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Abstract
In today’s dynamic work environment, coaching is increasingly used to support employee
adaptability and performance. However, little is known about what makes someone open and
willing to engage in coaching, a concept known as coachability. The current study examines
whether mindfulness is related to coachability, if this relationship is mediated by self-
regulation and whether positive attitudes towards coaching moderate the self-regulation—
coachability link. A moderated mediation model was tested using cross-sectional survey data
from 162 participants. Results showed that mindfulness was positively related to coachability
and that this relationship was mediated by self-regulation. Positive attitudes towards coaching
were also strongly associated with coachability, but did not moderate the relationships
between mindfulness or self-regulation and coachability. These findings highlight self-
regulation as a key mechanism between mindfulness and coachability and underscore the
strong link between positive attitudes and coachability. Further exploratory analyses
suggested that mindfulness was positively associated with coachability only when attitudes
towards coaching were more positive. Moreover, self-regulation was only positively related
to coachability when attitudes towards coaching were less positive. Future research is needed
to understand the role of attitudes towards coaching in shaping coachability. Additionally,
studies should explore the potential buffering effect of self-regulation on coachability when
attitudes towards coaching are less favourable. Practical implications include selecting
development strategies that align with organisational resources; fostering mindfulness or
targeting self-regulation, and cultivating an environment where coaching is valued.
Key words: coachability, mindfulness, self-regulation, attitudes towards coaching, workplace

coaching effectiveness



Unlocking Potential: How Mindfulness and Self-Regulation Shape Coachability
— and When Attitudes Matter

In today’s fast-paced and dynamic work environment, employees are expected to
demonstrate high levels of flexibility, resilience, and adaptability in response to changing
demands and increasing performance expectations (Jaiswal, 2018; Nowacka & Rzemieniak,
2021). These expectations are magnified in the current VUCA (volatile, uncertain, complex,
and ambiguous) world, where global disruptions, like the COVID-19 pandemic and
geopolitical instability, intensify the pressure to continuously adapt (Bennett & Lemoine,
2014; Dima et al., 2021). To help employees navigate these challenges, organisations
increasingly turn to coaching (van Dick, 2023), defined as “unlocking a person’s potential to
maximise their own performance” (Whitmore, 1992, p. 8). Coaching supports employee
development and well-being by providing guidance, feedback, and skill-building
opportunities (Grant & Green, 2008; Jeannotte et al., 2021; Jones, 2016) and has become a
multi-billion-dollar industry (International Coaching Federation, 2020).

Despite its popularity, attitudes towards coaching vary. While some embrace it as a
valuable development tool, others are sceptical. For example, in 2022, in ‘De avondshow met
Arjen Lubach’® — a Dutch late-night talk show that presents sharp, critical commentary on
politics and social issues — the host criticised the coaching industry, questioning its
legitimacy. Viewer comments under the episode on YouTube reflect negative attitudes, with
remarks such as ‘...coaching is just one big multi-level marketing scheme...” and ‘So-called
coaching is just pure quackery in simplest and purest form’. These reactions reflect a broader
scepticism existing in parts of the public. Such attitudes are not just expressions of opinion;
they can have real behavioural consequences. Research suggests that attitudes predict
behavioural intentions and subsequent action (Elliot et al., 2015; Kraus, 1995). The predictive

relationship between attitudes and behaviour means that if someone has a positive attitude



towards a particular behaviour, they are more likely to intend to do it — and ultimately follow
through. In the context of coaching, this predictive relationship may imply that individuals
who hold more favourable attitudes towards coaching (e.g., believing it is helpful,
worthwhile, or relevant) are more likely to engage with it and benefit from the coaching
process. In this way, attitudes may play a key role in shaping an individual’s coachability —
that is, their openness and willingness to work with and learn from a coach (Johnson et al.,
2021).

Coachability has been positively associated with job performance, adaptability, and
the likelihood of being considered for promotion (Johnson et al., 2021; Weiss & Merrigan,
2021). In fact, Weiss and Merrigan (2021) found coachability to have a greater impact on job
performance than the coaching efforts themselves. Yet, coachability remains underexplored
in research. Much of coaching research has focused on the coach and coaching outcomes
(Jones et al., 2016; Peterson, 2011), whereas less is known about coachee characteristics
(Athanasopoulou & Dopson, 2018; Bozer & Jones, 2018). While some characteristics such as
self-efficacy, motivation and emotional stability have been linked to coaching success (Bozer
etal., 2013; Jones et al., 2021; Stewart et al., 2008), the effects found are often minor,
inconsistent, or context-specific. Investigating coachability and its predictors is vital to
identify who benefits most from coaching and ensure that interventions align with individual
readiness. Ultimately, this alignment between interventions and a person’s readiness may
improve coaching outcomes across diverse individuals and contexts.

One factor that may enhance coachability is mindfulness, defined as “the state of
being attentive to and aware of what is taking place in the present” (Brown & Ryan, 2003, p.
822). Mindfulness has been broadly researched for its effects on self-awareness, emotional
regulation and openness to experience (Good et al., 2016; Lindsay, 2017; Roemer et al.,

2015; Xiao et al., 2017). It strengthens an individual’s ability to stay present and open by



improving focus and reducing distractions from thoughts, emotions, or current events
(Baykal, 2020). These qualities closely mirror those associated with coachability, such as
openness, self-reflection and receptivity to feedback (Johnson et al., 2021). In workplace
coaching, mindfulness can foster self-awareness that enables coachees to set self-concordant
goals — goals aligned with personal values (Smyth et al., 2020). These goals result in greater
motivation, a sustained effort and a higher likelihood of achievement (Sheldon, 2014), which
are important factors for coaching effectiveness (Bozer & Jones, 2018; De Haan, 2021).
Importantly, mindfulness is a trainable skill, with numerous studies demonstrating that it can
be developed through simple, brief interventions (Grégoire & Lachance, 2015; Hafenbrack,
2017). The trainability of mindfulness makes it particularly valuable for coaching practice, as
it is easy to integrate into coaching sessions. To develop mindfulness could serve as a
foundational step to enhance coachees’ openness and engagement with the coaching process.
While mindfulness fosters openness and awareness, it may be self-regulation which
enables individuals to act on insights and drive behavioural change. In this way, mindfulness
can be seen as a supportive foundation for self-regulation (Weiss & Merrigan, 2021). Self-
regulation is the ability to align actions with goals and translate insights into meaningful
behavioural change by monitoring progress, adjusting responses, and persisting in the face of
challenges (Baumeister & Vohs, 2004; Zimmerman, 2000). By enhancing awareness of one’s
thoughts, emotions and surroundings, mindfulness enhances the ability to notice unhelpful
patterns and adjust behaviour to pursue one’s goals more effectively (Brown & Ryan, 2003).
In turn, self-regulation contributes to goal pursuit, perspective-taking, and the coaching
relationship, making individuals more likely to engage meaningfully and benefit from the
coaching process (Erdos & Ramseyer, 2021; Miihlberger et al., 2025). By improving the
effective use of goals and feedback, self-regulation directly supports coachability (Gregory et

al., 2011) and might act as a bridge between mindfulness and coachability.



