participants joined virtually during session three as they were travelling and a

different participant was remote during the final session because they were sick.
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The intervention began with the administration of the CliftonStrengths psychometric
assessment. This assessment was chosen because of its prominent use at the subject’s
organization and the relative familiarity the participants have with it. Each participant took part
in a thirty-minute one-to-one debrief that was focused on helping them understand their
individual results and increasing their confidence in sharing them with the team. Due to
challenges with hiring paperwork, two participants were not present at this first coaching session
and both joined once their employment was confirmed. Both participants were provided with
additional one-to-one time to catch up on the conversations they had missed.

The first team coaching session had each participant share their personal “profile” of
CliftonStrengths as well as insights into how their behavior changes when they are in a stressful
situation. Conversation was directed to acknowledgement of each other’s strengths and
participants were encouraged to ask questions about their colleagues’ experience with their
individual strengths. The session concluded with a discussion of the collective strengths of the
team, how the team may be experienced by outsiders, and how the team can leverage their
strengths to achieve their specific mandate. At the end of the session the participants were given
the choice of where the subsequent session would focus.

The participants chose to move into a discussion about values and team norms for their
second coaching session. One of the two absent participants joined during this session and shared
their personal profile at the outset. The following conversation was structured to move from
sharing individual values to choosing the shared values that the team agreed to honour with each
other. After a list of collective values was generated, the team was encouraged to discuss what
norms, or sets of behaviors, they wanted to list explicitly. Both conversations were driven by the

participants, while I captured their thoughts, clarified meaning, and ensured equal opportunity
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for participation among all the participants. Again, at the conclusion of the session, the team was
given the opportunity to choose the focus of the next coaching session. I shared a summary of
this session and the team’s discussion including a list of their chosen collective values and team
norms with each participant.

The final participant joined during the third session and we began again by introducing
their personal profile. The participants had chosen to focus the coaching during this session on
defining a shared purpose for the team. The individual portfolios of the team members felt
unconnected from each other and the resulting conversation focused on how each of these
portfolios were responsible for achieving the team’s larger mandate. Interconnections between
participants emerged during this conversation and a collective shared purpose statement was
generated. Additionally, the conversation about this shared purpose reinforced the importance of
the team norms generated in the previous session. At the conclusion of the session the team was
again invited to choose the focus for the final coaching session.

The final session was focused on building psychological safety through collaboration. One
of the team’s norms was to utilize a structured activity called the Wise Council during their team
meetings. This activity was chosen because it has an established use at the participant
organization. It is based on the “troika consulting” activity from the book The Surprising Power
of Liberating Structures (2013) and aims to generate insight and support from a group of
colleagues. As the coach my role here was to remind the participants about all of their previous
discussions about team strengths, norms, and collective purpose. The activity generated insight
for most of the participants. However, the two newest additions to the team, who had joined part-
way through the coaching intervention, did not contribute as much as their colleagues and this

session was a topic of conversation during their in-depth interviews.
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My research question sought to uncover the impact of the team coach within this
phenomenon. In order to uncover this impact, the data that I collected was textual in nature and
centered on the personal experience of each of the participants. These accounts included
sensemaking narratives that grounded each participant’s personal identities inside of the
experience of the team coaching narrative.

Data Collection Methods

In this study I employed semi-structured in-depth interviews to collect robust and
meaningful recollections of the team coaching intervention from my participants. Due to the
nature of the participants belonging to virtual teams the interviews were conducted via video
conferencing and were recorded. The final methods within each interview remained emergent,
allowing for the nuance (horizons) of the participant’s experience to be fully captured (Creswell,
2014; Moustakas, 1994). Each interview began with a reminder of the intent of the study and the
participant’s rights regarding consent and choice of withdrawal. Following this preamble there
was a short meditative exercise that grounded the participant in the present moment. The
participants in the study are all members of a senior leadership team and joined the interview
during the regular flow of their day. Mindfulness meditation has been shown to have an impact
on underlying psychological mechanics when delivered to groups of corporate employees which
may have, in this case, contributed the participant’s ability to immerse themselves in the
recollection of their experience (Kabat-Zinn, 2003; 2013; Moustakas 1994). After completing the
mindfulness meditation, the participants were invited to think back on the team coaching
intervention and reconnect to their experience of each step of the process. As with many methods
that rely on interview data, I prepared a list of questions (see appendix A) that attempted to

bracket the specific part of the phenomenon that I was researching, the impact that the team
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coach had on each participant’s individual feelings of cohesion (Moustakas, 1994). These
questions guided the interview, providing specific anchor points when the participant struggled
to recall their experience.

An important component of transcendental phenomenological research is the concept of
epoché “in which the investigator sets aside as much as possible of his or her experiences to take
a fresh perspective of the phenomenon under examination” (Creswell, et al., 2007, p. 254). In
recent years there has been a healthy debate on the similarities between phenomenology and
mindfulness meditation practices. Natalie Depraz (2019) goes so far as to map the
phenomenological process to that of sitting meditation and suggests that this connection gives
researchers access to a specific process of attaining both epoché and phenomenological
reduction. Many authors also suggests that some of the same characteristics that define
phenomenology, primarily the attention to what is present and the setting aside of judgement
about what is being observed, are also true in mindfulness practice and that practice of one will
invariably support the other (Bitbol, 2019; Depraz, 2019; Moreley, 2010; Patrick, 1994). Prior to
each interview I engaged in a guided meditation intended to connect me to a deep level of
transcendental awareness. This meditation was different than the one used with my participants
at the start of the interviews. Following the meditation, I journaled about my personal experience
in the team coaching intervention and the participant that I was about to interview. This
journaling allowed me to name my preconceptions, prejudices, and beliefs, not to destroy them
completely but to intentionally suspend and neutralize them (Depraz, 2019). Further, this initial
identification and suspension of my preexisting state was continually and reflexively renewed
throughout the interview, allowing me to remain attentive to capturing the essence of each

participant’s experience. My existing mindfulness practice had equipped me with the skills to
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remain attentive to a specifically chosen experience and enabled me to notice when one of my
attachments arose and to set it aside.
Participants

In the transcendental phenomenological approach to research, the subjects are often
referred to as co-researchers. The view of the subjects as co-researchers is an attempt, similar in
nature to participatory action research, to honour the interplay between the researcher, the
subject, and the subject’s recollection of the phenomenon being studied (Moustakas, 1994). I
chose not to adopt this title as it can be confusing for readers who are not experienced with
phenomenological studies. However, this collaborative approach to researching was still present
in my study and helped diminish power differentials between myself and the participants, which
was important as I sourced my them from within my organization, a regional financial services
company in Western Canada. The organization includes a variety of business units and interacts
with the public through retail and business banking and wealth advisory services. There were
many teams that were geographically distributed at the organization, and it was undergoing
transformation which increased the frequency of new virtual teams being formed, consequently
increasing the pool of potential participants for me to choose from.

My participants included seven individuals who belonged to a cross-functional senior
leadership team in a client facing business unit. Five of the participants were leaders who held a
variety of levels of seniority. They were a senior vice president, two vice presidents, and two
managing directors. The remaining two participants were business coordinators who directly
supported the leaders and were a key component to the team. The participants were of mixed
experience, both in the financial services industry and at this organization in particular, age, and

gender. The participants belonged to a different business unit than the one that employed me.
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The choice to work with participants from inside my current organization was the key
reason that I chose the transcendental phenomenological approach to my research. It is an
approach that attempts to view the phenomenon with fresh eyes by employing the practice of
epoché. Additionally, transcendental phenomenology attempts to create a composite description
of the phenomenon out of the individual experiences of the participant, which speaks to my
personal values of justice and equity by including individual experience phenomena. While not
directly related to participatory action research, this emphasis on the individual context within
the team is a foundation to the work that I do as a team coach and, as Freire (1970/2012)
discusses in his book Pedagogy of the Oppressed, truly transformational change can only be
achieved when the participants in a phenomenon are included in the research. Gersick (2020) has
also written about the importance of involving the group or team undergoing an intervention as a
means to uncover the underlying deep structures guiding their behavior.

Data Analysis Methods

The amount of data collected through the semi-structured in-depth interviews, as with most
qualitative research methods, was extensive (Creswell, 2014). I managed this by employing the
following process, adapted from Creswell (2014) and Moustakas (1994), for narrowing and
analyzing the data.

1. Created transcripts of my interviews, edited them for clarity, and validated the final
transcripts with each participant.

2. Read the transcripts closely and identified the individual expressions that were relevant to
the phenomenon.

3. Narrowed the data to invariant constituents (codes) through the use of horizonalization.

The final codes used in the analysis were emergent.
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4. Combined the invariant constituents into clusters and created themes from these clusters.

5. Constructed textural and structural descriptions for each of my participants.

6. Developed a composite description of the meanings and essences of the experience that

represents the group as a whole.
There are some unique steps present in transcendental phenomenology that are worth describing
here. The first was the approach to coding the data through a process called horizonalization.
Moustakas (1994) describes this process as evaluating each identified statement for the presence
of critical information that would be needed to describe the phenomenon and labelling the
meaning of that statement. The next unique step was the creation of fextural and structural
descriptions for each participant. Textural descriptions are narrative in nature and attempt to
describe the participant’s experience of the phenomenon. A structural description differs in that
it attempts to identify the underlying dynamics of the experience for each participant (1994). The
final unique step in my process was the creation of a composite textural-structural description of
the phenomenon for the group as a whole. Where other approaches to phenomenology are
concerned primarily with robust individual descriptions of the experience, transcendental
phenomenology does attempt to distill the essence of the phenomenon (Creswell, 2014;
Moustakas, 1994). Finally, due to the high volume of data collected through my interviews I
used the qualitative data software NVivo to help with the process of horizonalization and
theming of the invariant constituents.
Data Reporting
The outputs from a transcendental phenomenological research study were textual in nature.

These outputs were lengthy and to reduce clutter in my results section the following items will be

included in appendices:
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e A list of the bracketing questions used in the interviews (see appendix A).
e Individual textural and structural statements for each participant not included in the body

of chapter 4. (see appendix C).

In the body of my results section I will begin with a description of the participants. This is not
always included in a phenomenological study but can be useful when the participants are
interrelated in the phenomenon (Moustakas, 1994). I have included a list of the identified
horizonal themes from the analysis and descriptions of how these themes affected the individual
experience of my participants. NVivo is able to visually represent the hierarchy between
invariant constituents for each participant through tree diagrams and these are included in
appendix B. The final tree diagram in the appendix shows the hierarchy of invariant constituents
for all participants showing how the composite textural-structural statement emerged.
Limitations of the Study

Despite any researcher’s best efforts all research will encounter some limitations and this
study was no different. Team coaching is an inherently complex intervention with many factors
influencing the team’s success. This study is unable to isolate the impact of the coach as a
discretely observable phenomenon. Some of the results may be connected to other factors that
were not controlled for. Additionally, some specific limitations were observed.

As described in the team coaching literature, team coaching is most effective over
extended timelines (Hawkins, 2018; International Coaching Federation, 2020; Leary-Joyce &
Lines, 2018). This study took place over just three months and, while the data can be used to
discuss the experience of the participants during that time, no conclusions can be drawn about
long-term impacts from the intervention. Future studies could be longitudinal to track the longer-

term impacts on the team’s performance and cohesion. This could be a fruitful avenue for
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research as several of the participants in this study raised questions about the sustainability of the
results during their interviews.

This study included only a single team working inside of one business unit of a regional
financial institution. Their experiences, both of their team’s specific work processes and the
cultural context surrounding the team, will have influenced their experience of the team
coaching. Implications drawn from these results may have limited application to other team
coaching interventions.

With the exception of the two newest team members, my participants had all been
employed at the organization for a number of years prior to the formation of this team. While
they had not previously worked together in this configuration, they were aware of each other and
some of that familiarity may have influenced their experience in the team coaching and their
resulting data.

Ethics

The design of the research and my conduct throughout the project addressed the three core
principles from the Tri-Council Policy Statement (TCPS) for research involving humans
(Government of Canada, 2023). This began with respect for persons which was honored through
a detailed informed consent form, clearly laying out their rights to choose to be involved in the
study, the freedom to leave the study, mechanisms to protect confidentiality, and descriptions of
potential risks and benefits of the research. Following Moustakas’ (1994) recommendations I
included detailed instructions to each participant detailing the process of the research, sharing the
specific data from each participant with them, anonymizing the data, and ensuring that each
participant is aware that they can withdraw from the study at any time. My participants were also

verbally reminded of these rights at the outset of the interviews (see appendix A for the interview
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script). If a participant had wished to withdraw from the study any data related to their
participation would have been given to them and deleted from the study’s records. The
participant’s data could have been removed from the study by request until the transcripts of the
interviews had been anonymized.

The study’s design addressed concerns for welfare and justice and was considered minimal
risk for the participants. There were still some potential risks and benefits for participants such as
potentially uncomfortable self-reflections brought on by the use of the CliftonStrengths
assessment or the introspective nature of the final interviews. Similarly, participation in the study
could have improved a participant’s understanding of themselves that increased their
effectiveness and fulfilment in their career. These risks and benefits were included in the
informed consent form. The recruitment of participants was fair and equitable and without any
specific inclusion or exclusion on the grounds of a particular attribute. The team in the study was
recruited from a pool of newly formed teams (those that were created in the past six months)
who worked primarily remotely, from within the organization where I was employed. There
were many teams that were geographically distributed, and many business units were undergoing
transformation, which increased the frequency of new virtual teams being formed and widened
the pool of potential participants that I could recruit from. The final team chosen met my study
criteria being newly formed and from a different business unit than the one that I was employed
in.

Because I recruited participants from within the organization that I was employed with
there were a number of specific ethical considerations relating to the TCPS core principle of
justice that needed to be addressed. The most pressing concerns addressed the potential for

power relationships, possible conflicts of interest, and potential negative impacts as a result of
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the research. To mitigate these concerns, I recruited participants from a different business unit
entirely. This reduced these concerns because I held no organizational authority over the team or
within their reporting structure. Finally, I shared each participant’s data, in the form of their
interview transcript, with them and asked for verification to ensure that I had accurately
represented their experience of the phenomenon the study was investigating.

