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UNDERSTANDING THE RISE OF FACULTY-STUDENT COACHING:  

AN ACADEMIC CAPITALISM PERSPECTIVE 

 

We examine the rise of coaching within management education to support student 

learning. We question the assumption that faculty-student coaching (FSC) is beneficial and 

propose that there may be some limitations in the use of FSC that have yet to be adequately 

acknowledged and discussed in the literature. In particular, we propose that there is currently 

insufficient evidence to conclude that coaching can produce knowledge acquisition and 

therefore ask why we persist in the use of FSC when we have limited evidence of its efficacy 

in delivering a core education outcome. We suggest that the theory of academic capitalism 

provides a useful, critical lens through which to view the growing trend in FSC, identifying 

that FSC may be utilized as a method of increasing student satisfaction, perceptions of value 

for money and as a useful marketing tool for business schools competing for students. 

However, academic capitalism may also explain the use of coaching via its ability to enhance 

the skills and attitudes of students, providing outcomes that are valued by students, employers 

and governments. We conclude our essay by providing recommendations to mitigate these 

proposed dangers and consequently maximise the effectiveness of coaching as a development 

tool in management education. 

 

Key words: coaching; academic capitalism; faculty-student relationship; management 

education pedagogy 
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UNDERSTANDING THE RISE OF FACULTY-STUDENT COACHING:  

AN ACADEMIC CAPITALISM PERSPECTIVE 

The use of coaching in management education is becoming increasingly common 

practice (Feldman & Lankau, 2005). The pedagogic literature is replete with discussions of 

coaching within management education, for example an online search within the individual 

journals provided 205 returns on the keyword ‘coaching’ for the Academy of Management 

Learning and Education; 319 for the Journal of Management Education; and 207 for 

Management Learning. Coaching in management education is being actively discussed and 

accepted as common practice by scholars (Parker, Hall & Kram, 2008; Tolhurst, 2010). 

Despite the growth in the literature on the effectiveness of coaching (see 

Athanasopoulou & Dopson, 2018 and Bozer & Jones, 2018 for reviews), there is still a 

paucity of studies that examine the impact of faculty-student coaching (FSC) on learning 

outcomes. Given that, traditionally, the focus in management education has been on the 

development of knowledge, the absence of evidence to indicate that coaching as a learning 

methodology is impactful at generating new knowledge is particularly problematic. 

Consequently, we debate the question: why do business schools continue to engage in FSC? 

The continued use of FSC appears to be based on the assumption that it works. An 

assumption, we argue, that is perpetuated by the changing nature of management education. 

We propose that when viewed through the lens of academic capitalism, the growth of FSC, 

despite the lack of an established evidence-base, can be better understood. 

To address this gap, in this essay we discuss why FSC is growing despite the 

questionable impact. We illustrate our argument with reference to the priority management 

education institutions place on student satisfaction and the push to increase contact hours 

with students. We argue that students’ positive attitudes towards coaching has meant that 

FSC has been utilized as a sales tool by business schools. Next, we review the wider literature 
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on coaching, including providing clarity around how coaching is conceptualized and the 

literature related to outcomes from coaching in higher education (HE). We highlight some 

important considerations in relation to the FSC relationship, including whether a coaching 

relationship between faculty and student is desired and/or achievable. We then review the 

literature on academic capitalism and explain how this can be a useful lens to understand the 

growth of FSC, exploring how the changing nature of management education may have 

encouraged the growth of FSC despite the weak evidence-base. In addition to discussing why 

this may be problematic, we also present some of the potential benefits of this position. We 

conclude with our call to research and call to action. 

Our essay contributes to the management and education literature in three ways. 

Firstly, we highlight an area of teaching practice that has gradually grown over time without a 

critical discussion of this growth. As reflective practitioners, it is imperative that academics 

and administrators have a critical awareness of the tools and techniques they use within their 

role as educators. In FSC, we highlight an area where this reflective practice does not appear 

to have occurred and encourage scholars to consider the appropriateness of their practice. 

Secondly, we utilize the theoretical construct of academic capitalism as a lens by which we 

can understand the gradual evolution and continued popularity of FSC. By applying academic 

capitalism to the topic of FSC, we present a novel approach to understanding why a particular 

teaching practice has become so prevalent. Finally, our essay contributes to future research 

and practice by providing a series of calls for action related to the use of FSC in management 

education. It is our hope that by highlighting some of the implicit and as yet under-debated 

potential limitations and opportunities of FSC, we can ensure that our teaching practice is 

both evidence-based and fit for purpose.  