Still, self-regulation may not fully determine coaching engagement. An individual’s
attitudes towards coaching might also play a crucial role in whether self-regulatory abilities
are expressed in the coaching context. While limited research exists on the effect of coaching
attitudes on coaching engagement (e.g. Murphy et al., 2023), research in sports psychology
has found that when athletes perceive their coaches as skilled and knowledgeable, they are
more engaged with the coaching process (Ni & Feng, 2023). In addition, other research in the
sports context shows that negative expectations can significantly impact performance (Raglin
et al., 2020). This impact on performance occurs through the nocebo effect, which is like a
negative placebo effect. In other words, bad outcomes can occur due to negative expectations
(Locher et al., 2019). The nocebo effect in sports psychology can reduce endurance and lower
motivation, even without actual physiological harm (Raglin et al., 2020). Similarly, in
psychotherapy, negative expectations — shaped by past experiences, societal beliefs, or stories
from peers and media — can lead to poorer outcomes, even in the absence of direct negative
experiences (Weimer et al., 2020). Just as nocebo effects in sports and therapy influence
performance and progress, a less positive attitude towards workplace coaching may reduce
coachability — and, in turn, coaching effectiveness.

While previous research has explored factors such as personality traits and learning
orientation in relation to coachability (Johnson et al., 2021; Lee, 2020; Shannahan et al.,
2013), the influence of mindfulness remains underexplored. Given the potential of integrating
mindfulness practices in workplace interventions, understanding its impact on coachability
can provide organisations with actionable strategies to enhance coaching effectiveness.
Additionally, investigating the effect of coaching attitudes on coachability can help
organisations overcome potential resistance to coaching interventions. This study aims to
address these gaps by examining whether mindfulness is related to coachability, if self-

regulation mediates this relationship, and whether attitudes towards coaching moderate the



self-regulation—coachability link. By doing so, it seeks to contribute to a more nuanced
understanding of what makes individuals open to growth and development, offering insights
for organisations that strive to help employees adapt, stay resilient and thrive in an
increasingly complex and volatile world.
Theoretical Development

What makes someone coachable? Despite the growing use of coaching as a
developmental tool, we still know relatively little about which factors make an individual
more or less open to coaching. This study focuses on coachability — how willing and open
someone is to work with and learn from a coach — and examines how it may be related to
mindfulness, self-regulation and attitudes towards coaching. While each of these factors may
play a role, we begin by exploring the relationship between mindfulness and coachability.
Mindfulness and Coachability

Coachability consists of three core dimensions: (1) comfort with coaching, which
reflects an individual’s ease in engaging with a coach and openly discussing challenges; (2)
development orientation, which captures a person’s intrinsic motivation and commitment to
learning and skill enhancement; and (3) openness to feedback, which encompasses receptivity
to constructive criticism, feedback humility, and the ability to integrate feedback for
improvement (Johnson et al., 2021). Mindfulness might be a key factor influencing these
dimensions. Drawing from the Self-Regulation Theory (Carver & Scheier, 1982, 2001),
mindfulness may enhance individuals’ ability to regulate their responses to coaching
interaction. By fostering self-awareness and emotional stability, mindfulness may directly
contribute to an individual’s ability to engage with a coach, maintain motivation for learning,
and process feedback constructively (Good et al., 2016). The following sections examine how

mindfulness potentially supports each of the three core dimensions of coachability.



First, mindfulness might increase comfort with coaching by improving emotional
regulation and open communication (Good et al., 2016). Mindfulness enables individuals to
pause before reacting, observe their emotions without judgement, and respond with calmness
and clarity (Good et al., 2016; Iwasaki et al., 2021). This increased emotional regulation
fosters more constructive and open communication, which is essential in the coaching context
(Good et al., 2016; Johnson et al., 2021). In addition, mindfulness strengthens active
listening, patience, and collaborative discussion, helping individuals stay present in the
conversation and respond with curiosity rather than defensiveness or self-focus (Good et al.,
2016). By calming physiological stress responses, mindfulness may help the coachee manage
anxiety and defensiveness and feel more at ease in the coach—coachee relationship (Good et
al., 2016; Quigley et al., 2007). Since open communication is important for a coach and
coachee to work together, mindfulness can play a valuable role in building a trusting
relationship. For example, imagine Alex, a newly promoted team leader, who enters the first
coaching session feeling nervous. Mindfulness helps them stay grounded, open and less self-
critical of their emotions, which allows Alex to feel at ease with the coach and foster the open
communication that underlies the comfort with coaching dimension.

Second, mindfulness may foster a developmental orientation by increasing self-
awareness, attentional control, and intrinsic motivation. By enhancing self-awareness and the
ability to notice and interpret environmental cues — like others’ behaviours and organisational
expectations — mindful individuals are better at recognising the need for personal change, and
they are more open to new experiences (Theeboom et al., 2017). Additionally, through
enhanced self-awareness of personal values, mindfulness helps an individual set self-
concordant goals. The alignment of goals with personal values creates a focused, receptive
mindset, beneficial for coaching engagement and a sustained commitment to development

(Brown & Ryan, 2003; Kudesia, 2019; Sheldon, 2014). Donald et al. (2020) found that



mindfulness fosters autonomous motivation — a central concept of the Self-Determination
Theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 2000), defined as engaging in activities which are personally
meaningful and freely chosen rather than driven by external pressure, like rewards or social
expectations. This type of motivation supports the developmental orientation dimension of
coachability, as individuals with greater autonomous motivation are more engaged with and
committed to the development process (Wijsman et al., 2014). In Alex’s case, the self-
awareness developed through mindfulness helps them identify personally meaningful
leadership goals and motivates continuous effort towards growth.

Finally, mindfulness strengthens openness to feedback by reducing defensiveness and
increasing receptivity to feedback. Individuals with higher levels of mindfulness are better at
processing feedback objectively, regulating their emotional responses, and stay engaged in
learning experiences (Good et al., 2016; Iwasaki et al., 2021). They are less likely to take
critical feedback personally and more capable of letting go of unhelpful distractions such as
rumination (Peters et al., 2015). Through non-judgemental listening and open reflection, they
become more receptive to constructive input (Good et al., 2016). In addition, mindfulness
reduces controlled motivations, such as acting out of guilt or external rewards, enabling
individuals to accept feedback openly and engage in continuous learning (Donald et al.,
2020). When Alex receives critical feedback, they listen without becoming defensive and
reflect on their thoughts and behaviour before responding. As a result, they are more open to
feedback and remain engaged in the coaching process.