The following chapter explores the findings from this study. The results of the thematic
analysis of my participants’ transcripts, resulting in seven major horizonal themes, are described
in detail. A distinct step in transcendental phenomenological research is the creation of
individual textural and structural statements. Textural statements attempt to narratively describe
the unique experience of each participant while structural statements are focused more on
describing the underlying themes that contribute to their experience (Moustakas, 1994). Because
of their length, only one participant’s textural and structural statements are included in this
chapter, the remaining six can be found in appendix C. The final step in transcendental
phenomenology is to create a composite textural-structural statement about the phenomenon.
This statement is a synthesis of each participant’s experience into a composite description of the
phenomenon. It synthesizes both the textural and structural descriptions from each of my
participants as a means of describing the universal essence of the experience of the phenomenon.
While a researcher may never be able to exhaustively uncover the nuances of an individual’s
experience, each observation of the phenomenon brings us closer to a universal truth and is

worthy of study.
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Chapter Four: Findings
To answer my research question, what is the impact of a team coach on feelings of
cohesion on a newly formed virtual team, I delivered a three-month team coaching intervention
followed by semi-structured in-depth interviews with each participant. The findings here are
collected from those interviews. My participants included seven individuals who belonged to a
cross-functional senior leadership team in a client facing business unit in a regional financial
services organization in Western Canada. Five of the participants were leaders who held a
variety of levels of seniority. They were a senior vice president, two vice presidents, and two
managing directors. The remaining two participants were business coordinators who directly
supported the leaders and were a key component to the team. The participants were of mixed
experience, both in the financial services industry and at this organization in particular, age, and
gender. The participants belonged to a different business unit than the one that employed me.
The interviews were guided by a list of questions that attempted to bracket the specific part

of the phenomenon related to feelings of cohesion during a team coaching intervention. The
interview script can be found in appendix A. The transcripts for each interview were cleaned up,
removing filler words and clarifying the meaning of statements, and then shared with each
participant. Once the participant had confirmed the validity of their transcript they were
anonymized and imported into the qualitative data software NVivo.
Identified Codes

After they were anonymized, each interview transcript underwent rigorous line by line
thematic analysis to identify the constituent horizons of each participants’ experience. The initial
round of analysis identified fifty-two codes related to the phenomenon. A second round of

analysis found a number of these codes to be similar, for example “impact on relationships” and



“relationship building”, and were combined. Five codes were identified as having insufficient

support across the transcripts and were set aside. They were “pressure to fit in”, “separation of

personal and professional”, “systemic barriers

codes warrant further research and will be discussed in the conclusion. Finally, the remaining

codes were grouped together into these seven themes, presented here in alphabetic order:
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sustainment” and “reinforcement”. These
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Identified Codes
Top Level Code Sub Code
Cohesion
. . Connection
Interpersonal relationships Inclusion
Relationship building

Participation

Creation and holding of space
Impact of colleague’s participation
Individual participation

Perception of progress

Impact of coach

Impact on newly formed teams
Personalizing timing and content
Speed of progress

Perception of team coaching

Conversion
Positivity

Psychological safety

Comfort
Safety

Trust
Vulnerability

Team performance

Alignment

Collaboration

Efficiency

Impact beyond the immediate team

Understanding individuals and the team

Acceptance and empathy
Developing understanding

Table 1 - Identified Codes

As Moustakas recommends, descriptions of each of these themes are included below (1994).

Each theme description attempts to represent the specific processes that affect a participants’

experience of the phenomenon. Supporting quotes from the interview transcripts are also

included.
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Interpersonal Relationships

Changes to interpersonal relationships between participants were greatly affected by the team
coaching, resulting in stronger social bonds and a sense of belonging to the core team. These
changes were linked to participants understanding of each other, feelings of safety with their
colleagues and participation, and their observations about the team’s performance. The team
coaching afforded participants an opportunity to see their colleagues outside of their standard,
urgent, task focused work conditions giving them a more fulsome view into each other’s lives
and leading to feelings of social unity and connection. Participant seven remarked “We probably
all got to know each other in different levels of depth because of that reactive situation ... I think
what this enabled was us getting to know each other better.” while participant one said, “I
genuinely did feel closer to the group.” Relationship building had a noticeable impact on the
participants’ ability to balance personal connection and effectiveness. Participant three addressed
this by saying “we now have this relationship [and] seem to be able to live in a kind of happiness
with one another from the standpoint of direct but also friendly [communication] to still have
that banter.” Participants found greater alignment and a growing sense of cohesion that smoothed
social interaction and increased efficiency of communication and work tasks. Participant two
called out that “I just feel like we understand each other better and why we actually work
together the way we do and why we should work together the way we do.” Finally, the team
coaching created deliberate opportunities for inclusion of each member of the team which
highlighted the value of team unity and the unique perspective of each participant. Participant
four described this well by saying “It was good to feel [included] ... It just felt that I can
contribute even if I’'m new, I can still contribute to this team.” indicating the positive impact the

coaching had.
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Participation

Participation in the team coaching was a driver of transformation for many of the study’s
participants. It influenced their interpersonal relationships, elevated their feelings of connection
and safety, and led to a greater experience of task efficiency. The level of participation was often
relational, and participants mentioned the impact of their colleague’s participation on their
personal feelings of comfort and safety. Participant five calls this relationship out saying, “If I
don't see somebody able to grow or if [ don't see them able to take the next step in conversations
or development as a team, I'm just not that terribly interested.” Importantly, the creation and
holding of space, rather than forcing participation, enabled the team to pay attention to each
other and their connections. Participant six said “You allowed room for everyone to speak and
asking questions that felt comfortable and not aggressive in any way” and participant one also
found that the coaching “created the space to have the intentional conversation to put our
attention to one another and a unified objective.” The team coaching created discrete buckets of
time for the team to focus on each other. The coach, along with all the participants, held space
for conversation to happen authentically which created a feedback loop, resulting in increased
individual participation. Participant six related their acknowledgement of needing a “willingness
to participate and go all the way in the experience” to get the most of it.
Perception of Progress

Participants were conscious of the progress being made on the team across the coaching
sessions. Statements about their growing awareness of shifts in relationships, alignment around
common purpose, and internal feelings of trust and willingness to be vulnerable were common in
the data. Participants remarked at the impact of the coach who allowed the participants to feel

comfortable and understood, accelerating participation. Participant four remarked on this,
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recognizing how the coach’s tendency to “[clarify] if you understand each person correctly after
we all spoke.” increased their feelings of comfort. Participant five, similarly, referred to how the
coach’s presence allowed them “I was able to break down my defensiveness ... fairly quick and I
think that's partly based on your facilitation style.” The personalization of the timing and
content of the coaching sessions made the participants feel in control which appears to have
impacted levels of participation. Participant seven was particularly aware of this commenting
“That mix of preparation and unprompted working through things I think, was important for us
to get to the point of it adding value” and “even the timing of it kind of [stood] out for me as well
... I feel like that timing is maybe almost an underrated feature of the way we work through
that.” The speed of progress was also apparent to the participants. Several cited previous senior
leadership teams and the struggles they have had with performance as counterpoints to their
experience with the team coaching. Participant three shared “With other teams, that can take a
year or more just building up trust levels ... one thing that surprised me was how quickly, that by
taking on this activity, it accelerated the development of the leadership team” and participant
four compared this to their previous teams where they felt like they would “rather keep my point
of view to myself, not to seem like I'm not supporting what [a colleague] said. Here it was
different.” Attention to these fundamental challenges so close to the formation of the team
highlighted the impact on newly formed teams that team coaching can have. Participant two
shared that “These sessions helped us understand each other and made us stronger ... to me that's
of tremendous value especially when a team is new” reinforcing the value of this timing.
Perception of Team Coaching

Participants at a senior level of leadership have likely experienced a wide variety of team

building and leadership development workshops. Many of the study’s participants approached
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the team coaching with some level of skepticism and uncertainty of the value of the exercise.
Observations were shared about the conversion of both their own perceptions and that of their
colleagues and feelings of positivity about the value of team coaching. Participant one shared
their surprise at one colleague’s participation stating that the coaching was a “win in that you
have converted a non-believer so to speak.” Participant three also commented on their
appreciation for the structure of team coaching saying “[I felt] contentment, it’s a difficult thing
to achieve. At least I perceive it that way because it implies that there really wasn't much more
that you could ask from what you were doing.” Both sentiments reinforced the impact of
participation in the coaching sessions.
Psychological Safety

Feelings of psychological safety among the participants were impacted by the team coaching.
Observing consistency in behavior between each other started to establish levels of #rust and
influenced team cohesion by reducing uncertainty about future behavior. Participant seven found
that seeing “consistency [in behavior] suggests that's who that person is, that's the way they're
wired” led to a building of “trust around the presentation of who they are.” The strengthening of
interpersonal connections led to increased feelings of comfort with each other and the team
coaching process which, in turn, led to increased vulnerability in the later sessions. Participant
five remarked on how the coaching allowed them to “be myself with some level of disregard for
how I was being perceived” and “break down my defensiveness against it fairly quick.”
Similarly, participant three commented on how they “felt comfortable, didn't feel stressed and I
think everyone else was the same because it allows you to be more honest and more open.”
Participants continued to take risks with their contributions and were met with respect and non-

judgment which resulted in a sense of safety on the team. Participant four, one of the newest
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members on the team, commented on how “It just felt that I can contribute. Even if 'm new I
can still contribute to this team.” Participant one also found themselves “more willing to take
certain risks with this team that before I was maybe completely closed off to do” while
acknowledging that there is still room for improvement.
Team Performance

The development of interpersonal connections and strengthening of psychological safety
amongst participants led to increases in perceptions of the team’s performance. The sentiments
captured in this code do include some themes that could be labelled as “team process” but they
are intertwined with additional observations about the output of the team. The team coaching
provided an intentional focus on the team as a unit, removed from the distraction of daily
operations, resulting in alignment around a shared team purpose. Participant two found this
particularly interesting calling out that “We didn't agree with everything that everyone said, but
we got there to ‘this is what it needs to look like for us to work together’.” This new
understanding of how individuals were connected not just socially but through their work tasks
led to more intentional collaboration across work functions. Participant three felt that the team
had reached “the next order of management” which they describe as an ability “to move beyond
managing just your silo but then to look across our various teams and to extract the best
capability for each problem across the team and to deal with it that way.” Clear agreements
generated during the team coaching increased the efficiency of interactions amongst the
participants most notably through communication, providing and receiving feedback, and
seeking support. Participant six mentioned how the coaching helped them “to know people on a
more personal level, feel like I understand them better, and I can work better with them.”

Participant five felt a change to the ways the team works together saying “I would say the
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openness ... has allowed us to be more direct with our connection” and “I would say that the
efficiency has led to an ability to focus on the areas to increase our performance but by figuring
out how to prioritize.” Interestingly, participants observed impacts to team performance beyond
the immediate team. Participant two called out how the exercise had them “reflecting on my own
leadership” and how they might bring their insights to their “layer down [of leadership] and then
even a further layer down.” Similarly, participant one was aware of “the impact that the level up
leadership relationship can have [on subordinate teams] and I do think it is important that we're
working together.” The subordinate teams of these senior leaders were also affected by the
changes in their relationships and behaviors.
Understanding Individuals and the Team

Increased understanding of each other and the context of the team as a unit was an
underlying theme for the participants. The insights generated about each other had impacts on
team performance, psychological safety, and interpersonal relationships. Participants remarked
about how developing understanding of their colleagues improved their ability to anticipate
needs, explained behavior, and increased feelings of belonging. Participant six spoke about their
experience in the team coaching and how it “definitely helped me center myself in this role, like
understanding my environment better by getting to know the people around me.” Participant five
found that their new insights about their colleagues helped them “understand when are they
going to be more open? Are there subtleties about myself and my own approach that I can take
that will help them open up a little bit more?” Additionally, the team coaching helped the
participants build feelings of acceptance and empathy for their colleagues. Participant seven
commented about how the coaching generated “good conversations and felt reasonably

comfortable” but also led to a “different level of appreciation for every person in the room.” For
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participant four, one of the newest team members, the coaching helped them better understand
the underlying dynamics of the team, “So, when they occasionally crack a joke and sometimes
it's let's say on the dark side and I'm like ‘are they actually giving a hard time to this person?’ but
now | know that it's not.” Watching their colleagues explain about their personal strengths and
values provided the participants with the opportunity to reflect on how the team is stronger
through their diversity.

Individual Textural Descriptions

After completing the thematic analysis, combining similar codes, and grouping the
remaining codes into thematic categories a textural description of each participant’s experience
was constructed. These textural descriptions are narrative in nature, seek to explain the unique
experience of the participant, and include supportive quotations form the interview transcripts
(Moustakas, 1994). Because of the length of this form of analysis [ am presenting one sample,
for participant five, here in the body of my findings. I chose to include this participant’s textural
and structural statements because they experienced many of the prevalent themes that inform the
composite statement, showing progression from the individual to composite statements. The
remaining statements can be found in appendix C, grouped together with their structural
statements.

Textural Description of Participant Five’s Experience of Team Coaching.

Participant five’s experience of the team coaching was more positive than they had
expected. Generally, they are annoyed when having to spend time in meetings that don’t directly
facilitate work. “But fairly quickly I was able to shake that and understand the value.” The
structure of the coaching sessions felt like they were “specific to the specific team” which helped

participant five to participate more fully. They welcomed the choice of direction, after the initial
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session, that was presented to the team. Participant five had experienced many leadership
development and team workshops during their career and appreciated that the coach was
“providing loose guard rails on [the coaching]” but allowing the team to dictate the ways the
conversation went. This helped them feel like the coaching was in service of the team and helped
them maintain commitment to participation. Participant five found the coaching sessions
encouraged “generative discussion” which they described as “when you bring a group of people
together and you'll generate something more than what you would have ever necessarily
thought.” This approach to the sessions allowed them to build connections with their team and
their portfolios of work in meaningful ways.