The Growth of Coaching in Management Education 
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There are several factors that serve to influence the application of coaching within 

business schools. We focus our discussion on UK and US contexts, as the majority of 

published literature hails from these regions, however, we propose that our arguments equally 

apply to business schools across the globe, who are experiencing the same issues of 

deregulation and marketization as in the UK and US (Bolsmann & Uys, 2001; Chan & Mok, 

2001; Currie & Vidovich, 2000; Davies, Gottsche & Bansel, 2006; De Siqueira, 2014; 

Lowrie & Hemsley-Brown, 2011; McKelvey & Holmén, 2009; Mok, 2007; Qiping & White, 

1994; Wangenge-Ouma, 2008; Weiler, 2000).  

League table positions are a top strategic priority for most, if not all business schools. 

Student satisfaction and contact hours are two key metrics utilised in league tables (Unistats, 

n.d.), for example, UK university league tables list student satisfaction, taken from the 

National Student Survey, as a key indicator of business school performance (The Complete 

University Guide, 2017; The Guardian News, 2017; The Times, 2016). Many US ranking 

systems also focus on student satisfaction. For example, twenty-five percent of the Forbes 

College Rankings are attributable to student satisfaction (Howard, 2016).  The literature on 

workplace coaching consistently demonstrates that an outcome of coaching is high coachee 

satisfaction with coaching (i.e. Audet & Couteret, 2012; Boyce, Jackson & Neal, 2010; 

McGuffin & Obonyo, 2010; Ratiu, David & Baban, 2015; Vidal-Salazar, Ferro´n-Vı´lchez, & 

Cordo´n-Pozo, 2012). We could anticipate that students may be even more satisfied with 

coaching than employees, as increasing levels of narcissism in students (Westerman, 

Bergman, Bergman & Daly, 2012), combined with larger, impersonal classes in management 

education mean that receiving one-to-one coaching may satisfy a need that other teaching 

methods do not fulfil, which may enhance student satisfaction with coaching. 

One-to-one coaching requires significant time investment from the staff delivering the 

coaching, therefore adding to the contact time a business school offers its students and 
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consequently boosting this metric within ranking systems. Contact hours and the degree of 

individual attention given in those hours can also impact upon student satisfaction, retention 

and perception of value for money (Buckley, Soilemetzidis & Hillman, 2015). Coaching 

could therefore be used as a method to increase student satisfaction directly as well as 

through the mediator of increased individualized contact hours.  

The use of coaching within management education can also be seen as a sales tool. In 

business, coaching is often allocated to high potential employees or those occupying critical 

roles in the organization and therefore carries a certain kudos (Jones, Armour & Potrac, 

2002). The prospect of receiving coaching as part of a degree package may therefore be 

appealing to prospective students and their parents, who are increasingly concerned with 

value for money gained from management education. Research has shown that students 

generally have positive attitudes towards teaching approaches like coaching, which 

emphasise their responsibility as learners and shift control away from teachers, loosely 

termed student-centred approaches (Lea, Stephenson & Troy, 2003). If we accept that 

coaching falls within the realm of student-centred teaching, then the literature broadly 

suggests that students will have favourable attitudes to coaching in management education 

and such approaches are likely to ‘sell’ courses (Lea et al., 2003; O’Neill & McMahon, 

2005). 

Given that there is an increased demand on business schools to achieve high student 

satisfaction and perceptions of ‘value for money’ to maintain league table positions and 

compete for students, the increase in the use of coaching within management education is 

perhaps not surprising. However, we question whether there are any potential pitfalls in the 

increased focus on FSC in both undergraduate and graduate populations. We approach the 

topic of FSC from an academic capitalism lens. When viewed through this lens, the potential 
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for misemployment of coaching becomes more apparent. We begin our essay by elaborating 

on our conceptualization of coaching.  

Conceptualizing Coaching 

Coaching is defined as the “process of equipping people with the tools, knowledge 

and opportunities they need to develop themselves and become more effective” (Peterson & 

Hicks, 1996, p. 41). Coaches generally avoid providing instructional or prescriptive solutions 

to coachees, often because they are not technical experts in the coachee’s occupational area 

of specialty (McAdam, 2005). The coach and coachee should work collaboratively together 

on an equal standing to aid the coachee’s learning and development. Whilst some argue that 

there are different types of coaching (Stern, 2004), others suggest that there are fundamental 

coaching principles that define a multitude of coaching approaches (Bozer & Jones, 2018).  

These fundamental coaching principles include the use of reflection: coaching allows 

the coachee to take a mirror to their life and examine the successes and dissect the failures. 