Given the evidence that mindfulness enhances comfort with coaching, developmental
orientation and openness to feedback — the three core facets of coachability — we expect a
positive relationship between mindfulness and coachability. Therefore, we propose the
following hypothesis:

H1: Mindfulness is positively related to coachability.
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The Mediating Role of Self-Regulation

Building on the idea that mindfulness enhances attentional control and openness to
learning, the relationship with coachability may be explained through improvements in self-
regulation. Self-regulation refers to an individual’s ability to monitor and adjust their
thoughts, emotions, and behaviours to achieve goals (Baumeister & Vohs, 2004). By
fostering present-moment awareness and emotional stability, mindfulness supports goal
focus, feedback management and persistence through challenges, critical aspects of self-
regulation and coachability (Baykal, 2020; Brown & Ryan, 2003; Good et al., 2016).
Mindfulness increases self-regulation by enhancing individuals’ awareness of their internal
experiences, such as thoughts and emotions, without judgement. This awareness helps people
identify what truly matters to them, making it easier to set and stick to goals that reflect their
personal values. Mindfulness also helps people pause before reacting to external pressures
(e.g. from their organisation) and habitual impulses, creating space to make more thoughtful
and value-aligned choices. It stimulates non-defensive processing of experiences, allowing
for better emotional control, cognitive clarity and behavioural flexibility, all essential for self-
regulation (Schultz & Ryan, 2015). This clearer sense of direction helps individuals take
initiative and follow through on their goals. In this way, people with stronger self-regulatory
skills are more likely to take ownership of their growth (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Malinowska,
2018), which in turn promotes coachability.

To further understand the link between self-regulation and coachability, Control
Theory (Carver & Scheier, 1982) offers a useful lens. According to this theory, individuals
self-regulate their behaviour by comparing their current performance to their goals and
adjusting if there is a mismatch (Gregory et al., 2011). This ongoing comparison relies on
feedback, making people high in self-regulation more likely to view a coach’s input as

helpful for improvement. This mindset directly supports the openness to feedback dimension
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of coachability, as it involves not only accepting feedback but actively using it to improve
(Johnson et al., 2021). In addition, self-regulation helps individuals set more effective goals
by reflecting on priorities, planning effectively and persist by tracking progress, managing
setbacks and staying focused (Baumeister & Vohs, 2004). These self-regulatory behaviours
align with the development orientation dimension of coachability, as effective coaching
interactions revolve around setting, pursuing, and achieving developmental goals (Bozer &
Jones, 2018; Vancouver & Day, 2005). Recent research shows that self-regulation predicts
goal attainment and coaching success, reinforcing the idea that individuals who actively
manage their learning and behaviour become more coachable (Miihlberger et al., 2025). Self-
regulation also contributes to the comfort with coaching dimension of coachability by
facilitating a strong coach-coachee relationship. Highly self-regulated individuals are more
likely to establish a strong relationship with a coach through nonverbal synchrony — the
synchronisation of two individuals’ (mostly) visible nonverbal behaviour — which strengthens
interpersonal connection and, in turn, enhances the coachee’s comfort in engaging with a
coach (Erdos & Ramseyer, 2021; Tschacher & Ramseyer, 2017).

In sum, while mindfulness may also have a direct link to coachability, its relationship
might be explained by self-regulation. Thus, the following hypothesis will be researched:
H?2: Self-regulation mediates the relationship between mindfulness and coachability.

The Moderating Role of Attitudes Towards Coaching

While self-regulation may explain how mindfulness relates to coachability, it is
unlikely that relationship operates independently. Individual differences, like one’s attitude
towards coaching — specifically, the degree to which they perceive coaching as valuable and
beneficial — may influence how effectively their self-regulatory abilities translate into

coachability.
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When coaching is perceived as positive (e.g., competence-enhancing, autonomy-
supportive), it increases engagement in the developmental process and self-regulatory
behaviours, like goal setting, feedback integration and sustained effort towards development
(Liu & Gumah, 2020). These self-regulatory behaviours are closely tied to one’s
developmental orientation and willingness to engage with feedback (Johnson et al., 2021).
This alignment between attitudes and behaviour is in line with the Self-Determination Theory
(SDT), which suggests that when basic psychological needs — autonomy, competence, and
relatedness — are supported, individuals are more likely to be intrinsically motivated to
engage in growth behaviours (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Positive attitudes towards coaching may
support these needs by enabling individuals to perceive coaching as self-directive
(influencing autonomy), believe they can improve (competence), and feel connected to their
coach (relatedness). In turn, these positive perceptions of psychological needs boost their
internal drive to fully engage in the coaching process (Hollembeak & Amorose, 2005),
making it more likely for individuals to apply their self-regulatory skills. For example,
proactively seeking feedback reflects a person’s motivation to monitor and improve their
performance. This self-regulatory behaviour supports coachability by demonstrating
openness to feedback and an orientation on development (Johnson et al., 2021). Research by
Liu and Gumah (2020) found that individuals who perceive feedback as accurate and
beneficial are more likely to seek it out, suggesting that positive attitudes toward feedback
can strengthen self-regulatory behaviours.

A less positive attitude towards coaching may weaken the self-regulation—
coachability link by triggering defensive responses such as scepticism, resistance, or
disengagement (Carver & Scheier, 1982). Employees may feel this way if they believe
coaching is externally imposed rather than self-directed, shifting its purpose from personal

development to organisational control (Fillery-Travis & Cavicchia, 2013; Lowman, 2013).
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This negative perception may weaken the self-regulation—coachability link through
psychological reactance, which is a defensive reaction triggered when one feels their
autonomy is being threatened, leading them to resist or reject guidance (Brehm, 1966). In
such a case, self-regulation may be redirected away from coaching goals and instead used to
maintain autonomy. Maladaptive self-regulation strategies, such as avoidance, withdrawal,
and rumination, have been identified in psychological studies as responses to threats or goal
failure, using self-regulation for self-protection rather than for growth (Strauman et al., 2013).
In the coaching context, such maladaptive strategies could mean that someone who perceives
coaching as organisational control may avoid feedback, withdraw from the coaching process,
or dwell on perceived criticism.

In addition, negative beliefs and self-stigma about receiving support can affect
coachability. Just as stigma can block individuals from seeking psychological help (Hantzi et
al., 2019), in coaching, negative attitudes may discourage individuals from seeking coaching
in the first place and, if they do engage, reduce openness to feedback and support, limiting
coachability.