The sessions brought the team together at an important time for participant five and it fast
tracked their understanding of the team. “The timing gave us enough to get to know each other,
just enough to be comfortable to start to open up in these kinds of workshops, and it fast tracked
an understanding of each other.” They also found their understanding of the team’s leader to
have improved, despite having worked with them as a colleague for many years. Observation of
their colleagues in the sessions helped participant five understand the nuances of their team’s
behaviors and affirmed some of the intuitions that they had about their colleagues. The coaching
also provided them with an opportunity to observe their colleagues interacting with each other
which, in participant five’s opinion, is one of the best ways to understand their colleagues and
how best to interact with them. “It helps me understand when are they going to be more open?
Are there subtleties about myself and my own approach that I can take that will help them open
up a little bit more?”” This understanding has had impacts on participant five’s relationships and

their team’s performance.
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Interpersonal connection, for participant five, was often experienced through the lens of
team performance. They found that their connections with colleagues improved over the course
of the coaching intervention and has led to more “authentic one-on-one conversations” and the
ability to “deal with issues that come up.” Participant five found the participation of their
colleagues during the sessions improved their connections, “it was real. It wasn't ...
performative. It helped create a little bit more of a sense of belonging within the team.” This led
to participant five feeling more connected to the team as a unit than they had at the start. “Team
coaching actually helps solidify that you're part of a team.” They now see that belonging to the
team is more than reporting to the same leader, there are clearer connections to their colleagues
and the other portfolios of work.

Participant five found the flexibility of coaching intervention allowed the team to focus
on what would help them actually affect their performance. Beginning with the CliftonStrengths
assessment was helpful thanks to the focus on how to leverage each other’s strengths and built an
understanding of how the team could work together. The coaching also provided alignment of
the team’s priorities around a shared purpose. “It helps give context when we ultimately need to
prioritize one task over another.” Participant five also found that knowing more about the inner
worlds of their colleagues meant that they could more effectively support them. The connections
that they formed with their colleagues made it easier for them to accept help and the “10,000 foot
view” the team offered when offering support was useful, especially when anchored to their
shared purpose. Participant five also found an increase in efficiency of communication that
smoothed the social interactions and allowed collaboration and feedback cycles to be more
direct. “When it comes to actually dealing with a work issue, we tend to be more direct about it

now.” Finally, they found their ability to tie the work of their subordinate teams to this shared
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purpose easier thanks to the team coaching. “[The coaching] helps connect me to the vision of
the team I'm part of. Then helps transcribe that or relay that to my team as well.” The support of
participant five’s colleagues and the intentional focus of the coaching to emphasize the bigger
team picture made it easier for them to reinforce the purpose of belonging to this team and to tie
their subordinate team’s work to the larger business unit and organization.

Feelings of comfort and safety improved for participant five during the coaching session.
Notably, they found that their willingness to hear feedback from colleagues increased. This was a
result of the humanizing influence the coaching had on participant five and their colleagues.
“Going through the strengths...it humanized my peers, but it also allowed me to humanize
myself in front of them, which then created an ability to be a little bit more open or a little bit
more vulnerable for them.” They are “thirsty for the feedback” now that a feeling of comfort has
been established. Participant five’s comfort with participation was influenced by the facilitation
of the coach and their desire to show support for the team. “I was able to break down my
defensiveness against it fairly quick and I think that's partly based on your facilitation style and
also generally that I just actually care for the people that I was in the room with.” This comfort
has also had a subtle impact on participant five’s feelings of safety on the team. Upon reflection
they realized that they had not been considering the ways in which their colleagues were
observing them directly allowing them to “be myself with some level of disregard for how I was
being perceived.” This led participant five to openly seek and give support to all of their
colleagues.

Individual Structural Descriptions
Following the creation of textural descriptions an individual structural description was

created for each participant. These differ from textural descriptions in their emphasis of the
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underlying themes that influenced the participant’s experience (Moustakas, 1994). While all the
top-level themes from the thematic analysis were present to some degree in each transcript some
were more prominent than others. Comparative tree maps showing the hierarchy of coding
references for each coresearcher can be found in appendix B. For the structural descriptions of
each participant, I have focused on the most prominent themes that best describe the essence of
their personal experience. Again, participant five’s structural statement is included here and the
remainder can be found in appendix C.

Structural Description of Participant Five’s Experience of Team Coaching.

The most prominent structures that informed participant five’s experience of the team
coaching were Team Performance, Perception of Progress, Psychological Safety, Interpersonal
Relationships, and Understanding Individuals and Teams. The team’s control over the direction
of the coaching positively influenced participant five’s willingness to contribute to the sessions
and their observations about the impact it has had on team performance.

For participant five, impacts to team performance were experienced through the lens of
efficiency and alignment. The breadth of work that the team is responsible for is significant and
the team coaching helped them to see the interconnections between the different portfolios. The
structure of the coaching, allowing the team to choose the direction and focus while maintaining
“guardrails”, aided these insights. Improvements to participant five’s relationships with their
colleagues has aided their efforts with communicating, giving and receiving feedback, and
asking for support. This has impacted the efficiency with which the team is able to operate.
Finally, the team coaching has also improved participant five’s ability to tie their subordinate
team’s work to the larger shared purpose of the senior leadership team, improving their

performance as well.
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The progress experienced through the coaching was influenced by the structure of the
intervention. Participant five was appreciative that the team was frequently in charge of the
direction the coaching took. This customizable approach helped to make the coaching about what
the team needed most. Each session felt “generative” and left participant five with something
new to take away. The coach’s presence was also important to their experience, providing
guidance for the discussions and creating an environment that increased participant five’s
willingness to contribute to the coaching.

Participant five is generally comfortable with contributing to group discussions and
ensuring that their point of view is heard. However, they admit that hearing feedback about their
work and asking their colleagues for support are harder for them. The team coaching impacted
these feelings through the humanizing of each member of the team. This created more openness
in participant five to see their colleagues’ feedback as helpful rather than as an attack.

Understanding and interpersonal connections were strongly connected for participant
five. The coaching created the opportunity for them to observe their colleagues individually and
as a group. These observations provided participant five with insight about their colleagues and
confirmed their intuitions. They felt better able to adjust their own approach when working with
their colleagues to improve efficiency and form social bonds. The coaching showed participant
five that being on this team was more than just having a shared leader and reinforced that all of
the team’s work is in service of a shared purpose.

Composite Textural-Structural Statement

A key step in Moustakas’ (1994) transcendental phenomenological process is the

synthesis of each participant’s experience into a composite description of the phenomenon. This

description synthesizes both the textural and structural descriptions from each of my participants
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as a means of describing the universal essence of the experience of the phenomenon. Moustakas
(1994) reminds us that this synthesis, “represents the essences at a particular time and place from
the vantage point of an individual researcher” (p 85). The nuances of an individual’s experience
of any phenomenon may never be truly exhausted and it is important to acknowledge this
limitation. However, each observation of the phenomenon brings us closer to a universal truth
and is worthy of study.

Composite Textural-Structural Description of Team Coaching

Membership in a newly formed virtual team can be isolating. Team members are
searching for meaning in their interpersonal relationships, their work, and, for senior leaders, the
responsibilities of their subordinate teams. New teams often prioritize the execution of work
tasks causing them to look “down and in” and may neglect the formation of social bonds with
their colleagues.

My participants had done just that, focused on their own subordinate teams and the
execution of their portfolios of work. They had found limited opportunities to build connection
with their colleagues and, for those that did cross paths, it was often in service of a reactionary
need and these interactions felt transactional. They were disconnected and felt siloed, as though
their membership on this team was simply a result of sharing a common leader. There was a lack
of trust and, for some members, they felt as though competing priorities made the creation of
trust hard to attain. Many of my participants were also skeptical of team coaching. Having
experienced many leadership and team building workshops throughout their careers they
remained uncertain about the effectiveness of the intervention.

The experience of a team coaching intervention, for my participants, was a complex

interplay between the seven thematic groupings of codes identified in the analysis. The level of
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interrelation between these groupings varied somewhat between participants, for example, some
participants experienced a stronger correlation between psychological safety and interpersonal
relationship than others. However, three dominant pairings emerged from the synthesis of each
participant’s textural and structural statements. “Interpersonal relationships” was a prevalent
thematic grouping across participants’ experience and was often connected to “understanding
individuals and the team”. The experience of growing “psychological safety” influenced their
“participation” in the intervention and as members of the team. Finally, “team performance” was
more than just an outcome and the observation of improvements in performance was experienced
in conjunction with the “perception of progress” through the intervention.

Interpersonal Relationships and Understanding. The formation of social bonds,
particularly on senior leadership teams where the subordinate teams are responsible for different
portfolios of work, can be a challenging task. During the first months of their membership on the
team, my participants were focused on their own portfolios and had not had many opportunities
to connect with each other. Connections up to this point had been focused on “firefighting” and
reactionary collaboration, always with the intent to solve an emergent challenge. Participating in
the team coaching intervention gave my participants dedicated space and attention to their
relationships with their colleagues. They were able to remove distractions and step outside of the
regular demands of their roles, focusing instead on each other.

The team coaching invited the participants to share important aspects of their
personalities through the CliftonStrengths and values exercises. These activities were focused
inwards but also provided opportunity to observe their colleagues leading to essential insights

about their behavior. These observations formed a baseline for understanding the team and each
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participants’ place within it. Being able to see how their strengths complemented their colleagues
helped to create feelings of belonging and self-worth.

The early activities in the intervention generated understanding in the participants with
many of them experiencing moments of dawning realizations. Their colleagues’ personal
strengths and values were the reasons for their success and explained why they tended to show
up in the ways that they did. Interestingly, these insights, rather than creating dismissal,
generated further curiosity from the participants and began to build interpersonal connection.
The understanding also influenced a growing sense of acceptance and patience for their
colleagues, particularly as the coaching progressed and they observed consistency in their
colleagues’ behavior.

The understanding that the participants were gaining was not just related to capability or
strength but also to deeper personality. The values exercise provided a “peek under the hood” of
what made their colleagues tick and what they held close to their hearts. These conversations
were taken as an opportunity for many of the participants to take some light social risk by
sharing their interpretations of their core values. Observing the vulnerability on display by their
colleagues had a feedback effect in their feelings of connection with each other.

Up until this point, connections between participants had been formed through the need
to solve emergent business problems. Some of the members of the team had not found any
reason to connect with each other at all and had formed no social bonds. During the coaching,
comfort with each other grew and a playfulness emerged between the participants. This
playfulness was initially a vehicle for gently probing each other, a way of testing the waters,

seeing how the team fit together, and continuing to establish awareness of each other’s



60

preferences. As the coaching progressed it evolved to a genuine care for each other and the
playfulness reinforced social connection.

The participants also found themselves feeling more like they belonged on the team. A
key contributor was the sense of inclusion fostered by involving all members of the team in the
coaching. The CliftonStrengths and values exercises allowed team members to share their inner
lives and helped them “feel seen” by their colleagues. The presence of the coach during the
sessions also influenced these feelings of inclusion. The coach deliberately held the participants
accountable to contributing and held space for each participant to contribute meaningfully. The
coach also synthesized each participant’s statements during discussions to ensure they were
understood. This helped create the safety necessary to encourage more closed off participants to
contribute fully and form relationships with their colleagues.

An aspect of the experience of inclusion was how the coaching reinforced the connection
to the team. It showed how, when they are all included and all working with their strengths, the
participants perform better and belong together. The social connections being established were
not just between individuals but as a connection to the group as well. These connections and
insights about their collective strengths helped to center participants within the team.

The outcomes from the connection and understanding generated through the team
coaching was not limited to social bonding and inclusion. There was also an increase in team
cohesion. This was evident in the alignment of the team around a shared purpose and a decrease
in friction when accomplishing collective work. The team is stronger as a unit now. This increase
in cohesion was also observable through an increase in efficiency in communicating with each
other. The insights generated through the coaching led to the participants knowing how to adapt

their approach to be most effective with their colleagues resulting in less stepping on toes and
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overlap. Finally, the inclusion of each member of the team created more awareness of the cross-
connectivity between work portfolios and encouraged participants to engage with colleagues
earlier in their work processes.

Psychological Safety and Participation. Many of the participants had belonged to
competitive senior leadership teams in the past where individual members emphasized the
success of their portfolio over that of their colleagues. Consequently, they were cautious about
sharing their full selves or admitting uncertainty in front of this team. The team coaching
progressively chipped away at these feelings beginning with an increase to comfort.

The structure created by the intervention was an anchor for the participants. They are
often running from meeting to meeting and during the workday conversations are task focused.
The coaching created and held space for the participants to focus on one topic at a time unifying
their attention to themselves as a team. The creation of this space was achieved through a
combination of the coach’s presence, the intervention itself, and the inclusion of each team
member. As the coaching progressed and this space to focus collectively on a single topic
continued, comfort with each other grew.

Comfort was experienced by the participants as a willingness to be observed by their
colleagues both as an individual and as a component of the team. The comfort with each other
was also influenced by growing understanding of their colleagues and the strengthening of
interpersonal relationships. When colleagues are shown to care, it makes it easier for a
participant to contribute to the coaching. There was a noticeable increase in each participant’s
willingness to engage as the intervention progressed and they remarked on a sense of feeling

welcomed into the space to participate.
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The coaching also gave participants the chance to observe each other in more casual
circumstances. Their initial connections had been reactionary and they had experienced each
other in “firefighting” mode. With the pressure to solve an urgent challenge it was hard for the
participants to be with each other, learn about their preferences, and form relationships.
Observing their colleagues in less high-stakes situations increased feelings of comfort and helped
the team relax with one another.

Safety was experienced as a sense of being able to participate fully in the coaching
without negative social or reputational repercussions. There was a sense of comparison with
previous senior leadership teams that had lacked safety, especially at the beginning of the
intervention. Most of the participants were confident in themselves but that confidence had a
limit. When session topics moved away from the personal into things that would affect the
collective team, such as collective purpose or in ways that could admit uncertainty, their
confidence faltered.

The team coaching intervention slowly established feelings of safety in the team by
having the participants take progressive social risks without experiencing a negative response.
The movement from CliftonStrengths, an inherently inward-looking exercise, to personal core
values, a slightly more vulnerable topic, to collective purpose, led the participants through small
incremental steps in their exposure. Humour emerged during this progression and was used as a
testing mechanism, reducing social risk. The participants found themselves feeling progressively
more comfortable with sharing their thoughts and contributing to group discussions. This
increase in comfort had impacts on their interpersonal communication outside of the sessions.