Peltier (2009) suggests that raising insight and awareness are goals of coaching and as such 

coaching involves engaging in a process of self-examination and a focus on generating 

intrapersonal understanding. A further principle of coaching is that the coaching process is 

inherently goal-bound, with goals generally forming the starting point of any coaching 

session giving the coaching session focus and purpose (Grant, Curtayne & Burton, 2009; 

Grant, Green & Rynsaardt, 2010; Spence, Cavanagh & Grant, 2008). Finally, the outcomes of 

coaching must be of value to the coachee as this encourages motivation and purpose to persist 

in a way that is unlikely to be present if outcomes have been dictated by others. Whilst in 

order to enhance motivation to learn, outcomes of coaching must be of value to the coachee, 

it is also important to acknowledge the triadic nature of workplace or executive coaching 

(coach, coachee, organization), therefore, in practice, the outcomes must also be of value to 

the organization who is paying for the intervention (Bozer & Jones, 2018).  
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In addition to these defining principles of coaching, there is some emerging consensus 

that for a one-to-one developmental relationship to be classified as a coaching relationship, it 

must involve the formation and maintenance of a helping relationship between the coach and 

coachee (Bono, Purvanova, Towler & Peterson, 2009; Smither 2011). The coaching 

relationship is one that the coachee enters into for the specific purpose of fulfilling 

development objectives. It is important to differentiate coaching from other forms of 

developmental relationships. For example, it may be distinguished from mentoring 

relationships, in which the mentor is usually an expert in the field and more directive than a 

coach (see Brockbank & McGill, 2012 for a review). A mentoring relationship is 

conventionally long-term between a highly experienced mentor and an inexperienced mentee, 

with the mentor typically providing guidance on career development and networking (Eby et 

al., 2013). In a coaching relationship, there is no such expectation that the coach has expertise 

or experience of the coachee’s area of work and the term of the relationship is guided by 

specific objectives.  

Conceptualizing Coaching in Management Education 

The National Academic Advising Association (2017) define academic coaching in HE 

as a collaborative relationship where the focus is on the student’s personal and professional 

goals through the development of self-awareness; strength building; academic planning and 

defining the student’s purpose, interests, and values. The ultimate aim of academic coaching 

is to aid the student in the completion of their degree. Coaching is an intervention or 

technique that can sit alongside instruction or traditional teaching in management education, 

however, for a number of reasons, coaching is conceptually different to teaching. Turnball 

(2009) presents a useful comparison between coaching and teaching that we present here in 

Table 1. Whilst coaching and teaching share a similar objective of developing the tools, 

knowledge and opportunities the coachee (or student) needs to develop themselves, become 
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more effective and ultimately to learn, the process by which this objective is achieved is very 

different for coaching and teaching.  

TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 

The features of coaching in HE outlined by Turnball (2009) are illustrated in the HE 

coaching literature. For example, in most cases, the ‘coach’ is not a subject expert or not 

acting in that capacity and instead as outlined by Turnball (2009) are utilizing generic helping 

skills. For example, Lawrence, Dunn and Weisfeld-Spotler (2018) explicitly state that ‘In the 

role of coach, faculty are not acting as content experts’ (p. 642). Alternatively, tutors who 

teach on subjects other than the one the student takes are recruited as ‘external’ coaches (Sue-

Chan & Latham, 2004) and in some cases graduates and post-graduate students are utilized as 

coaches (e.g. Capstick, Harrell-Williams, Cockrum & West, 2018; Hunt & Weintraub, 2004; 

Losch, Traut-Mattausch, Mühlberger & Jonas, 2006; Sargent, Allen, Frahm & Morris, 2009; 

Shojai, Davis & Root, 2007). Sargent at al. (2009) specifically report that the graduate 

coaches used in their intervention do not have a background in the course where coaching 

was used. Rather than focusing on subject specific expertise, the coaching programmes 

supported the development of generic skills such as teamwork (e.g. Bolton, 1999), critical 

thinking skills (e.g. Chaplin, 2007) and resilience (e.g. Grant, 2008).  

As traditionally is the case in coaching, the student takes ownership of the coaching 

process in most of the interventions described. Most coaches are trained in supporting 

students to set their own goals (e.g. Franklin & Doran, 2009; Grant, 2008; Losch et al., 2016; 

McDowall & Butterworth, 2014; Wylde, 2005), which is in direct contrast to traditional 

teaching where learning outcomes are set by the tutor.  