Ultimately, an individual’s attitude towards coaching may determine how effectively
self-regulation translates into coachability. While highly self-regulated individuals are
generally more receptive to feedback and goal-setting, a less positive attitude towards
coaching may hinder their willingness to engage fully in the process. Conversely, those with
more positive attitudes are more likely to leverage their self-regulation skills to maximise
coaching benefits. Therefore, the following hypothesis will be tested:

H3: Positive attitudes towards coaching positively moderate the relationship between self-
regulation and coachability in such a way that the relationship is weaker for individuals who
have a less positive attitude towards coaching and stronger for individuals who have a more

positive attitude towards coaching.
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The Conditional Mediation Model

In addition to influencing the self-regulation—coachability link, attitudes towards
coaching may also shape whether the awareness and openness gained through mindfulness
lead to greater coachability. While mindfulness encourages openness to learning and
feedback (Good et al., 2016), this openness may only translate into engagement in coaching if
individuals believe coaching is useful. The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB; Ajzen, 1985)
suggests that behaviour is shaped by attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived control
(Kiriakidis, 2015). TPB has been applied to career planning, demonstrating that positive
attitudes and the perceived value of professional growth increase learning behaviours, such as
setting career goals, developing problem-solving skills, and adapting professional attitudes
(Hsu, 2012). Extending this to coaching, individuals with a positive attitude might be more
likely to adopt learning behaviours such as seeking and applying feedback and adjusting
behaviour based on coaching insights, consistent with TPB’s behavioural intention and
engagement principles. For example, a mindful employee may be more present and open
when receiving feedback from their coach, but whether they apply the feedback (e.g. by
adjusting their leadership style) may depend on their attitude towards coaching. If they see
coaching as valuable, they might be more likely to turn mindful awareness into action.
Drawing also upon the rationale of the previous hypotheses, this thesis proposes that attitudes
towards coaching moderate the direct effect of mindfulness on coachability and the indirect
effect of mindfulness on coachability through self-regulation, predicting that individuals who
have more positive attitudes towards coaching will be more coachable than individuals with
less positive attitudes towards coaching. The complete conditional mediation model with
stage two moderation can be seen in Figure 1.
H4a: Positive attitudes towards coaching moderate the direct effect of mindfulness on

coachability, such that the effect is weaker for individuals who have a less positive attitude
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towards coaching and stronger for individuals who have a more positive attitude towards
coaching.

H4b: Positive attitudes towards coaching moderate the indirect effect of mindfulness on
coachability through self-regulation, such that the indirect effect is weaker for individuals
who have a less positive attitude towards coaching and stronger for individuals who have a
more positive attitude towards coaching.

Figure 1

Conceptual Model of a Moderated Mediation: Positive Attitudes Towards Coaching as a
Moderator of the Direct and Indirect Relationships of Mindfulness and Coachability via Self-

Regulation

Positive Attitudes
Towards Coaching

Self-Regulation

Mindfulness

v

Coachability

Methods
Research Design
This study was a quantitative cross-sectional study with data collection using a
survey. The survey was administered using Qualtrics software (2005). Completing the survey

took between 20 — 30 minutes.! Afterwards, responses were analysed using SPSS.

! Although only four scales were used in the context of this thesis, the total survey completion time was longer
due to the inclusion of additional measures of other members of the research group.
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Procedure

To recruit participants, a message was shared on LinkedIn and WhatsApp that clearly
stated inclusion and exclusion criteria. A brief description of the study and a survey link were
provided. Participants who worked less than 24 hours, were under the age of 18, or who did
not complete the questionnaire or failed the attention check were excluded from the study.
Only participants working at least 24 hours per week were included to ensure the sample
reflected consistent work engagement and to exclude marginal part-time workers whose
workplace experiences and coaching opportunities may differ from those of full-time
employees. Participants were asked to report the average number of hours they worked per
week. Answers included: ‘Less than 10 hours’, ‘10-23 hours’, ‘24-30 hours’, ‘31-40 hours’,
and ‘More than 40 hours’. Participants who answered less than 10 hours or 10-23 hours and
thus did not adhere to the inclusion criteria were thanked for participating and redirected to
the end of the survey.

Study Population

The study included 162 participants. Of the participants, 50.6% (82) were female, and
the average age was 35.4 (SD = 12.50).

To determine the required sample size, a power analysis was conducted using
GPower. A meta-analysis examining the effectiveness of workplace coaching reported small
to medium effect sizes ranging from 6 = 0.28 to 0.51 (Jones et al., 2016). Similarly, other
studies on coaching effectiveness have observed small to medium effects (Zhao & Liu, 2020;
Zhu et al., 2018). Based on the expected effect size, power analysis for multiple linear
regression with 5000 bootstrapped samples (o = 0.05, 1-4 = 0.80) indicated that a required
sample size of 176 participants would be sufficient to detect an effect of /= 0.07, which also

falls within the small to medium range.
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Measures

The survey consisted of three sections: demographic questions, main survey questions
and an optional comments section. Participants were asked to provide demographic details
such as age, gender, tenure and job role.
Coachability

The 12-item Coachability Scale was used to measure coachability. We used a 7-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). It measured coachability
on three dimensions: comfort with coaching, developmental orientation, and acceptance of
feedback. The higher the score, the more coachable the person. Cronbach’s alpha was high (o
=0.81 to 0.91 across various samples; Johnson et al., 2021). Since participants were not
necessarily being coached at the time of study participation, the items reflected potential
situations prevalent in coaching and were rephrased accordingly. An adjusted reverse item
example of the subscale comfort with coaching is ‘1 would feel tense when working with a
coach’, where ‘would’ is added and ‘my coach’ is replaced with ‘a coach’. An adjusted
example item of the subscale developmental orientation is ‘1 would go above and beyond
what a coach tells me to’, reflecting the same wording change. Last, an example item of the
dimension acceptance of feedback is ‘Receiving feedback is a distressing process’. The fully
adjusted scale can be found in Appendix A. In the present study, the adjusted coachability
scale demonstrated good internal consistency (Cronbach’s a = .80).
Mindfulness

Mindfulness was measured using the 15-item Mindful Attention Awareness Scale
(MAAS), developed by Brown & Ryan (2003), which measures how attentive and aware
participants are of what happens in the present. Items were rated on a 6-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (almost always) to 6 (almost never), with higher scores indicating a greater

level of mindfulness. The MAAS has a Cronbach’s alpha ranging from 0.82 to 0.87 in
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various studies, indicating good reliability (Brown & Ryan, 2003; Osman et al., 2016). An
example item is ‘I rush through activities without being really attentive to them’. In the
current study, the MAAS showed high internal consistency (Cronbach’s o = .86).
Self-Regulation

Self-regulation was measured using the 10-item Self-Regulation Scale (SRS) by
Schwarzer et al. (1999). Participants gave scores on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), with higher scores reflecting greater self-regulation.
The Cronbach’s alpha for the SRS ranged between 0.73 and 0.82 in various studies, showing
good reliability (Diehl et al., 2006; Luszczynska et al., 2004). An example item is ‘I can
concentrate on one activity for a long time, if necessary.’ In the present study, the Self-
Regulation Scale also demonstrated high reliability (Cronbach’s a = .86).
Attitudes Towards Coaching

To measure attitudes towards coaching, an adjusted version of the 10-item Attitudes
to Seeking Professional Help — Short Form (ATSPPH-SF; Fischer & Farina, 1995) was used.
The original scale measures an individual’s willingness to and perceived value of seeking
professional psychological help (Fischer & Farina, 1995). The adjusted questionnaire
measured the attitude towards seeking professional help in the form of coaching. Each item
was scored on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree),
with a higher score indicating a more positive attitude towards coaching. The original scale
had a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.77-0.84 (Elhai, 2008; Fischer & Farina, 1995). An adjusted
example item is ‘Considering the time and expense involved in coaching, it would have
doubtful value for a person like me’. Here, ‘psychotherapy’ is replaced by ‘coaching’. The
full adjusted scale can be found in Appendix B. In the current study, the adapted attitudes

towards coaching scale demonstrated good internal consistency (Cronbach’s a = .80).
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Control Variables

The potential control variables included gender, age, tenure, job role, coaching
experience (current or past), and educational status.