Feelings of safety were improved over the course of the intervention although there

remained opportunity for further strengthening. Participants felt safer but not necessarily fully
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safe, with some of the initial hesitancy remaining. For those participants who were brand new to
the industry and organization, safety remained a challenge when conversations and tasks focused
on topics where they lacked knowledge and experience.

The experience of participation through the team coaching intervention was often
relational, and participants responded to the level of their colleagues’ contributions. For example,
when one colleague held back it had an impact on the participation of the rest of the participants.
Similarly, when a colleague took a social risk and was vulnerable with their contribution it
encouraged the rest of the team to follow suit. In particular, the leader had an extra impact when
they were willing to share openly and when asking their team for support. The vulnerability
being displayed through the intervention wasn’t seen as performative and helped to humanize the
participants to each other.

Generally, the level of individual participation increased over the length of the
intervention. The participants found that observing the levels of contribution from their
colleagues increased their internal feelings of “Yes, I should do that too”. That feeling of
expectation was reinforced by the coach who held all the participants accountable to participate
through the coaching. The increasing levels of comfort and safety also helped to increase
participation as the intervention progressed. Participants began to encourage each other to
participate and pushed each other to contribute more fully to the conversations.

Similarly to their experience of participation and safety, trust was often experienced in
comparison to other senior leadership teams the participants had belonged to. Trust between
colleagues did improve over the length of the intervention but, as was seen with safety, there
remains some room for improvement. The clearest example of the growth in trust was seen in the

final session and the wise council activity. This activity inherently invites a building of trust
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between colleagues as it requires them to admit that they need help. The participants brought
meaningful topics to the exercise and, with the exception of the newest participants, engaged in
robust and generous discussions.

Perception of Progress and Team Performance. The team coaching intervention had
impacts beyond improving interpersonal relationships and psychological safety. Participants
regularly remarked about their observations regarding improvements to team performance and
the speed of the progress facilitated through the intervention. The impacts from the coaching
were felt both inside the sessions and in the team’s everyday interactions.

One area of improvement, experienced by each participant, was in the efficiency of
communication between colleagues. Specifically, there was a reduction in friction between
colleagues and the perceived need for using “softer” language with each other. Understanding
their colleagues allowed the participants to approach each other more openly and to choose the
optimum time to ask for help.

CliftonStrengths became a framework for the team to identify how and when they can
collaborate with each other to achieve their shared purpose. When considered in relation to
safety this also included participants reaching out to colleagues more readily with less fear of
being rejected. A greater understanding how their portfolios intersect encouraged the participants
to collaborate more quickly, anticipating the need rather than reacting to an emergency.

Alignment happened both in the sessions, by focusing the conversation on one topic at a
time, and outside of the sessions thanks to the team’s shared purpose. This alignment improved
the team’s ability to prioritize tasks and collaborate between teams. This has, consequently, had
an impact on team performance helping them focus on the right problem at the right time with

the right people. The shared purpose has also reinforced that the participants are, in fact, a team.
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They can articulate that they were not brought together as a consequence of shared leadership but
as a group of colleagues meant to drive collective value for the organization. Importantly, the
team’s shared purpose did not emerge through declaration by the team leader but through
substantive, generative discussion by all participants.

When reflecting on their experience in the intervention, the participants referred to their
collaboration as “generative discussion” and this was linked to the emergent properties of the
exercises. Rather than having a fixed outcome chosen by the leader or coach, the team’s
collaboration through the coaching determined the final results. The experience of collaborating
with their colleagues was improved outside of the coaching as well, and the participants often
tied these improvements to efficiency and alignment in their reflections. The transition from
collaboration in the sessions to impact on workflow remained an area of growth for the team.
The wise council activity was seen as a model for how active collaboration at this leadership
table could occur and was included in their team norms.

Collaboration within the coaching sessions was impacted by the inclusion of the entire
team. Participants felt a responsibility to their colleagues and took care to encourage each other
through the intervention. The leader also played a large role in promoting collaboration during
the coaching by not being too forceful with their own opinions and holding space, along with the
coach, for each team member to contribute.

The participants’ observations about improvements to team performance, interpersonal
connections, and even psychological safety were often accompanied by a recognition of the
speed with which the team was achieving these results. There was also an acknowledgement of
how the team may have reached these results on their own, but the discrete time set aside with an

external partner helped to make that progress faster. Some of the surprise over the speed of
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progress described by the participants was related to their previous experiences on other senior
leadership teams. Previously, they had often found it hard to establish safety, trust, and
meaningful connections over extended periods of time. The juxtaposition of their previous
experiences and the team’s progression through the coaching intervention highlighted the impact
of the time spent.

Closely related to their perception of progress was the impact of the specific timing and
content flow of this intervention. The relational aspect of their experience emerged here again. In
comparison with other leadership development and team workshops, this intervention felt very
tailored to the team and their needs. The presence of choice about the progression of topics was
important and helped the participants feel in control, making each session’s focus feel important
and meaningful. Additionally, the mixture of preparing participants for the sessions with some
pre-work and the generative elements in the sessions made the participants feel both supported
and engaged in the process.

A final observation of the experience of the team coaching intervention from my
participants is the impact that it had beyond the immediate team. Each participant found that
some aspect of how they interact with their subordinate teams had shifted. The observations of
their colleagues led the participants to consider the ways in which their personal leadership
behaviors are affecting their subordinate teams and has increased their efforts to be intentional
about their approaches. They are better equipped to articulate the connection their subordinates
have to the shared purpose of the team. They can see the interconnections between their
subordinate teams and those of their colleagues and this has led to more frequent collaboration

and cross-functional work.
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The following chapter builds from this analysis and explores the unique findings relevant
to the research question. Three key findings are discussed in depth including the impact of the
coach on increasing participation while reducing skepticism, the formation of interpersonal
connection, and the formation and strengthening of psychological safety. Four additional
findings are also discussed including the impact of timing and sequencing of activities, how team
coaching reinforces the needs of a virtual team, the impact of alignment on team performance
and collective sensemaking, and the importance of participant choice during the intervention.

Finally, the chapter concludes with a discussion of implications for team coach practitioners.
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Chapter Five: Discussion

This study aimed to investigate the specific impact of a team coach practitioner on
feelings of team cohesion during an intervention with a newly formed virtual team. I studied the
experience of seven participants, all members on a senior leadership team inside of a regional
financial institution, after they took part in a three-month long team coaching intervention that I
delivered. Each participant took part in a semi-structured in-depth interview which generated a
large amount of data. My analysis was phenomenological in nature and involved coding the
interviews, the identification of key themes in the codes, the creation of individual textural and
structural statements for each participant, and a synthesis of these statements in the form of a
composite textural-structural statement about the phenomenon as a whole (Creswell, 2014;
Moustakas, 1994). Through the analysis I identified a number of experiences that shed some
light on my research question, suggesting that the team coach practitioner has a material impact
on the experience of team cohesion. Phenomenological studies are concerned with understanding
the specific essences of experience and may naturally uncover additional findings than what the
researcher was intending to find (Moustakas, 1994). My analysis did uncover several additional

observations from my participants which may be relevant to team coaching practitioners.

Key Findings

The literature I reviewed for this study drew from the fields of team development,
industrial organization psychology, team coaching, and sensemaking. This review did not
identify any phenomenological studies of the impact of the team coach practitioner and was
primarily concerned about evaluating the specific impact of team interventions on objective

performance outcomes. The Team Diagnostic Survey (TDS) created by Ruth Wageman, Richard
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Hackman, and Erin Lehman (2005), is commonly used by team coaches to measure the impact of
a team coaching intervention. However, this tool is concerned with measuring the output from
the team itself and fails to isolate the specific impact of the team coach practitioner. Through the
analysis of my participants’ experiences I identified three main impacts attributable to the coach.
First was the impact the coach had on the formation of interpersonal connections. Second was
the impact of the coach in the formation and strengthening of psychological safety on the team.
Third was the impact of the coach being seen as an expert and guide during the intervention
which increased overall participation and reduced participant skepticism about the value of team
coaching itself.
Impact on Interpersonal Connection

A number of my participants remarked about their challenges working on previous senior
leadership teams. They had struggled to form meaningful connections with their colleagues and
had felt that they lacked cohesion thanks to pervasive feelings of competition. Additionally, all
of the participants had found it challenging to connect with each other as they joined this team.
Upon joining the team, they were focused on their individual portfolios and only interacted with
their colleagues when an urgent challenge emerged that required collaboration across portfolios.
The team coach impacted their ability and willingness to form interpersonal connections by
creating the space and holding attention on this step, shouldering the mental weight of
expectation for forming connections, and explicitly tying connection to the team’s work
processes.

As seen in the literature, intentional design at the early stages of a team’s development is
even more important for virtual-first teams (Aquino et al, 2022; Holton, 2001; Timonen &

Ruokamo, 2021). The participants had all experienced the pull of their operational demands and
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the coach, as an external party without those same demands, was able to hold the team’s focus
during the sessions. Holding the team’s attention to the topic of conversation they need to have is
covered in the ICF (2020) core competencies but hasn’t been adequately studied in the broader
literature. It appears that this function of the coach can have a significant impact on the team’s
ability to form interpersonal relationships. The creation of the space, through the structure of the
team coaching intervention, serves to remove some of the burden of operational demands and
helps to bring the attention of the team to the present moment. For the participants in this study
this extra focus on the team as a unit in isolation from their daily demands was successful in
bringing their awareness to each other and the ways in which they are connected.

The coach also appeared to have an impact on the formation of interpersonal connections
by shouldering some of the weight of expectation for relationship building from some of the
participants. The presence of the coach, and possibly the context of the team coaching itself, set
the expectation that participants would be paying attention to each other and they all remarked
about how this awareness helped in forming interpersonal connections. The coach appears to
have reduced the level of expectation for facilitating the formation of connections from the more
extroverted team members while also making the more introverted team members feel safer.
Interestingly, the literature reviewed for this study did not discuss how this specific reduction of
expectation could be enhanced by the coach. Several authors discuss the importance of forming
interpersonal connections during an intervention but suggest this responsibility rests with the
team collectively or the leader independently (Clutterbuck, 2020; Edmondson, 2012; Hawkins,
2018; Leary-Joyce & Lines, 2018). While it wasn’t the aim of this study, I did uncover a
suggestion that the weight of expectation for facilitating the formation of connections appears to

have been greater for some of the female participants. The coach appears to have had an impact
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on the experience of the female participants but the data to support this was not present equally
for each female participant.

In the case of senior leadership teams, having each member of the team present may not
occur regularly reducing the opportunity for interpersonal connections to develop. This challenge
is exacerbated when a team is virtual. A team coaching intervention addresses this by including
each member of the team. The coach can also ensure that each member of the team is provided
with an equal opportunity to contribute, encouraging participation by establishing safety during
discussions. Some of the participants in this study found that the coach was able to rearticulate
their contributions in ways that connected to the larger themes of the coaching intervention and
made them feel understood and humanized their peers. The coach’s ability to articulate and
synthesize the meaning behind each participants’ contributions highlighted similarities between
members of the team and helped to form relationships.

The use of the CliftonStrengths psychometric tool also provided an avenue for the
participants to introduce an aspect of their personalities and work styles. The coach highlighted
the specific strengths of each participant and what they meant for the collective team’s success.
This deliberate shift from the individual to collective strengths of the team strengthened
connections between participants further while simultaneously centering the individual within
the team. The coach continued this process of highlighting how the individual fit within the
context of the team both through the values and team purpose exercises. Importantly, these shifts
helped to reinforce that the formation of interpersonal connections was not solely about building
social bonds but to facilitate greater team performance. The coach regularly tied back the
insights that emerged from team discussions to the goals of the team, helping to reinforce the

participants’ feelings of belonging to a real team.



72

These findings support the research of Hackman and Wageman (2005), Kozlowski et al.
(2009), and Latif & Williams (2017), reinforcing the value of tying the creation of interpersonal
connection to the team’s task processes, especially early in the life cycle of the team. The
interpersonal connections that were facilitated by the coach through the intervention appear to
have increased overall team cohesion. The experience of the participants suggests an increase in
team performance, particularly where efficiency in communication and collaboration are
concerned. The coach was also able to help the participants move from individual connection to
having a stronger understanding of their personal place within the team.

Impact on Psychological Safety

Competition between team members can be a problem at any level of an organization but
has the potential to be heightened on senior leadership teams where the individual portfolios of
team members are not clearly connected to one another. Several participants in the study
identified that feelings of competition and the siloed nature of their portfolios had influenced
their feelings of safety on the team. Additionally, the newest members of the team also
experienced some level of uncertainty as they were orienting themselves to the organization and
industry in addition to their new colleagues. Over the course of the team coaching intervention,
feelings of safety, comfort, and willingness to take interpersonal risk increased on the team. The
influence on these feelings of psychological safety during the intervention followed similar
patterns to the building of interpersonal connections, with the coach playing an important role. In
particular, the inclusion of each team member, the emphasis on providing space for each
participant to contribute, and highlighting the connection between the individual and their place
within the team all played a significant role in establishing psychological safety between the

participants.
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The inclusion of each member of the team in the intervention did more than offer
opportunity for the participants to establish connections with each other. By consciously
including each participant and ensuring equitable contribution amongst the participants the coach
created a more welcoming environment. This environment, present from the very beginning of
the coaching intervention, established and slowly reinforced feelings of comfort and safety on
the team. The participants were given opportunities to take progressive social risk in discussions
that increased in vulnerability, moving from a personal to collective focus. The coach’s
reflection and synthesis of what they were hearing from participants helped to reinforce the value
of their contributions and helped them to feel heard. This contributed to a further strengthening
of safety amongst the team and was demonstrated by the level of vulnerable contribution during
the final session, where participants asked their colleagues for advice on a leadership challenge.