The avoidance of advice giving is specifically highlighted in some studies. For 

example, Chaplin (2007) reports that when students requested mock exam questions from the 

coach, the coach suggested that they devise their own exam questions instead. This supports 
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Turnball’s (2009) notion that coaches have the belief that coachees can develop their own 

answers rather than the coach supplying them. In support of this, O’Neil and Hopkins (2002) 

describe their coaching intervention as ‘co-inquiry’ (p.404) rather than the coach teaching the 

coachee.  

The development of the coaching relationship is also mentioned in several studies 

(e.g. Hunt & Weintraub, 2004; McDowall & Butterworth, 2014; O’Neil & Hopkins, 2002) 

and many interventions consist of an extended relationship between the coach and coachee 

over a number of weeks and months (e.g. Franklin & Doran, 2009; Shojai et al., 2007). The 

supportive but challenging nature of the relationship is specifically referred to by Capstick et 

al. (2018) who state that their coaching intervention is a ‘…relational intervention that 

supports and challenges them [the students]…’ (p.11).  

Well-established coaching models which use goals as the start-point, such as GROW 

(Whitmore, 1992) are used in several studies (Franklin & Doran, 2009; Grant, 2008; 

McDowall & Butterworth, 2014; Short, Kinman & Baker, 2010; Sue-Chan & Latham, 2004). 

The literature also makes reference to the specific coaching skills of active listening (Hunt & 

Weintraub, 2004; Sue-Chan & Latham, 2004), supporting goal-setting (Franklin & Doran, 

2009; Grant, 2008; Hunt & Weintraub, 2004; Losch et al., 2009; Sargent et al., 2009; Shojai 

et al., 2007; Sue-Chan & Latham, 2004; Wylde, 2005) and providing feedback (Hunt & 

Weintraub, 2004; Sargent et al., 2009; Wylde, 2005). Sue-Chan and Latham (2004) 

specifically refer to training coaches in asking general exploratory and stimulating questions, 

reflecting Turnball’s criteria of skill in questioning. Finally, the supportive nature of coaching 

is mentioned across several studies (e.g. Hunt & Weintraub, 2004; Losch et al., 2016).  

Whilst the coaching literature is replete with examples of coaching in HE that match 

the conceptualization of coaching presented here, our review of the literature has also 

identified a number of studies where the term coaching is applied to instructional activities 
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that are more closely aligned to Turnball’s (2009) conceptualization of teaching. For 

example, Satzler and Sheu (2002) utilize the term ‘coaching’ to describe a teaching approach 

that does not align with Turnball’s (2009) conceptualization of coaching or the wider 

coaching literature. References throughout the paper identify the coach as ‘giving them [the 

students] advice’ (p. 75), encouraging students to view the faculty-as-coach as ‘the boss’ (p. 

75) and utilizing a checkpoint system as a critical element of the coaching.  

A further example of the use of the term coaching as opposed to instruction is evident 

in the study by Clegg, Trayhurn and Johnson (2000) who report a case study of ‘coaching’ 

styles of male and female IT instructors. The teaching behaviors reported in the study, such 

as providing instruction and guidance, recording attendance, demonstrating skills and 

activities and answering questions more accurately sit within teaching as outlined by Turnball 

(2009) than coaching.  More recently, Oreopoulos and Petronijevic (2018) describe a 

coaching intervention in which final year undergraduate students coach first year students. 

However, they refer to the coaches giving advice to the coachees, which again is at odds with 

the widely accepted conceptualization of coaching and more closely resembles teaching or 

mentoring.  

Other papers utilize the term coaching to describe what could more specifically be 

seen as facilitating a feedback discussion. For example, Hobson, Griffin and Rominger 

(2014) describe a methodology in which peer coaching is used as an element of the teaching 

process. However, the process of peer coaching reported focuses on a discussion of strengths 

and weakness from the peer coach and coachee. Whilst coaching does frequently include an 

element of feedback discussion (Peltier, 2009; Sherman & Freas, 2004), feedback is just one 

element of coaching.  

This variation in the use of the term ‘coaching’ across the HE literature is 

representative of the wider academic and practice-based coaching literature where the use of 
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the term ‘coaching’ varies widely, with a wide range of labels often utilized with little or no 

differentiation (Bachkirova & Borrington, 2018). A further complication is that in practice 

the term ‘coach’ is so loosely used (Rogers, 2016) and that the term ‘coaching’ has become a 

generic signifier for terms such as ‘soft skills’ and ‘people skills’ (Western, 2012). 