Gender. It has been found that men are less likely to seek help for emotional
problems than women; thus, they may also be less likely to want to engage in coaching
(Addis & Mahalik, 2003). For gender, there was a multiple-choice question, ‘What is your
gender?’, answers including ‘male’, ‘female’, ‘non-binary’, and ‘prefer not to say’.

Age. Older individuals have been found to report higher levels of mindfulness than
younger individuals, potentially influencing the effect of mindfulness in this study (Shook et
al., 2017). To account for age, the participants were asked to fill in their age in years.

Tenure. Research indicates that as employees age and tenure, they are less likely to
ask for feedback, thus possibly influencing the openness to feedback dimension of
coachability (Anseel et al., 2015). Tenure was measured with the question ‘How long have
you been working?’ and the following multiple-choice answers; ‘Less than 1 year’, ‘1-3
years’, ‘4-6 years’, ‘7-10 years’, and ‘more than 10 years’.

Job Role. Managerial and leadership roles might be more familiar with coaching, as
many coaching interventions are focused on those levels (e.g. Horner, 2002; Korotov, 2016).
This prior exposure potentially influences their coachability level, and they might have a
coloured attitude towards coaching, depending on their previous experience. The question
was: ‘Which of the following best describes your job role?’. Answers were multiple choice;
‘Entry-level’, ‘Mid-level’, ‘Managerial’, ‘Executive / Leadership’.

Coaching Experience. Coaching experience might affect one’s attitude towards
coaching. If one had unpleasant or pleasant experiences with coaching, it may have coloured
their attitude towards it, as has been the case with psychotherapy (Weimer et al., 2020).

Coaching experience was measured with the following item; ‘Have you ever participated in a
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coaching program (either currently or in the past)?’, with the multiple-choice answers;
Yes’, ‘No’.

When a participant answered yes, there was a follow-up question: How would you
describe your overall experience with coaching?’ and the multiple-choice answers:
‘Positive’, ‘Neutral’, and ‘Negative’.

Educational Status. Self-regulation skills are known to develop progressively across
educational levels. Higher education environments promote autonomy and self-regulated
learning, potentially influencing the self-regulatory abilities of participants (Kleimola, 2025;
Lodge, 2018; Virtanen, 2019). Educational status was measured with ‘What is your highest
level of education completed?’. Answers included; No formal education’, ‘High school
diploma or equivalent’, ‘Some college (no degree)’, ‘Dutch HBO Bachelor’s degree’, ‘Dutch
HBO Master’s degree’ ‘University Bachelor’s degree’, ‘University Master’s degree’,
‘Doctoral or professional degree (e.g., Ph.D., M.D., J.D.)’.

Statistical Analysis

Data were analysed using IBM SPSS Statistics (version 29) and PROCESS macro
(version 4.2; Hayes, 2022) to test the hypotheses. The analyses consisted of correlation
analyses, mediation analysis, moderation analysis and a moderated mediation analysis.
Beforehand, analyses were conducted to assure the assumptions of normality, linearity,
multicollinearity and homoscedasticity were met.

Results
Descriptive Statistics

A summary of the study variables and correlations is shown in Table 1. Notably,
coachability was positively correlated with coaching experience (» = .34, p <.001), indicating
that individuals with coaching experience tend to be more coachable. Coaching experience

also positively correlated with attitudes towards coaching (r = .40, p <.001). This positive
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relationship suggests that those with coaching experience held more positive attitudes
towards coaching. Participants with coaching experience (n = 73) were also asked to describe
their experience as positive, neutral, or negative. Most responses were positive (n = 66), a
few were neutral (n = 7), and none were negative.?

Of all the control variables, coaching experience, age, tenure, and job role
significantly correlated with one or more of the studied variables. Age positively correlated
with mindfulness (» = .32, p <.001) and self-regulation (» = .30, p <.001). This positive
relationship suggests that older participants were more mindful and better at self-regulation.
Tenure also positively correlated with mindfulness (» = .31, p <.001) and self-regulation
(r=.22, p =.005). This positive link indicates that individuals with longer working
experience also exhibited higher levels of mindfulness and better self-regulation. Job role
positively correlated with mindfulness ( = .21, p = .009), self-regulation (r = .23, p = .004)
and positive attitudes towards coaching (r = .18, p = .020), suggesting that individuals in
higher-level roles were more mindful, had better self-regulatory skills, and held more positive
attitudes towards coaching. Gender and educational status were not significantly correlated
with any of the study variables.

Furthermore, coachability was significantly and positively correlated with
mindfulness (» = .19, p = .015), self-regulation (» = .20, p = .010) and attitudes towards
coaching (r = .64, p <.001). These results indicate that individuals who showed higher levels
of mindfulness and self-regulation also tended to be more coachable. However, these
relationships were relatively weak (» = .19—.20). In contrast, the correlation between attitudes
towards coaching and coachability was strong (r = .64), suggesting that more positive

attitudes towards coaching were related to higher levels of coachability.

2 While we know that the valence of the experience can influence attitudes, in this study we only considered
whether participants had any coaching experience (yes or no). This simpler approach helps account for previous
or current exposure without making the model more complex by including a more detailed, but highly
unbalanced, categorical variable.
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Table 1

Mean, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of Selected Study Variables

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Age 3541 12.50

2. Gender® 1.54 0.57 -.15

3. Tenure® 3.51 1.48 J8FKE 12

4. Job role® 2.23 1.03 J1EEE QTR TR

5. Coaching experience? 0.45 0.50 20% -17* 0 21%% (19*

6. Educational status® 5.76 1.79 A3 .07 -.06 .02 .05

7. Mindfulness 3.92 0.73 32#kx 11 1R 21%% 08 -.05

8. Self-regulation 4.65 0.96 30%** 15 22%% - 23%*% 05 .10 SOFE

9. Positive attitudes towards coaching  4.74 0.85 A2 -.06 .04 18%* A40***F 13 .08 .03

10. Coachability 4.99 0.73 -.01 -.05 .04 .06 34%xE 05 19%* 20%% o4k

Note. N =162. M = mean, SD = standard deviation. * Male = 1; Female = 2; Prefer not to say = 4; no one identified themselves as ‘non-binary’. ®
Less than one year = 1; 1-3 years = 2; 46 years = 3; 610 years = 4; More than 10 years = 5. ¢ Entry-level = 1; Mid-level= 2; Managerial = 3;
Executive/Leadership = 4. 4 No = 0; Yes = 1. ® No formal education = 1; High school diploma or equivalent = 2; Some college (no degree) = 3;
Dutch HBO Bachelor’s degree = 4; Dutch HBO Master’s degree = 5; University Bachelor’s degree = 6; University Master’s degree = 7,
Doctoral or professional degree (e.g., Ph.D., M.D., J.D.) = 8.