The conscious inclusion of each team member also helped to reinforce that the
participants belonged, in fact, to a team. One participant even acknowledged that the coaching
helped them see that “we’ve got each other’s backs”. During the first session, when participants
were introducing themselves through their CliftonStrengths, the coach intentionally moved the
focus of the conversation to the collective strengths of the team. This helped to center the
participants and their place inside of the team in similar ways to what Brown et al. (2008) present
about collective sensemaking through narratives. This was further enhanced during the session
where participants aligned on their collective purpose, ultimately increasing their feelings of
meaningful belonging inside of the team. The recognition of belonging to a team had material
impacts to the work processes of the participants by identifying the interconnections in the
participants’ portfolios. This, coupled with the growth in comfort and safety, reduced the

reluctance of the participants to ask for help and increased team cohesion and collaboration.
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Two of the participants were very new to not only the team but the organization and
industry as well. The impacts mentioned here were present and even more pronounced for these
participants. The coach, seen as an external party, seemed to operate as a mediator for their
nervousness and buffer for their contributions. By actively involving them in the intervention,
calling on them during group discussions, and reflecting back their contributions, the coach
helped to reduce the social risk of participating. Practitioners may also note that even though
these participants joined part way through the intervention they were still active participants.
Some additional attention was spent with both participants debriefing them on what they had
missed and ensuring they felt connected and welcomed to the intervention.

This study supports the research of Amy Edmondson (2012) by reinforcing the need for
team members to take interpersonal risk in order to establish team cohesion. What her research
neglects, and this study suggests, is the impact that a coach can have on the creation of an
environment where team members feel safe to take such risks. This environment is similar to
what David Clutterbuck (2020) calls the secure coaching environment that a team coach is well
suited to establish. From this foundation, the team’s leader may capably continue coaching the
team to ensure ongoing team cohesion and performance.

Impact Through Expertise

My participants frequently experienced the team coaching intervention in comparison to
other leadership development and team building workshops they had participated in during their
careers. Especially for senior leadership teams, where the members are more likely to have
participated in a variety of development modalities, this comparative experience of team

coaching is likely to occur. During a team coaching intervention, the coach holds a position of
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expertise, giving them the opportunity to influence participant sentiment and increase the impact
of the team coaching.

In this study, the coach’s position of expert in the room helped to overcome the
skepticism of some of the participants and helped the team commit more fully to the
intervention. Importantly, this expertise wasn’t seen as self-serving, rather it was for the benefit
of the team. This confirms the position of many of the researchers in the team coaching field that
holding expertise is only beneficial when it is in service to the team’s goals and their progress
(Clutterbuck, 2020; Hackman, 2011; Hawkins, 2018; Leary-Joyce & Lines, 2018; Wageman et
al., 2008). In this study the coach moved fluidly along the spectrum of skills identified by the
ICF (2020) as critical for successful team coaching. In particular, the demonstration of
facilitating the conversations and encouraging the team to reach for deeper insight began to
develop these skills in the participants themselves. As the intervention progressed, the coach was
able to step back as they grew more comfortable holding this responsibility. The team learned,
by observing the coach in their position of expertise, that they can rely on each other to facilitate
the same kind of discussions and impacts to team performance.

Additional Findings

The goal of the semi-structured in-depth interviews my participants participated in was to
uncover their unique experience to better understand the impact that the coach had on their
feelings of cohesion. Naturally, their individual experiences included many themes outside of the
initial scope of my research question. These findings offer insight into the impact of team
coaching and reinforces some of the existing literature. The impact of the timing and sequencing
of this intervention reinforces the importance of particular temporal points in the team’s lifecycle

(Gersick, 1991;2020; Hackman, 2011a; Wageman et al., 2008). The results of the study reinforce
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some of the findings about the needs of teams and particularly of how an intervention might
support virtual teams (Hackman, 2008; Holton, 2001; Timonen & Ruokamo, 2021). The
participants’ experience of alignment through the intervention mirror the some of the findings
from the team effectiveness field and the process of collective sensemaking (Ala-Kortesmaa &
Muiioz, 2023; Brown et al., 2008; Edmondson, 2012; Kozlowski et al., 2009; Wageman et al.,
2008). Finally, the presence of choice in direction for the intervention appears to have been very
meaningful for the participants. Providing this choice to the team is a part of the ICF (2020) core
competencies and several team coaching definitions but the literature does not remark on the
impact this choice can have on the intervention (Clutterbuck, 2020; Hawkins, 2018; Leary-Joyce
& Lines, 2018). Each of these findings had some impact on the participants’ experience and the
team’s performance.

As Connie Gersick (1991; 2020), Richard Hackman (2011a), and Ruth Wageman (2008),
have put forward, there are certain moments during a team’s lifecycle that play an important role
in a team’s development. Several of the participants in this study remarked on the timing of the
intervention as having come at an opportune moment. The intervention began while the team
was still newly formed, barely into its sixth month, and at the mid-way point to the fiscal year.
Both of these temporal moments, the beginning of the team and the midpoint to the year,
provided a natural anchor for the team to pause and consider their makeup. It appears that the
participants benefited from this anchor, along with the presence of the coach, as they began to
form interpersonal relationships and build more robust task processes. The sequencing of
discussion topics may also have been a factor as Hackman (2011a) and Leary-Joyce and Lines
(2018) have suggested. The timing and sequencing may have had an impact on the success of

this intervention and may have influenced the other outcomes already mentioned here. The
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literature reviewed for this study did not address the effects of timing and sequencing on the
outcomes to team performance and this study suggests that future investigations into this effect
could be fruitful.

This study shows how the core needs of the team, as exemplified by Wageman et al.’s
(2008) enabling factors, do not change simply because a team works primarily virtually. The
intervention touched on all of these factors but did highlight the heightened impact that
compelling direction, supportive context, and access to team coaching have. This reinforces the
findings of Holton (2001) and Timonen and Ruokamo (2021), ultimately showing how
intentional effort can improve team cohesion, collaboration, and psychological safety on the
team.

The impact of alignment of the participants around a shared purpose, one of the six
enabling factors from Wageman et al. (2008), has not been discussed in relation to the influence
of the coach. However, this study confirms the effect that having a compelling reason for
existing can have on a team. For the participants in this study, there appears to be an interesting
connection between the alignment around a shared purpose and the ways in which the
intervention created the narrative of the individual inside of the team. Collective sensemaking in
teams is often discussed through the lens of shared understanding of the members and the
anchoring of an individual’s perspective inside of the collective narrative (Ala-Kortesmaa &
Muiioz, 2023; Brown et al., 2008; Kozlowski et al., 2009). This study supports this finding, most
notably through the impact from the CliftonStrengths assessment, by demonstrating how the
participants were able to center themselves as individuals inside of the team. However, the
literature does not make an explicit claim of the impact that shared team purpose can have on

this process of collective sensemaking. Finally, the alignment of the team around a shared
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purpose and, consequently, their collective sensemaking also contributed to the increase in
psychological safety on the team. This reinforces Amy Edmondson’s (2012) concept of framing
and how creating a shared understanding of the team’s journey can lead to innovative ideas,
stronger learning, and increased psychological safety.

Several of the participants in this study remarked about the power of being able to choose
their progression through the coaching intervention. Interestingly, much of the literature that
addresses the definition of team coaching refers to the need for an emergent intervention that
addresses the specific needs of the team (Clutterbuck, 2020; Hawkins, 2018; International
Coaching Federation, 2020; Leary-Joyce & Lines, 2018). However, there is no discussion about
how the presence of choice impacts the experience of team coaching for the participants. For the
participants in this study the inclusion of choice helped to lower skepticism about the coaching
and, as a result, increased participation in the intervention. It also increased the belief that this
work was meaningful for the team and not at the behest of the coach or leader. Ultimately, this
had an impact on team cohesion but wasn’t directly attributable to the coach.

Implications for Practitioners

This detailed exploration of the experiences of a group of participants participating in a
team coaching intervention has shown that the team coach can play a meaningful part in the
transformation of the team. During a team coaching intervention, the coach holds a level of
authority and expertise and it is essential that this influence is used productively. Even when the
coach takes a backseat to the conversation, there are ample opportunities to push and challenge
the team to expand their thinking, display vulnerability, and contribute meaningfully. Much of

the team coaching literature talks about the need to center the team inside of the intervention and
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to not be forceful. This study shows that intentional actions taken by the coach can enrich the
team coaching experience for participants.

The coach can be an active participant through the intervention in ways that encourage
participation. This study has shown how the coach’s presence can invite even the newest
members of a team to contribute and feel as though their contributions are meaningful, even
when their personal knowledge of the industry may be limited. By shouldering some of the
weight of expectation for the formation of interpersonal connection, the coach can create the
space necessary for participants to explore connections with their colleagues more freely. The
coach can hold the space for the team to focus on each other, in a way giving them permission to
put aside the daily demands of their work.

Another way that the coach’s active role can impact the team’s experience is by
reinforcing the tie between their growth in connection and psychological safety with the ways in
which they accomplish work. The coach can act as a reminder to the team about their ultimate
purpose, encouraging them to elevate their thinking and consider the implications that their
growth can have on how they communicate, collaborate, and share ownership of the work
processes. When working with a senior leadership team, as I did in this study, these nudges can
be even more direct, pointing out potential opportunities of overlap between team member’s
portfolios that may not have been immediately apparent.

This study shows how the intentional sequencing of the intervention, especially at the
very beginning, can play an important role in establishing psychological safety. As my
participants observed, senior leadership teams can feel intimidating, siloed, and competitive. By
creating a sequencing of activities that provide the audience progressive social risk, the team

coach can gradually establish greater feelings of trust with their participants. It is also important
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to mention the impact that an active coach can have on the newest members of the team. In this
study two of my participants joined part way through the intervention and the time spent
orienting them to the team’s progress through the coaching was meaningful. Setting even deeper
context with the newest members of the team may have an even greater impact. For example,
explaining the value of hearing outside perspectives and then calling on these participants
directly in later sessions may encourage greater participation when discussions shift to topics that
they are less familiar with.

Practitioners may also want to consider actively owning their expertise. It is likely,
particularly when working with senior leadership teams, that some or all of your participants will
have experienced some form of team building or leadership development workshop in their past.
The quality of these experiences may leave your participants skeptical of team coaching and
owning their position as expert in the room may help to manage this skepticism. The team
coaching literature hints at the importance of sharing a coach’s expertise and using it to orient the
team through the coaching process (Hawkins, 2018; International Coaching Federation, 2020;
Leary-Joyce & Lines, 2018). Clutterbuck (2020) goes a step further by suggesting that holding
back on acknowledging the coach’s expertise can be harmful to the team, assuming that the
coach is sharing expertise in a way that is in service of the team’s goals. It is also worth noting
that ensuring the choice about the direction of coaching rests with the team can have a similar
effect. The freedom to choose can help the team see that the coaching is in service of their needs
and desires and not just at the behest of the leader or coach. Finally, this can help to establish
what Clutterbuck (2020) refers to as a secure coaching environment in the team which can help

to facilitate the ownership of the coaching moving from the practitioner to the team’s leader.
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The following chapter concludes the thesis with a summary of the research project and a
brief discussion of the key findings. Topics for future research, as extensions of the findings in
this study, are also presented. This includes a brief discussion about the five codes, “pressure to

fit in”, “separation of personal and professional”, “systemic barriers”, “sustainment” and
b

“reinforcement”, that were identified as having insufficient support across the transcripts.
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Chapter Six: Conclusion

This phenomenological study highlights the unique impact that the coach can have on
both the success of a team coaching intervention and the team’s ultimate performance. The
inclusion of the seven participants involved in the study demonstrate the individually nuanced
experience of participating in a team coaching intervention as part of a virtual team. Despite
these nuances some clear themes emerged from the data and offer insight for practitioners and
researchers alike. The findings both support the existing literature from the team performance,
team coaching, and sensemaking fields and add to the body of knowledge through this
acknowledgment of the coach’s impact.

It appears that team coach practitioners may have a tangible impact on the experience of
virtual team members undergoing a team coaching intervention. Their presence can reduce
skepticism, support the formation of interpersonal connection, and establish and reinforce
psychological safety. The coach was often viewed as an external party, facilitator, and buffer for
the participants in the study, helping the team focus their attention to a specific topic at a time.
Their presence was welcoming and invited the participants to participate more fully in the
intervention leading to deeper interpersonal connections. Practitioners should pay attention to the
importance of taking an active role through the intervention.

The research also confirms previous findings about the importance of matching
interventions to specific temporal events in a team’s life and work cycles (Gersick, 1991;2020;
Hackman, 2011a; Wageman et al., 2008). Aligning the intervention to the mid-point of the
participants’ fiscal year and near the beginning of their team’s existence helped to align their
actions and sped up their collective performance. This alignment, combined with the

establishment of interpersonal connections, also influenced the collective sensemaking of the
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team, anchoring the individuals inside of the team and reinforcing the interconnections between
their work tasks (Ala-Kortesmaa & Mufioz, 2023; Brown et al., 2008; Kozlowski et al., 2009).
The presence of choice about the progression of the intervention reinforced findings from
literature about matching an intervention to the team’s needs (Clutterbuck, 2020; Hawkins, 2018;
International Coaching Federation, 2020; Leary-Joyce & Lines, 2018). The study also showed
how this choice increased participation and made the content more meaningful for the
participants. Finally, the study reinforces key findings from Holton (2001) and Timonen and
Ruokamo (2021) about how the needs of virtual teams remain the same as those that work
together physically.
Topics for Future Study

This phenomenological study adds to the body of literature about team coaching by
illuminating the human experience of the intervention. Data generated through semi-structured
in-depth interviews is often extensive and can uncover findings outside of the core research
question (Moustakas, 1994). In this study these findings offer some insight into topics that would
benefit from further study.

First is the identification of a series of horizons that emerged during my analysis but
which did not have sufficient evidence to support any conclusions. These horizons were

identified and organized using the process mentioned in the methods section.