*p <.05** p<.01 *** p<.001.
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Hypothesis Testing

As age, tenure, coaching experience and job role all significantly correlated with one
or more of the studied variables, they were included as control variables in all the following
analyses. Due to the strong correlation between attitudes towards coaching and coachability,
attitudes towards coaching was added as a control variable when testing the mindfulness—
coachability relationship (Hypothesis 1) and the mediating role of self-regulation in the
relationship between mindfulness and coachability (Hypothesis 2).
Hypothesis 1: Mindfulness and Coachability

To test the main effect of mindfulness on coachability, a linear regression was
conducted. Mindfulness and the control variables were entered in step 1, and coachability as
the dependent variable. Mindfulness had a positive significant relationship with coachability,
B=0.18, SE=0.06, #(155) = 2.85, p = .005, 95%CI [0.06, 0.30]. Thus, supporting
Hypothesis 1.
Hypothesis 2: The Mediating Role of Self-Regulation in the Mindfulness—Coachability
Relationship

Hypothesis 2 predicted that mindfulness is positively related to coachability and that
this relationship is mediated by self-regulation. This hypothesis was tested with Model 4 in
PROCESS with 5000 bootstrapped samples. First of all, the total effect between mindfulness
and coachability was found to be positive and significant, B =0.18, SE = 0.06, #(155) = 2.85,
p =.005, 95%CI [0.06, 0.30]. In addition, there was a significant positive relationship
between mindfulness and self-regulation, B =0.61, SE = 0.10, #(155) = 6.34, p <.001, 95%CI
[0.42, 0.80]. When self-regulation was entered into the model, which included mindfulness as
the predictor, the relationship between mindfulness and coachability became non-significant,
B=0.09, SE=0.07, t(154) = 1.26, p = .209, 95%CI [-0.05, 0.22]. Furthermore, the

relationship between self-regulation and coachability was positive and significant, B = 0.15,
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SE =0.05, ((154) =2.97, p = .004, 95%CI [0.05, 0.25]. The indirect effect of mindfulness on
coachability via self-regulation was found to be positive and significant as the 95%
confidence interval did not include a zero, Bindirect = 0.09, 95%CI [0.02, 0.18]. As such, the
mediation model was supported, indicating that self-regulation fully mediates the
mindfulness—coachability relationship (see also Figure 2).

Figure 2

The Relationship Between Mindfulness and Coachability as Mediated by Self-Regulation

Self-Regulation
0.61%** 0.15%*

W

Mindfulness Coachability

0.18%* (0.09)

Note. Unstandardized regression coefficients are presented for all of the paths. The regression
coefficient between mindfulness and coachability, while controlling for self-regulation, is in
parentheses.
** p<.01, *** p <.001.
Hypothesis 3: The Moderating Role of Attitudes Towards Coaching in the Relationship
Between Self-Regulation and Coachability

For the main effects, a multiple regression analysis with self-regulation and attitudes
towards coaching and the control variables as predictors and coachability as the dependent
variable was conducted. The result showed a significant positive relationship between self-
regulation and coachability, B =0.18, SE = 0.05, #(155) = 3.96, p <.001, 95%CI [0.09, 0.27]
and attitudes towards coaching and coachability, B = 0.55, SE = 0.06, #(155) = 10.01,

p <.001, 95%CI1[0.44, 0.66]. To test how attitudes towards coaching moderate the
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relationship between self-regulation and coachability, Model 1 was used. The results of
PROCESS (Model 1) with 5000 bootstrapped samples showed that there is no significant
interaction between self-regulation and attitudes towards coaching on coachability, B = -0.08,
SE =0.05, t(154) = -1.55, p = .124, 95%CI [-0.18, 0.02]. Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was not
supported.

Further analysis of simple slopes® showed that for participants with less positive
attitudes towards coaching (-1SD), the relationship between self-regulation and coachability
was positive and significant, B = 0.26, SE = 0.07, #(154) = 3.87, p <.001, 95%CI1 [0.12, 0.38].
However, for participants with more positive attitudes towards coaching (+1SD), there was
no significant relationship between self-regulation and coachability, B = 0.12, SE = 0.06,
1(154)=1.87, p =.064, 95%CI [-0.01, 0.24]. These findings mean that as self-regulation
increased, coachability increased when attitudes towards coaching were less positive. When
attitudes towards coaching were more positive, self-regulation was not significantly related to
coachability. A visualization (moderation plot) was created to illustrate the interaction effect

(Figure 3).

3 Although none of the interaction effects were statistically significant, simple slopes analyses were conducted
throughout this thesis as part of a learning experience during the development of this thesis. Results should be
interpreted with caution.
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Figure 3
The Moderating Effect of Positive Attitudes Towards Coaching on the Relationship Between

Self-Regulation and Coachability
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4 T
Low Self-Regulation High Self-Regulation

Hypothesis 4: The Moderated Mediation Model of Mindfulness and Coachability via
Self-Regulation, Moderated by Attitudes Towards Coaching

Hypothesis 4a predicted that positive attitudes towards coaching moderate the direct
effect of mindfulness on coachability. Additionally, Hypothesis 4b predicted that positive
attitudes towards coaching moderate the indirect effect of mindfulness on coachability
through self-regulation, such that the effects are weaker for individuals who have a less
positive attitude towards coaching and stronger for individuals who have a more positive
attitude towards coaching. First of all, to test the total effect, PROCESS Model 1 with 5000
bootstrapped samples was used. The total effect of the interaction between mindfulness and
positive attitudes towards coaching on coachability was statistically non-significant, B = 0.01,
SE=0.07, #(154) =0.15, p = .883, 95%CI [-0.13, 0.15].

Model 15 in PROCESS with 5000 bootstrapped samples was used to test

simultaneously for hypotheses 4a and b. The analysis showed that there was a significant
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effect of mindfulness on self-regulation, B =0.61, SE = 0.10, #156) = 6.33, p <.001, 95%CI
[0.42, 0.79].