Additional Identified Codes

Top Level Code Sub Code

Separation of personal and professional
Systemic barriers

Sustainment Reinforcement
Table 2- Additional Identified Codes

Pressure to fit in
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2 <6

The horizons of “pressure to fit in”, “separation of personal and professional”, and “systemic
barriers” appeared almost exclusively in the transcripts from the female participants. The
exception being one male participant who had one identified statement about the separation of
personal and professional selves. This is an intriguing finding but with only nineteen aggregated
references across all three horizons there is insufficient evidence to draw any conclusions in this
study. Future research about the qualitative impact of a coach’s presence on the experience of
female team members during a coaching intervention may be warranted. The horizons of
“sustainment” and “reinforcement” have only seventeen aggregated references although they
were spread more evenly across the participants’ transcripts. These were questions and
comments from the participants about how the team could maintain the growth they had seen and
this may have been impacted by the short length of the study. Further research into the longevity
of results would be a worthy undertaking.

This study was intentionally designed to be a qualitative investigation of the experience
of participating in a team coaching intervention. Some of the results, specifically those that
reinforce some of the findings about the contributing factors to team performance from
Wageman et. al (2008), raise a question about the degree to which change on the team was
affected. Future research could include a mixed method approach that incorporates the Team
Diagnostic Survey, or other quantitative instrument, as a means to measure the degree of change.
Additionally, a similar approach could also help to further illuminate this study’s findings about
the importance of timing of the intervention by measuring the difference in impact across a
variety of temporal points in a team’s lifecycle. Finally, a meta-analysis of this and other
qualitative studies of team coaching interventions may be able to uncover a unifying model that

directs practitioners in their work as team coaches.
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Appendix A
Interview Preamble

Seth begins with a guided meditation to center himself, followed by journaling where he
attempts to identify any existing feelings of the participant/experience and set them aside
(phenomenological reduction).

Welcome, reminders of the study's purpose and their rights as a participant.

Thank you, PARTICIPANT, for being a part of this research. I’d like to begin by
reminding you about the core question that we’re investigating here. I’'m curious about the
qualitative experience of a team coaching intervention. Specifically, what impact this experience
has had about your feelings of being a part of your team. I have several questions that I’ll use to
guide our conversation but they’re more of a suggestion — uncovering your specific experience is
the real goal here.

Before we go any further, I’d like to remind you that your involvement in this study is
completely voluntary. You can decide not to participate, or stop participating at any time,
without any consequences. Additionally, we can take a break at any time during this interview,
and I will stop the recording until you return. It’s also important to remind you that you can
chose not to answer any specific question(s) during the interview process.

This interview is being recorded and transcribed. This transcription will be cleaned up,
removing ums, pauses, and repetitions and the result will be shared with you to ensure the data
reflects your views accurately. This transcript, along with those of the other participants, will be
anonymized and analysed and used to create individual and collective descriptions of the
experience. Finally, you have the right to request the removal of your data from the study, but

this must be done before a certain point in the research process. Once the transcripts have been
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anonymized and analyzed and the data is aggregated into the collective descriptions of the
experience it will no longer be possible to withdraw the data of any individual participant. Do
you have any questions before we begin?

Invite the participant to ground themselves, clear their minds, and reconnect with the experience
through a mindfulness exercise.

I want to acknowledge that we’re arriving here in this interview having come from
another part of our day and we are both likely heading off to something else once we’re done. It
is often useful, when we are about to engage in something important, to center ourselves and
increase our presence in this moment. I’d like to invite you to take the next five minutes to do
just that.

I have a small, guided meditation that I’1l lead you through. It’s important to note that
different people experience mindfulness activities in different ways. You may find it relaxing,
challenging, or nothing at all. Whichever way you experience this is exactly right for you, there
is no right or wrong way for this to go. I’ll get you to start by finding a comfortable position, feel
free to turn your camera off if you’d like. *Pause*.

I’ll get you to start by taking a deep breath in, stretching it out...and exhale. Take another
deep breath...and exhale. One more deep breath...and on this exhale turn your attention to the
sensation of your body in your chair, or your feet on the ground. *pause®. You may notice
thoughts floating to the surface and stealing your attention. As this happens take notice of them
and let them go, returning your attention to your body and its connection to your chair or the
floor. *pause* Now notice anywhere in your body where you might be holding tension, perhaps
it is in the shoulders, perhaps it is in your facial muscles. Notice where that tension is and take in

a deep breath and allow the tension to release on the exhale. *pause* Right here right now be
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absolutely still and notice this experience of awareness. Keep resting in this space, knowing that
it is within you. *pause* Take a deep breath bringing your awareness back to the here and
now...exhale. Another deep breath as your attention returns back to our intention here for this
interview. When you’re ready, open your eyes, move your body if you need to and let me know
when you’re ready to continue.

Invite the participant to take a few moments to reflect and reconnect with the experience of the
team coaching intervention that took place.

Thank you for taking those few minutes to ground ourselves in the currently moment. I’'m
going to give you a few moments now to reconnect to your personal experience with the team
coaching. We started in October with the CliftonStrengths assessment and our 1:1 debriefs of
your results, followed by the team workshop introducing your strengths to each other. Our next
workshop was focused on defining both your team’s values and the beginning of forming team
norms. During our third workshop we clarified a collective shared purpose for the team. Finally,
we ended with a workshop where we implemented some of what we learned through the Wise
Council activity. With that, let’s get started.

Interview Questions
1. In as much detail as you can recall, what was your experience of the team coaching
intervention?
2. What feelings were generated in you during the experience?
3. How did the experience affect you? What changes do you associate with the experience?
4. What, if anything, feels different about your team today compared to when we started the

team coaching intervention in October?
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5. Thinking about any changes, how would you describe the ways in which your team
works together today compared to before we began the team coaching intervention in
October?
6. Knowing the purpose of our inquiry - being better able to describe the individual

experience of team coaching — What else do you want to make sure is captured?
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Participant One’s Coding Tree Map
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Participant Six’s Coding Tree Map
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Appendix C

After completing the thematic analysis, combining similar codes, and grouping the
remaining codes into thematic categories a textural description of each Participant’s experience
was constructed. These textural descriptions are narrative in nature, seek to explain the unique
experience of the Participant, and include supportive quotations form the interview transcript
(Moustakas, 1994). Following the creation of textural descriptions an individual structural
description was created for each Participant. These differ from textural descriptions in their
emphasis of the underlying themes that influenced the Participant’s experience (Moustakas,
1994). While all the top-level themes from the thematic analysis were present to some degree in
each transcript some were more prominent than others. Comparative tree maps showing the
hierarchy of coding references for each Participant can be found in appendix B. For the structural
descriptions of each Participant, I have focused on the most prominent themes that best describe
the essence of the Participant’s personal experience. Because of the length of this form of
analysis I presented one Participant’s analysis in the body of my findings with the remained here
in an appendix. Individual statements are grouped together for each of my participants.
Textural Description of Participant One’s Experience of Team Coaching

Participant one began the team coaching with the hope that it would improve the
relationships and performance of the team. Their experience of working on the team prior to this
point was one of siloed work streams and a feeling of competitiveness between leaders. They
shared that they held some reservations about the intervention and “weren’t sure how much we’d
get out of it” especially as they knew that “one of my colleagues is a very skeptical” noting that

this skepticism could hold the team back.
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Participant one was excited for “an opportunity to share who I am to my team”. They had
felt out of place on the team stating, “there is a bit of pressure of feeling you have to prove
yourself.” There was a pervasive feeling of a separation between the personal and professional
which contributed to Participant one feeling as though they didn’t belong, and they felt that this
was holding the team back. “I do think that there's something about bringing the personal aspect
that ... can actually improve the quality of the work and the working relationship as well.” The
presence of the coach helped to alleviate some of the weight of expectation for building
relationships “having someone else like yourself put the energy into creating the space ... was
really helpful” and encouraged both Participant one and the rest of the team to bring both their
personal and professional selves to their connections.

The coaching intervention created space and held intention for the team to focus on
building connections and Participant one found “not just the cohesiveness as a group coming
together but actually individual relationship strengthening”. They found themselves
understanding the motivations behind their colleague’s actions “it just kind of helps
contextualize where everyone feels they stand” and a newfound playfulness emerged, smoothing
the interpersonal relationships and helping the team’s work progress. The creation of this space
and growth in understanding also impacted Participant one’s feelings of safety on the team. “I
think I'm more willing to take certain risks with this team that before I was maybe completely
closed off to do. Safer, not fully safe”. This is related to an increased feeling of connection with
their colleagues although there remains room to improve these relationships even further “from
an analogy standpoint I've opened up the house, but there are certain rooms that are still going to

be off limits.”
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Participant one did experience some feelings of frustration with the level of participation
from some of the team members, acknowledging that there were a variety of factors that held
their colleagues back. “Not that they weren’t engaged, but...they wouldn't go that step further
that could have really, I think, helped get us connect more as a team.” Despite these missed
opportunities within the sessions, Participant one still found themselves growing closer to their
colleagues and has found that it opened them up to connect more outside of the formal coaching
intervention.

Work processes have also been affected for Participant one and the ways in which work
is being accomplished between the team has improved. “We're all working together, and this is
what we can do to help each other, and this is how we can achieve success together.” The
intervention also consistently reminded Participant one that they are, in fact, a part of a team. “I
think the impact is a reminder of how we are a team. We are on the same team.” This has led to a
greater inclination for the team to reach out to each other, share challenges, and collaborate.
Participant one has also seen these impacts beyond the immediate team stating, “it is much more
collaborative and inclusive.” The intervention highlighted how the interpersonal relationships
and levels of safety between this team of senior leaders affects those who report to them, “if
there is tension between leaders, a level up, it's felt in the levels below.” and has encouraged
Participant one to proactively consider their peer’s teams when embarking on new initiatives.

Participant one’s initial feelings of separation and pressure to prove themselves at the
start of the coaching intervention were greatly reduced by the end of the three months. They felt
a renewed commitment to the team and a sense of longevity in their role. “I was really struggling
with the team in the beginning. Because of that I had in my mind a time box on how long I

wanted to stay in this role”, “I can be here longer and I can continue to see this growth hopefully
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and continue to foster those relationships.” The intervention increased Participant one’s feelings
of safety and willingness to continue building relationships, “from an analogy standpoint I've
opened up the house, but there are certain rooms that are still going to be off limits” and left
them excited for the continued growth of the team.

Structural Description of Participant One’s Experience of Team Coaching

The most prominent themes that informed Participant one’s experience of the team
coaching were Interpersonal Relationships, Psychological Safety, Understanding Individuals and
Teams, and Team Performance. These themes were interrelated for Participant one and each
have a feedback effect on the others.

For Participant one, interpersonal relationships played a large role in their experience of
the team coaching. Their experience and participation were often in relation to the other
Participants, both encouraging them to engage more fully when colleagues were open and
vulnerable or to hold back when participation wavered. Changes to the depth of interpersonal
relationships, primarily through connection and team cohesion, were supported by an increase of
understanding their peers and a growing sense of familiarity. The team coaching sessions created
space where Participant one was able to consider their colleagues more fully and strengthen their
relationships.

Psychological safety was closely related to Participant one’s experience of growth in
interpersonal relationships. The initial feelings of pressure to prove oneself and that vulnerability
may be used against them were diminished as they witnessed their colleagues taking
interpersonal risks without consequence. This led to an increase in Participant one’s feelings of
comfort and willingness to engage with vulnerability which, in turn, continued to strengthen their

relationships with colleagues. Feelings of safety spread beyond sessions with the team coach and
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the Participant continued to take interpersonal risks with their colleagues by asking for support
and advocating for the teams that report to them.

Insight about others, their motivations, their self-perception, and their inner lives was an
important part of the experience for Participant one, especially at the outset of the team coaching.
The attention spent focused on the team as a whole unit provided the structure necessary for
Participant one to observe their colleagues and these observations reinforced their growing
feelings of safety. These feelings encouraged a sense of playfulness and connection that reduced
social friction for the Participant one and enabled them to work more efficiently with their
colleagues.

In relation to the performance of the team, Participant one found that the ease with which
they could accomplish tasks was improved. Specifically, the alignment of the team around a
shared purpose provided an avenue for them to engage their colleagues with their work. This
increase in performance extended beyond the ways in which the immediate team collaborates
and shares knowledge and has encouraged Participant one to pay attention to the ways in which
their behavior affects the teams below them.

Textural Description of Participant Two’s Experience of Team Coaching

Participant two’s experience of the team coaching was often seen in relation to their
previous experience of leadership development workshops. They stated that the team coaching
“actually felt really good ... it felt comfortable and that's not always the case.” A lack of trust
and connection with previous teams member had limited the effectiveness of those team building
initiatives. The coaching also highlighted how this team was different and Participant two felt
that comfort and safety were the primary vehicles for the difference in participation. “I felt

comfortable ... and I think everyone else was the same because it allows you to be more honest
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and more open.” The comparison between their current and previous teams continued through
the entire engagement and resulted in some significant insights.

One such insight revolved around the purpose of this team’s creation. Participant two
found great value in spending discrete time thinking about the team and their relationships to
each other and their bodies of work. The dedicated space enabled a shift in the way that
Participant two considered their work in relation to their colleagues. “What came out of [the
team coaching] was that we collectively can work together better, having the norms and
understanding each other.” They also recognized the strength that the team had as a whole unit,
“what I saw again was some of the strengths or the differences between team members ... And
that's why we actually work well together because we're actually quite different.” Participant two
found themselves feeling more connected to their colleagues and remarked on how “we actually
kind of like each other” and how that dynamic enables them to function more efficiently as a
senior leadership team.

The team coaching fostered the building of trust and safety between Participant two and
their colleagues. It started in the coaching sessions where safety and comfort were established
early on, “the nervousness that you sometimes have with these was diminished quite early,
almost in the first session” and has extended into regular interactions outside of the coaching.
The structure of the intervention eased Participant two into contributing more deeply and
encouraged them to participate in vulnerable topics, like sharing core values, more easily. This
comfort with vulnerability and commitment to participation was hindered somewhat when
Participant two was unable to be physically present at one session. “What I noticed was that the
sessions were much more effective in person.” The presence of the coach, seen as an outside

facilitator, played a part in helping Participant two feel at ease “[the coach] facilitated, but [they]
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allowed us to get there.” Participant two remarked about how they weren’t sure that “we had
trust before” beginning the team coaching but that by the end “we built a level of trust with each
other.” This creation of trust between colleagues was seen in comparison to their previous teams,
in particular the willingness of participants to ask for help during the final session. Participants
two shared about how often “the questions that we're asking we don't want to ask our peers. We
want to solve it ourselves.” and yet everyone participated in the activity. This trust was also seen
more broadly through the other sessions, where Participant two felt able to “share your views”
without fear of repercussion.

Participant two also noticed a change in the way that work was being done on the team.
They remarked about one colleague who has begun to collaborate with them in new ways. This
change in collaboration is seen as a result of deeper understanding both personally and how their
teams are interrelated. “The impact of that change is each of us understanding where the other
fits into the whole process and equation”. This change in work structure may have happened
organically but Participant two suggests that the team coaching accelerated this, “the sessions
just gave us a better understanding of how we work together, why we work together and why
together as a team we add value to the enterprise.” The deepening understanding between
colleagues and their work led to a shift in the ways that team members request support from each
other “There's emotions and feelings which I think are really important ... the emotional part is
understanding why I'm asking and why it's important.” Collaboration was seen as being
amplified through interpersonal relationships.

The space created by the team coaching to intentionally reflect about the purpose and
structure of the team led Participant two to feel more connected to their colleagues. Going

through this near the beginning of the team’s formation sped up the connections and “made us
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stronger as a whole by going through this. So, to me that's of tremendous value especially when a
team is new.” The inclusion of everyone on the team, both senior leaders and business
coordinators, was also helpful for Participant two “having our newest team members join was
really good” and created a stronger sense of inclusion and connection between them and their
colleagues. They found that the space to reflect about themselves and their colleagues led to
several insights that has shifted their own behavior.

Participant two’s insights extended beyond the interpersonal relationships with their
peers, and they found themselves considering the impact of their leadership on their subordinate
teams. “I reflected a little bit coming out of [the coaching], watching LEADER and watching
COACH and seeing insights on myself and making sure that I am doing that with my team.”
They began to consider “how I leverage my strengths” and if they were “approaching everything
the right way?” with their teams. The team coaching helped Participant two recognize the
interconnections that exist in their subordinate teams and illuminated different ways that they can
improve the performance of those teams.

Structural Description of Participant Two’s Experience of Team Coaching

The most prominent themes that informed Participant two’s experience of the team
coaching were Interpersonal Relationships, Team Performance, Understanding Individuals and
Teams, and Psychological Safety. The connections formed by Participant two during the team
coaching were a catalyst for the rest of the themes of their experience.

Participant two’s experience of interpersonal relationships was driven by improvements
in connections with their colleagues. The coaching provided a specific space to focus on each
other by “stepping out of the weeds” and facilitated the building of relationships with colleagues

that Participant two was less familiar with. In addition to providing these opportunities, the
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structure of the coaching sessions and continued focus on the team as a unit reinforced the value
of working together. Cohesion was also impacted for Participant two by seeing how their
personal work intersects with the rest of the team. Interactions between colleagues outside of the
coaching were also improved.

Improvements to team performance was primarily about an increased awareness of
interconnections between colleagues leading to more intentional collaboration. Cross-functional
working was also improved thanks to the alignment of colleagues around a shared team purpose.
Rather than simply “submitting a ticket” Participant two is now able to acknowledge the purpose
of collaborations which has led to higher commitment from their subordinate teams and better
results. There were some small improvements in task process outside of the coaching sessions
that were facilitated through better interpersonal connections. Participant two has a better
understanding of their colleagues and their behavior, allowing them to anticipate the needs of
their team and increasing the efficiency of their communication.

The ability to anticipate behavior was connected to a growing understanding of
Participant two’s colleagues. In particular, the CliftonStrengths exercise offered them useful
insights about the behavior of their colleagues and encouraged them to think about how their
personal strengths could complement the strengths of the team. This self-reflection had an impact
on collaboration and team cohesion. The team coaching helped increase Participant two’s
understanding of the team’s leader. They found themselves inspired by what they observed in the
leader and were inspired to consider how their personal leadership was affecting their
subordinate teams.

In relation to psychological safety, Participant two found their levels of comfort and trust

were increased over the team coaching intervention. Trust was built through observation of the



110

team and their behaviors and seeing consistency in their colleagues increased Participant two’s
feelings of comfort. Observation of the team’s leader’s open attitude and welcoming demeanor
during early sessions was also helpful in establishing trust. For Participant two, the experience of
both comfort and trust were experienced in relation to their previous senior leadership teams.
Seeing their colleagues commit fully to the team coaching increased their own comfort with
contributing vulnerably.

Textural Description of Participant Three’s Experience of Team Coaching

Participant three experienced the team coaching primarily through observation of the
entire team and with measured participation. This started with self-reflection through the
CliftonStrengths, “the primary kind of impact I think was very much a self-reflective
one...[seeing] myself through things like CliftonStrengths and expanded to paying close
attention to how they interacted with the rest of the team. Participant three was mindful about the
impact that their confident behavior can have on their colleagues. “I give the space to others to
speak ... because once I say something that can have an impact on what others are willing to
say.” Participant three saw strong progress in a short amount of time “The actual outcome and
how far you could take it in such little time was also a surprise.” and remarked on it several
times.

One area of growth that Participant three identified was the interpersonal relationships
between team members. Personally, they found that they understood their colleagues in a deeper
way. “You get to know them deeper and get to know more around some of the things they're
sensitive to and some of the things they're not.” This helped improve Participant three’s
understanding of the motivations of their colleagues and how they could help them achieve their

goals. The connections between team members smoothed social interactions for Participant three
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and they observed growth in connection between all of their colleagues. “We've taken down the
fence. Well, maybe not removed the fence, but we've definitely pulled the fence down between
the different areas.” They observed how strengthening interpersonal relationships have spilled
over from the coaching or task-focused conversations to collectively celebrating birthdays and
improving the team’s social cohesion.

Comfort improved over the course of the team coaching intervention for Participant
three. In October they had begun with some uncertainty “there's always a healthy dose of
skepticism” but found that it diminished quickly as they found all of their colleagues committed
to the coaching. During the first two session Participant three remarked about the use of humour
amongst the team “wasn't always coming from a standpoint of joking but more almost from a
standpoint of probing” and noted that it helped ease everyone into comfort with participating.
Personally, Participant three is self-confident and willing to share their experiences, but they did
note that they felt a stronger sense of safety emerging through the coaching. “I felt like we had
an open forum. It felt like it was an accommodating environment.” Seeing these changes,
particularly over what Participant three considered a short time, “The actual outcome and how
far you could take it in such little time was also a surprise,” increased their comfort and
reinforced the value of the team coaching.

Participant three recognized that before the start of the coaching the team had been in
“down and in” mode, focusing on what their subordinate teams needed and that there had not
been many opportunities for the development of trust between colleagues. “A lot of that time was
really insular, down and in and so the opportunities for us to interact with one another on
different activities were relatively isolated.” The team coaching helped their colleagues move

past these insular beginnings and the gentle “air of expectation” encouraged them to participate.
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Participant three also began to “unpin” their beliefs about what is needed to build trust, “you start
to unpin those things. Which, coming back to humanity, is that we all function differently”, and
acknowledged the different needs of their colleagues leading to a further strengthening of trust
on the team.

Another outcome from the unpinning of expectations was an increase in patience and
tolerance of each other. Participant three found that the coaching “made each of us a little more
human,” which led to the team treating each other more patiently and kindly. “It's very easy to
treat a caricature of someone whom you don't know in a different way than someone that you do
know.” Increased understanding of each other improved the ways that the team functions both
socially and through work tasks. By leveraging what they knew about their colleagues,
Participant three was able to improve the efficiency of communication and help their colleagues
“to be the best person they can be.” They experienced more patience with mistakes and a greater
acknowledgement of how their colleagues can leverage each other’s strengths. “We can see some
of these strengths being identified and that we're starting to use them from a leadership
perspective in a more effective manner.” These shifts are leading to improvements in
collaboration between colleagues and a maturing of their collective leadership.

For Participant three, this maturing leadership also spoke to improvements in team
performance. Contributions, both in the coaching and through work outside of the coaching
sessions, improved resulting in faster and better decision making. “It...unlocked another level
here in [our] ability to make decisions but also in our ability to operate.” A major improvement
that Participant three experienced was an increase in efficiency of communication, “there's an
element of they've become almost efficient in how they operate with one another.” This

newfound frankness hasn’t come ““at the expense of relationships”, rather it emerged from a
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deeper understanding of each their colleagues’ strengths. Participant three found value in
leveraging strengths, “you start to see the uniqueness of different individuals and how they can
contribute” but does feel that there remains growth for the team here. “I'll be interested to see if
we can take the next step ... consider how they could use a different perspective on this activity
because they have great depth of knowledge and then reaching out to that colleague ... We're not
there yet.” At the end of the team coaching Participant three was surprised at “how quickly ...
this activity accelerated the development of the leadership team” and found that they were
becoming united by a shared sense of purpose.

Structural Description of Participant Three’s Experience of Team Coaching

The most prominent structures that informed Participant three’s experience of the team
coaching were Team Performance, Interpersonal Relationships, Understanding Individuals and
Teams, and Psychological Safety. Participant three’s experience through the team coaching was
often one of observation and frequently returned to the lens of team performance.

For Participant three, impacts to the performance of the team were intertwined with
growth in acceptance of their colleagues and interpersonal relationships. These areas of growth
led to an increase in efficiency of communication and in cross-functional collaboration,
particularly centered around leveraging each other’s strengths. Participant three acknowledged
that the team coaching moved the performance of the team forward at a faster rate than they had
expected. The maturity of the team also improved and moved “into the next order of leadership”
and Participant three has noticed their colleague’s elevating their thinking, collaboration, and
delivery.

Interpersonal relationships are seen as both social and task focused. Participant three felt

that the team coaching improved their social connections to their colleagues despite their
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admittedly weak social intelligence. They attributed this to the sharing of mental labor with the
coach through the coaching interventions — they didn’t have to think about relationship building
on their own. Much more prominent were insights into their colleagues and their collective
strengths. These insights had impact to Participant three’s experience of team performance and
led to increases in what they referred to as “efficiency” in communication and task sharing.

The team coaching improved Participant three’s understanding of their colleagues as well
as their own place within the team. The CliftonStrengths assessment had a positive impact on
how they viewed their colleague’s behavior and helped them to identify ways that they might
leverage the unique strengths of the team. Patience and acceptance of their colleague’s behavior
also grew for Participant three during the team coaching. The activities and sequence of the
intervention established the humanity of each team member, increasing the levels of empathy
that they held for their colleagues. These insights into the team were, like growth in interpersonal
relationships, seen through the lens of team performance.

Participant three was keenly aware of changes to the feeling of comfort and trust during
the team coaching. Being quite self-confident themselves, they often held back slightly to give
room for others to contribute. The team coaching held the participants accountable to participate
in a way that was seen as firm but gentle. Participant three found that this created the conditions
for trust to develop. They also observed that their colleagues would use humour as a way to
probe and take some interpersonal risk with each other.

Textural Description of Participant Four’s Experience of Team Coaching

Participant four’s experience of the team coaching had impacts on their feelings of

inclusion and their understanding of their place within the team’s structure. The alignment

around shared core values and a deep understanding of the intersection between the team’s
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CliftonStrengths helped Participant four feel like they were “building a strategy all together.”
The team coaching’s intentional focus on the team as a unit “brought [us] together to focus on
the thing that we have to discuss and ... see how we can work it out together” which allowed
Participant four to understand how they contributed to the team’s work.

From the start of the team coaching Participant four was “really observing what other
team members say” and using those observations to understand their colleagues. These
observations helped them to identify how their colleagues can assist them in their work and
began to form interpersonal connections. Participant four found that the CliftonStrengths
exercise helped them to “see the different ingredients of the dish of the team” and has led to them
feeling “more connected with the team ... even on a personal level.” Additional insight emerged
for Participant four as the coaching progressed and they began to see how the team related to one
another. They noticed the deepening of interpersonal relationships between everyone and began
to understand that “when they occasionally crack a joke and sometimes it's let's say on the dark
side ... now I know that it's not.” Throughout the coaching intervention Participant four noticed
the intentional choice of their colleagues to include them. “It's like feeling that I'm a person, like
I'm invited everywhere, I'm treated well, and it just gives me that feeling.” The inclusion
extended beyond social experiences and Participant four found themselves being included in a
wide variety of cross functional work tasks as well. These feelings of inclusion had an impact on
their comfort with participating.

While deepening interpersonal connections and feelings of inclusion made Participant
four more comfortable with participating, they continued to hold some reservations. They
willingly shared insight about their strengths and contributed to discussions about values, “I

didn't feel any tension or something like I was just open.” However, they found it more
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challenging to contribute when discussions became overly technical “Honestly at the ... [last
session], I got a little bit overwhelmed because it was a lot.” Initially the “lack of preparation
required” intrigued Participant four and didn’t diminish their willingness to share. However, that
same lack of direction from the coach may have increased the feelings of discomfort when
highly technical topics emerged in the sessions. Feedback from their colleagues, displaying
appreciation for their contributions did reinforce their feelings of comfort and safety with the
team. Despite these challenges Participant four did recognize their contribution, “even if you
don't know [the answer] there is no right or wrong just whatever you understand. It's still
contribution and still showing the team [that] you think.” Participant four observed how this
team would engage in dialogue where “everyone individually said exactly what they think, and it
doesn't mean that it should be the same opinion.” which helped them feel comfortable to share
their thoughts. On previous teams their contributions had not been met with enthusiasm “it didn’t
turn out so well so I would be silent” which affected their comfort with vulnerability during more
technical topics.

The growth in safety that Participant four experienced had further impacts on team
performance. Collaboration was enhanced through the coaching and they felt that they were able
to contribute in ways that were meaningful for the team. Being included in the team coaching not
only led to Participant four feeling more connected to their colleagues socially but also through
their tasks. They understood more about their colleagues and the work being done across
functions “I can see that whatever you're working on with the projects,” which helped them
identify when and where their assistance would be needed. The CliftonStrengths exercise also
supported Participant four’s understanding of the impact of their collaboration “all these

strengths can be combined and at the end we are ... on the same page for goals.” Participant four
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also remarked on the impact the team coaching had on the team’s alignment to shared purpose
and goals. “We're always on the go and in separate meetings” and the coaching provided space
for the entire team to “to focus on the thing that we have to discuss and move on with a plan.”
The coach also helped with this alignment by acting as an external processor gathering
“consensus of everything being discussed” and capturing it to share with the team afterwards.
Structural Description of Participant Four’s Experience of Team Coaching

The most prominent structures that informed Participant four’s experience of the team
coaching were Team Performance, Psychological Safety, Interpersonal Relationships, and
Understanding Individuals and Teams. Inclusion and safety influenced much of their experience
and had impacts on their participation, understanding of how their work fit into the larger team
picture, and the formation of social bonds with their colleagues.