Hypothesis 4a. When self-regulation was added into the model, which also included
the interaction term of mindfulness and attitudes towards coaching on coachability, that
interaction term of mindfulness and attitudes towards coaching on coachability remained
non-significant, B = 0.06, SE = 0.08, #(152) = 0.84, p = .401, 95%CI [-0.09, 0.21]. Thus, not
supporting Hypothesis 4b. Simple slope analyses for the interaction between mindfulness and
attitudes towards coaching on coachability revealed that the effect of mindfulness was non-
significant when participants had less positive attitudes towards coaching (-1SD), B =0.17,
SE =0.09, ((154)=1.97, p = .051, 95%CI [-0.001, 0.34], but significant when participants
had a more positive attitude towards coaching (+1SD), B=0.19, SE = 0.09, #(154) = 2.15,

p =.033,95%CI1[0.02, 0.36] (Figure 4). This pattern indicates that the relationship between
mindfulness and coachability was only positive and significant among individuals with more
positive attitudes towards coaching.

Figure 4

Attitudes Towards Coaching as a Moderator of the Direct Effect of Mindfulness on

Coachability
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Furthermore, the effect of the interaction between self-regulation and attitudes
towards coaching on coachability was non-significant, B =-0.11, SE = 0.06, #152) = -1.80,
p =0.074, 95%CI [-0.22, 0.01].

Hypothesis 4b. The indirect effect of mindfulness on coachability through self-
regulation was not statistically significant across low or high levels of attitudes towards
coaching as the 95% confidence interval included a zero, Bindirect = -0.06, 95%CI
[-0.16, 0.39].% Thus, the moderated mediation model was not supported (see also Figure 6).
Figure 6
Moderated Mediation: Positive Attitudes Towards Coaching as a Moderator of the Direct

and Indirect Relationships of Mindfulness and Coachability via Self-Regulation

Positive Attitudes
Towards Coaching

Self-Regulation

0.61%%*

Mindfulness Coachability

W

0.01 (0.06)

Note. Unstandardised regression coefficients for the effect of mindfulness mediated by the
interaction between self-regulation and attitudes towards coaching on coachability. The
regression coefficient for the direct effect of mindfulness on coachability, after accounting for
self-regulation and the moderation by attitudes towards coaching, is in parentheses.

ok 1y < 001,

4 Since the overall index of the conditional mediation was not found to be significant, no additional simple
slopes analysis were conducted.
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Discussion

The present study investigated whether mindfulness, self-regulation and positive
attitudes towards coaching were related to how coachable a person is. Given prior research
linking coachability to performance and development outcomes (Johnson et al., 2021),
exploring how mindfulness and self-regulation may contribute to coachability can offer
valuable insights for organisations aiming to enhance coaching effectiveness. We found
support for the idea that people who were more mindful were also more coachable, and that
this relationship was explained by self-regulation. Our results did not support the idea that
positive attitudes towards coaching affected the mindfulness—coachability or self-regulation—
coachability relationships. However, exploratory analyses did find some interesting patterns.
Individuals better at self-regulation were also more coachable, only when they had a less
positive attitude towards coaching. Meanwhile, people who were more mindful were more
coachable only when they had a more positive attitude towards coaching. Last, individuals
who hold a more positive attitude towards coaching tended to be more coachable. The
findings are elaborated in the following sections.
Theoretical Implications

These results contribute to a better understanding of the psychological mechanisms
underlying coachability. In this study, the positive link between mindfulness and coachability
worked through self-regulation. This finding is in line with the Self-Regulation Theory
(Carver & Scheier, 1982, 2001), which proposes that goal-directed behaviour relies on
monitoring and adapting internal states. While mindfulness makes one more aware of their
current thoughts, emotions, and behaviours, it is self-regulation that turns this awareness into
action. These findings add nuance to our understanding of mindfulness, implying that the

benefits of mindfulness may only materialise when self-regulation is sufficiently developed.
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The role of attitudes towards coaching seems more complex than expected. Even
though attitudes towards coaching did not change how mindfulness and coachability were
related, further explorative investigation revealed that mindfulness was only positively linked
to coachability when attitudes towards coaching were more positive. This pattern aligns with
the Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1985), which posits that an individual is more
likely to engage in behaviour when they have a positive attitude towards it. In this case, a
more positive attitude may help explain why individuals high in mindfulness show greater
openness and willingness to engage with coaching.

Unexpectedly, the exploratory analyses suggested that higher self-regulation was
linked to being more coachable, but only among individuals with less positive attitudes
towards coaching. We hypothesised that more positive attitudes towards coaching would
strengthen the self-regulation—coachability relationship, but the results suggest the opposite.
While these findings were not statistically significant in our initial analyses, the exploratory
results may still highlight an important nuance: self-regulation may act as a buffer, enabling
people to engage with coaching if they are not inclined to appreciate it. This potential
compensatory role resonates with research showing that self-regulation buffered the influence
of negative attitudes or automatic reactions on goal-directed behaviour in other domains, such
as exercise and health behaviours (Hofmann et al., 2012; Padin et al., 2017). Although
previous research focused on exercise and health behaviours, the underlying mechanism
might be the same: self-regulation can compensate for less positive attitudes, allowing
individuals to engage in initially unattractive but beneficial activities.

Finally, people who had a more positive attitude towards coaching were also more
coachable. This finding is in line with the Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1985) and
supports prior research that attitudes are strong predictors of behavioural intentions and

engagement (Elliott et al., 2015; Kraus, 1995). The relationship between attitudes towards
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coaching and coachability was stronger than the relationship between mindfulness or self-
regulation and coachability; this stronger association indicates that attitudes towards coaching
may be more closely related to coachability than mindfulness or self-regulation. Further
theoretical exploration into how attitudes relate to coachability is needed.
Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research

While the study provides valuable insights into what makes someone more or less
coachable, several limitations should be acknowledged. First, the study’s cross-sectional
design makes causal inferences impossible. Although associations were found, longitudinal
or experimental studies are necessary to confirm the direction of the effects. Second, the use
of a single self-report survey introduces the risk of common method bias and social
desirability effects (Campbell, 1982; Donaldson et al., 2002). Participants may have
portrayed themselves in a more favourable light, consciously or unintentionally (Beins,
2013), especially in constructs like attitudes towards coaching and mindfulness (Brown &
Ryan, 2003). In addition, most participants with coaching experience viewed it positively (66
out of 73) or neutrally (7 out of 73) with none reporting negative experiences. This response
pattern suggests a potential self-selection bias, where individuals more positively inclined
towards coaching may have been more willing to participate. Moreover, the scale used to
measure attitudes towards coaching only captured positive attitudes, restricting the ability to
assess negative attitudes towards coaching. Prior research suggests that negative attitudes,
such as scepticism or psychological reactance, can reduce openness to coaching and can even
redirect self-regulatory efforts away from development (Strauman et al., 2013). Since
personal experience is a powerful predictor of attitude strength (Fazio & Zanna, 1981), these
limitations may have skewed the sample and reduced the generalisability of the findings to

more sceptical populations. Future research should include a more balance measure of
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attitudes and include a broader population to capture both positive and negative attitudes
towards coaching.