Alignment and collaboration dominated Participant four’s experience of team
performance during the coaching intervention. The sessions were seen as a time set aside from
day-to-day work where the team could focus on gaining an understanding of each other’s
projects and goals. Participant four found the agreements reached by the team on shared purpose,
values, and team norms affected the ways that they continued to interact outside of the sessions.
This led to an increase in the team collaborating with Participant four on a wider variety of tasks
and projects. The inclusion helped them recognize the positive impact that their contribution is
having on the team’s success.

For Participant four, psychological safety with the team was influenced by their previous
experiences working on senior leadership teams. They were generally comfortable participating,
particularly when the topics were more individual focused such as with CliftonStrengths or

values. However, some of their previous experiences with being dismissed impacted their
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feelings of safety when discussions became technical in nature. Participant four’s overarching
experience was comfortable and the inclusion they experienced through the coaching sessions
encouraged them to continue sharing their thoughts.

The team coaching provided opportunities for Participant four to step away from their
daily demands and observe their colleagues more deeply. The environment in the sessions
reinforced their experience of inclusion on the team, partly through having their opinion solicited
and partly through a more thorough understanding of their place in the broader team’s work.
Participant four found that activities like CliftonStrengths and values gave them insight that
deepened their connections with their colleagues. By observing the ways that their colleagues
interacted with each other Participant four deepened their understanding of the team’s dynamics
and strengthening their feelings of belonging.

Participant four found that their understanding of the team as a unit increased during the
intervention. Seeing the team interact in a setting where they were all present allowed them to
understand the underlying dynamics of the team, giving them insight into how they can
contribute to the team’s overarching work. The opportunity created by the team coaching was
especially helpful so early on in Participant four’s tenure with the team. The space created by the
coaching allowed them to learn about their colleagues more quickly thanks to everyone being
included in the sessions.

Textural Description of Participant Six’s Experience of Team Coaching

Participant six’s experience of the team coaching was predominantly centered on

building personal connection and understanding of their colleagues and the team as a unit. They

were surprised at how quickly they were able to establish interpersonal connections and felt
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included as part of the greater team. These experiences also had impacts to the ways they viewed
their work to be done and encouraged them to be an active participant in the team.

Being new to the organization, the team coaching functioned as a timely introduction to
their colleagues. Participant six commented that it gave them a “deeper understanding of others
than you would get in just a quick introduction and then start working together.” The
CliftonStrengths assessment and prompts to share about their internal lives gave Participant six
the opportunity to begin forming deeper connections than they had experienced in previous
teams. “[It] was a more powerful way of getting to know others and introducing myself. It felt
like people actually had a chance to get to know me a little deeper.” The insights generated by
the team coaching were not just about their colleagues and Participant six also found themselves
gaining new insight about themselves. The coaching also helped reinforce that Participant six
had a place within the team by showing them the ways that their strengths and personality
complemented their colleagues, “it definitely helped me center myself in this role, like
understanding ... my environment better.” The sessions weren’t exclusively about social
connection for Participant six. They found that when they “get to know people on a more
personal level ... I can work better with them” ultimately impacting the team’s performance.

Beyond the value in forming interpersonal connections, Participant six found the team
coaching to be “reflective for me”. The structure of the intervention, beginning with
CliftonStrengths, was inherently self-reflective for them and helped them to articulate who they
are in a new way. “I think that's really good to reflect on what are my strength areas and how can
you use that to their best potential in your work.” Participant six missed some of the coaching
sessions and this did affect their experience “I had wished that I was a part of the whole

experience ... But it wasn't bad being added halfway through.” The artefacts created from the
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sessions they had missed, profiles of each team member and the collection of team values and
norms, provided them with sufficient information to feel caught up. The team was also “very
welcoming” and helped them feel safe to contribute to the discussions. Participant six is
generally quite confident, “I think it’s my own personality” and was very generally comfortable
with participating in the sessions when the topics were focused inwards on themselves and their
work. When the conversation topics became overly technical they felt less certain, “I could not
participate that much because it was [about my colleague’s] problems and their roles and what
do I know about it to add to the conversation?” Referring to their recency on joining the team,
Participant six suggested that a reframing of the problems being shared in more common
language could have had a positive impact on their comfort with contributing.

Participant six found that their feelings of comfort and safety through the team coaching
were influenced by the presence of the coach. The coach’s facilitation “allowed room for
everyone to speak” and was able to “create an environment where I felt totally comfortable with
the whole group.” The team was also very welcoming of Participant six and enthusiastically
included them in the coaching sessions. “It's like, Oh I'm just like the new [team member] and I
get to be a part of this! It felt very welcoming.” These conditions encouraged Participant six to
actively contribute in the coaching sessions and reinforced to them that they had “stepped into
the right opportunity here.” These feelings of safety and trust extended beyond the coaching
sessions and into the work that Participant six was responsible for. They found themselves with a
“level ... of self-discipline” that they had not experienced on previous teams. They were able to
integrate into the team without worrying about status getting in the way which has sped up their

own performance.
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Structural Description of Participant Six’s Experience of Team Coaching

The most prominent structures that informed Participant six’s experience of the team
coaching were Interpersonal Relationships, Understanding Individuals and the Team, Perception
of Progress, Participation, and Psychological Safety. Their experience was heavily influenced by
their addition to the team which took place halfway through the coaching intervention. Despite
this challenge, Participant six had a robust.

The formation of connections with their colleagues was the predominant manifestation of
interpersonal relationships for Participant six. The team coaching provided them with the
opportunity to form deeper connections with their colleagues more quickly than through the
normal course of working. The speed and deepening of connections came from both the
intentional focus of the coaching session on the team as a unit and through the use of the
CliftonStrengths assessment. The coaching intervention also oriented Participant six inside of the
team helping them feel included and welcome.

Being such a new member of the team, Participant six’s experience of understanding
individuals and the team emphasized learning fundamental information about their colleagues as
a means of creating new connections. The breadth of the team’s portfolio was made less
intimidating for Participant six as they uncovered each of the colleagues’ strengths and how the
team’s work could be aligned to a collective purpose. Finding their place within the team was
eased thanks to the intentional focus of the coaching session on the team as a unit.

Forming new relationships and finding their place within a team has been challenging for
Participant six in the past and they have found the standard ways of introducing oneself to be
slow. Their progress was noticeably faster thanks to the structure provided by the coaching

sessions. Participant six also found that the environment created by the coach, one that was open
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and comfortable, had a significant impact on the progress they were making with the team. The
artefacts created through the coaching session, including team member profiles and list of shared
values, helped them feel caught up to the rest of their colleagues despite having joined the team
part way through the intervention.

Participation and psychological safety were very intertwined for Participant six. Their
inherent personal confidence influenced their early feelings of comfort with vulnerability. This
participation was met with enthusiastic support from the team which reinforced their natural
inclination to feel safe participating. Both participation and safety were affected somewhat when
conversations became overly technical and Participant six found themselves unsure of what to
contribute. They suspect that this will be less of a problem moving forward as they become more
familiar with the work of the team and the technical language of the industry.

Textural Description of Participant Seven’s Experience of Team Coaching

Participant seven experienced the team coaching as a distinct progression in the team’s
performance, their connections with their colleagues, and an increase in their feelings of trust and
safety on the team. They remarked on how the team began with their heads down, figuring out
their roles “we were firefighting ... and we were all tasked with figuring it out together.” As a
result, connections between team members were often in reaction to a problem that had arisen,
“figure it out together ... not based on a proactive plan” and the team coaching reinforced the
value of intentional collaboration. Outside of the team coaching the team only convenes as a unit
once a month, “We're all getting together and we're dealing with issues, but just that we're not
focused on who we are” and that had not provided much opportunity to build connection, trust,

and cohesion.
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The structure of the team coaching was important for Participant seven and provided
them with the opportunity to see each of their colleagues in relation to the team’s mandate.
Intentionally focusing on the team as a unit was helpful for Participant seven as during the initial
six months “the reasons we would interact comes in spurts or waves. And those waves ... would
have happened more for some than for others.” They realized that in order to break out of the
standard way of operating they have to “clear the space to say we're not going to be doing
“work™ ... we're going to be building a more unified team.” Participant seven remarked about
how the coaching “was a great way to bring us together more quickly” and resulted in stronger
team cohesion. The timing of the team coaching was also important for Participant seven. They
recognized that the firefighting mode they had been in was not sustainable and that the coaching
helped to avoid “reactivity becoming the norm”. The initial bumpy phase of figuring out the
team’s mandate “manifested that there could be a workshop like this” and that the team was
ready to engage with each other in a new way. Participant seven also remarked on how the
coaching also took place near the middle of the fiscal year which was a natural reflection point in
the rhythm of the team’s business. They felt that this lucky timing “set up some different
outcomes for us” as it encouraged them to pause and consider their progress through the year.

Understanding of their colleagues developed through participation in the team coaching.
The CliftonStrengths was a good vehicle for discovery as it generated curiosity within the team
“I felt like there was definitely an effort from all sides to understand me better” and encouraged
Participant seven to pay attention to their colleagues. They also saw the team coaching as an
opportunity to validate how they show up “this was a bunch of people being able to give
impressions of me for the first time” ensuring that their actions are having the desired impact.

The presence of the coach had a significant impact on Participant seven’s understanding of their
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colleagues “I was learning a lot more about these team members very quickly. It was evident to
me that would not likely happen via other means.” These insights about their colleagues
continued to build throughout the intervention and those about the team their leader were
particularly pronounced. “I definitely learned way more about [the leader] way more quickly
through the process.” The understanding generated through the team coaching had impacts to
psychological safety and team performance.

Trust was built for Participant seven by observing consistency in their colleagues’
behavior “that, for me, would build trust around the presentation of who they are, when they're
coming to me.” This consistency in behavior helped Participant seven feel comfortable and avoid
the politics that can exist on senior leadership teams. Trust and safety were improved when risk
taking during the coaching paid off and helped to highlight that “we've got each other's backs.”
The alignment to common purpose, shared team values, and established team normal reinforced
for Participant seven that disagreements are about the “problem not the individual”. The structure
of the coaching, “that mix of preparation and unprompted working through things I think, was
important for us”, helped to ease folks into feelings of comfort and safety. Participant seven also
found that the progression, from strengths through values and team purpose, steadily built levels
of trust in a sustainable way. “There's probably comfort in that progression ... because you get to
take those steps slowly.” Safety also emerged for Participant seven because of the participation
of their colleagues, “people lent themselves to the process” rather than simply checking a box by
attending. Finally, the vulnerability display by the leader inspired Participant seven to commit
more fully to contributing as the coaching progressed.

Learning about each other and building relationships had impacts on how Participant

seven viewed team performance. Prior to the coaching, relationships were more limited for them
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“we probably all got to know each other in different levels of depth because ... of that reactive
situation,” and not as authentic as they could have been. Observing how their colleagues are
wired helped Participant seven understand more efficient ways of collaborating. The intentional
focus of the team coaching sped this process up “I don't think that the organic connection there
would have manifested itself as quickly because the reality is we're an interesting bunch ... but
there's so many different types of focuses.” This also led to Participant seven recognizing how
they can connect with their colleagues at “earlier stages ... for insight.” A significant shift in
Participant seven’s mindset happened when they realized that being on this team was more than
just reporting to the same leader “It’s not just coming to [the] monthly meetings with how we're
holding our end of the bargain” but about how they can deliver on their shared purpose together.
Structural Description of Participant Seven’s Experience of Team Coaching

The most prominent structures that informed Participant seven’s experience of the team
coaching were Psychological Safety, Interpersonal Relationships, Team Performance, and
Perception of Progress. The intentional focus on the team created by the intervention and the
opportunity to step outside of the day-to-day operations were the primary driver of these
experiences for Participant seven.

Participant seven’s psychological safety improved gradually over the entire team
coaching intervention thanks to the progression of topics and participation from their colleagues.
The underlying politics of the leadership team were of some concern and influenced their
participation in early sessions. Trust was built between colleagues through observation of
consistent behavior and supported through the common language provided by the

CliftonStrengths assessment. Participant seven’s comfort with displaying vulnerability with their
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colleagues was most impacted by the team’s leader. Seeing the leader open up encouraged them
to follow suit.

Connection and relationships with colleagues were greatly influenced by the team
coaching for Participant seven. The intentional focus on each other and the team as a unit
allowed them to look beyond how each of their colleagues might influence their portfolio of
work and deepen their individual relationships. These growing connections helped Participant
seven to see the value of involving their colleagues more quickly and more often in their own
work. In particular, their understanding of the value of this team, unified by their shared purpose,
shifted their feelings of cohesion with their peers.

Improvements to team performance came primarily through the intentional structure and
focus of the team coaching. Participant seven’s deepening understanding of the interconnections
between their colleagues’ workstreams was also a factor. Understanding their colleagues and the
ways that they can collectively deliver on their shared purpose was motivating and helped to
reduce Participant seven’s inclination to solve problems independently. The coaching reinforced
the importance of this team being intentional about their work and proactive in the ways that they
engage with each other, increasing the impact of collaboration.

Participant seven’s perception of the progress the team was making was related to a shift
in the leadership maturity of the team. At the start of the coaching engagement Participant seven
felt like they were still firefighting and engaging with each other only when problem dictated it.
Through the coaching, they found that they were stepping outside of the current problem and
considering the larger impact that they can have as a collective team more proactively. This

maturing of leadership was also seen beyond the immediate team as Participant seven considered
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their own team’s progress. Finally, awareness of this progress was accompanied by a belief that

it would not have happened as quickly without the team coach and the coaching sessions.