Another limitation relates to measurement inconsistency as the response scales were
not standardised across the survey. The mindfulness scale was implemented in its original
form, which used a reversed direction (1 = almost always, 7 = almost never). All the other
constructs used the more typical format (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree).
Participants might not have read carefully, which may have introduced errors in their
responses. For future research, we recommend standardising the direction of all response
scales and reverse-coding items during analyses to avoid confusion and potential error.
Additionally, the sample size was slightly below the target for sufficient power. While 178
participants were needed, only 162 were included in the final analyses. This shortfall may
have limited the ability to detect smaller interactions, increasing the risk of Type II errors
(Mukti, 2025).

Building on the current study, several directions for future research are suggested.
First, as mentioned before, longitudinal or experimental designs are necessary to establish the
causal link between mindfulness, self-regulation, positive attitudes towards coaching and
coachability. Second, the strong relationship between positive attitudes towards coaching and
coachability also warrants further research to understand the direction and potential
mechanisms of this relationship. Researchers could investigate whether interventions that
enhance attitudes, like peer testimonials (Apolinario-Hagen et al., 2021), can improve
coachability.

Third, the exploratory finding that self-regulation was positively related to
coachability only when attitudes towards coaching were less positive implies a possible
compensatory effect, even though the effect of attitudes towards coaching on the relationship

between self-regulation and coachability was not significant. Strong self-regulatory abilities
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may help individuals engage with coaching, even when they are less positive about the value
of coaching. Future studies could test this buffer effect using person-centred approaches, such
as interaction models or latent profile analysis, which are commonly used to examine how
individual traits combine to shape engagement and behaviour (Howard & Hoffman, 2018;
Morin et al., 2011).

Overall, despite its limitations, the current study opens meaningful directions for
future studies. By improving measurement approaches, broadening attitudinal constructs, and
testing causal and compensatory mechanisms, future research can deepen our understanding
of the psychological drivers of coachability and contribute to more effective coaching
interventions.

Practical Implications

This study showed how people who were more mindful also tended to be more self-
regulated, which was associated with higher coachability. Positive attitudes towards coaching
were also strongly linked to being more coachable. Based on these findings, several practical
recommendations can be made for organisations. First, choose the developmental focus that
fits your resources: mindfulness or self-regulation. Since self-regulation was the mechanism
through which mindfulness was related to coachability, companies could choose to directly
target self-regulatory behaviours such as goal-setting, feedback integration and persistence
(Gregory et al., 2011). Alternatively, mindfulness training is often more cost-effective and
scalable (e.g. short workshops or guided apps; Hafenbrack, 2017) and is still positively linked
to coachability through improved self-regulation. Thus, organisations should decide whether
to focus on directly building self-regulatory skills or to promote them indirectly through
mindfulness, depending on their resources and goals. Second, even though attitudes towards
coaching did not influence the relationship between mindfulness and coachability or self-

regulation and coachability, people who had a more positive attitude towards coaching were
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also more coachable. Therefore, organisations may still benefit from efforts to cultivate an
environment where coaching is valued. For example by encouraging direct, positive
experiences with coaching (Fazio & Zanna, 1981) and by influencing social norms through
visible leadership endorsement (Ajzen, 1985). Finally, given that coachability is related to
individual traits and attitudes, a one-size-fits-all approach to coaching may not be effective.
Tailoring coaching strategies to match an employee’s readiness and openness to coaching
could lead to greater engagement and, in turn, increase coaching effectiveness.
Conclusion

This study set out to explore what makes someone more or less coachable, an
important yet under-researched question in the coaching literature. While prior research has
acknowledged that coachee characteristics influence coaching outcomes, few studies have
examined the specific psychological traits that contribute to coachability itself. This study
contributes to previous literature by examining how mindfulness, self-regulation and positive
attitudes towards coaching relate to coachability. Results showed that people who were more
mindful were also more coachable, with self-regulation acting as the key mechanism in this
relationship. Although positive attitudes towards coaching did not relate to the mindfulness—
coachability or self-regulation—coachability pathways, positive attitudes towards coaching
were positively related to coachability. This positive link is particularly relevant in light of
scepticism towards coaching expressed in public, such as in Zondag met Lubach, where
coaching was dismissed as commercially exploitative and pseudoscientific. This study
suggests that such attitudes might not be negligible. Individuals with more favourable
attitudes towards coaching were more willing and open to engage with coaching. In this way,
the cultural narratives and beliefs that shape attitudes towards coaching may have real

behavioural consequences.
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In addition to expanding our theoretical knowledge of coachability, these findings
suggest practical directions, such as choosing a development strategy fitting organisational
resources and goals or creating a climate where coaching is valued. Looking ahead, we hope
this study encourages further research into how psychological traits, such as mindfulness and
self-regulation, and attitudes towards coaching shape coachability. Recognising the role of
psychological traits and attitudes, tailored coaching approaches may help organisations to

support their employees in adapting to continuous change and rising performance demands.
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Appendix A
Adjusted Coachability Scale
The Coachability Scale was adjusted to also be applicable for individuals with no coaching

experience. (R) = reverse coded items.

Comfort with coaching
1. Iwould feel disengaged when working with a coach. (R)
2. I feel agitated around people who know more than I do. (R)
3. I'would feel tense when working with a coach. (R)
Developmental orientation
4. 1 would put forth a great deal of effort implementing my coach’s suggestions for
improvement.
5. T'would feel content when learning from a coach.
6. I would go above and beyond what a coach tells me to.
7. 1can translate constructive criticism of my work into improvement.
8. Twould use feedback from a coach as a means of improvement.
Acceptance of feedback
9. Receiving feedback is a distressing process. (R)
10. I would not like a coach telling me what to do. (R)
11. I would rarely seek out feedback from a coach. (R)

12. I do not like feedback unless I ask for it. (R)
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Appendix B

Adjusted Attitudes to Seeking Professional Help — Short Form (ATSPPH-SF)

The ATSPPH-SF scale was adapted to be applicable to the coaching context. (R) = reverse

coded items.

9.

. If I were facing significant challenges at work, my first inclination would be to seek

support from a professional coach.

The idea of discussing workplace challenges with a coach strikes me as a poor way to
address professional difficulties. (R)

If I were experiencing a serious major professional setback at this point in my life, I
would be confident that I could find relief in workplace coaching.

There is something admirable about someone who manages their workplace
challenges without resorting to coaching. (R)

I would want to work with a coach if I were feeling stuck or struggling professionally
for a long period of time.

I might consider engaging in workplace coaching in the future.

A person struggling with professional challenges is not likely to solve it alone; he or
she is likely to benefit from working with a coach.

Considering the time and expense involved in workplace coaching, I question whether
it would be valuable for a person like me. (R)

Getting coaching should be a last resort to resolve professional challenges. (R)

10. Professional challenges, like many things, tend to work out by themselves. (R)
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