Notwithstanding the lack of conceptual clarity, the above discussion illustrates how a 

range of pedagogic inputs termed coaching, are being regularly applied within HE and 

discussed in academic journals. Examples range from reports of FSC that closely resemble 

the conceptualization of coaching that we adopt here, to reports of a range of other teaching 

techniques being labelled as coaching. We argue that when viewed through the lens of 

academic capitalism, both widespread use of FSC and the inappropriate labelling of other 

teaching activities as coaching are potentially problematic. We return to this point later in our 

essay. 

What is the Impact of Coaching in Management Education? 

In exploring and debating the impact and appropriateness of the use of FSC in 

management education, it is important to consider firstly, the purpose of management 

education generally, as Rubin and Dierdorff (2013) suggest, the quintessential issue in 

management education that remains to be addressed is ‘the epistemological question of what 

precisely we are trying to accomplish’ (p. 136) and secondly, whether FSC is a suitable 

vehicle by which the agreed purpose can be fulfilled. To address these issues, we offer two 

opposing perspectives. From the first perspective, we assume that the purpose of management 

education is to enhance student knowledge. From this perspective, we argue that there is 

limited evidence to indicate that FSC is a suitable teaching methodology to enhance student 

knowledge. Alternatively, from the second perspective, we propose that whilst knowledge 

enhancement is one important outcome of management education, business schools also have 

an obligation to enhance the skills and attitudes of students in order to ensure that they are 
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equipped with the qualities required to maximise their employability once they enter the 

marketplace. From this perspective, we argue that there is a stronger body of evidence to 

indicate that coaching is a suitable methodology to enhance student skills and attitudes, 

however this perspective also highlights important considerations regarding the faculty-

student coaching relationship.  

Perspective One: The Purpose of Management Education is Knowledge Acquisition 

From our first perspective, to explore the impact of FSC in management education, 

we first adopt the assumption that the purpose of business schools is knowledge 

dissemination (Bailey, Ferris, Lewicki & Whetton, 2010). Therefore, if FSC is utilized as a 

method of curriculum delivery, then the dependent variable of interest becomes knowledge 

acquisition. There is limited evidence that coaching works at helping students to learn (Bozer, 

Sarros & Santora, 2013; Chaplin, 2007; Grey, Gabriel & Goregaokar, 2014; Hall, Otazo & 

Hollenbeck, 1999; Sue-Chan & Latham, 2004; Swart & Harcup, 2013; Taie, 2011; Walker-

Fraser, 2011; Wasylyshyn, 2003; Wasylyshyn, Gronsky & Haas, 2006). This statement may 

appear controversial when viewed in the context of the wealth of literature on the topic of 

coaching in HE; however, very little of this research consists of scientifically robust, 

empirical studies examining the impact of the use of coaching in HE. Many of these studies 

suffer from fundamental methodological flaws such as non-random allocation to intervention 

groups (i.e. Capstick et al., 2019; Chaplin, 2007; Shojai et al., 2014) or no control group for 

comparison (i.e. Sue-Chan & Latham, 2004), which subsequently mean that we cannot be 

confident in drawing generalizable conclusions from the findings.  

For example, Chaplin (2007) examined the impact of coaching on exam results in a 

small sample of undergraduate biology students. Chaplin found that coaching by a teacher 

within an introductory science course led to significantly improved exam performance 

compared to both students who received no coaching and students who received similar 
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levels of teacher contact time within a laboratory setting. Whilst this suggests that coaching 

improves learning outcomes for students, methodological flaws in the study limit confidence 

in these findings. Students within the coaching group were self-selecting and not randomly 

allocated to the experimental group. Therefore the 15 students within the experimental group 

were students who actively sought additional exam support after the first exam, whereas the 

students in the control group, although matched on first exam performance, did not seek any 

additional support. Allocating groups in this way means that the counterfactual assumption of 

causality is violated (Antonakis, Bendahan, Jacquart & Lalive, 2010). It could be argued that 

the students in the coaching group were more motivated to improve their exam performance 

given that they actively sought out support to do so. Consequently, one could safely assume 

that this group was always destined to perform better in the second exam given the extant 

literature on motivation to learn and learning performance (Colquitt, LePine & Noe, 2000; 

Martocchio & Webster, 1992; Quiñones, 1995; Salas & Cannon-Bowers, 2001).  

Shojai et al. (2014) and Capstick et al. (2019) explored the impact of academic 

coaching programmes for underperforming students. In both studies, students who 

successfully completed the coaching programme experienced a significant increase in grade 

point average compared to a control group. However, both studies suffer with the same issues 

of non-random allocation to groups as the Chaplin (2007) study, as the control groups 

consisted of students who were referred to or had enrolled in the coaching programmes but 

did not start or successfully complete the programme. 

Elsewhere, Sue-Chan and Latham (2004) also sought to provide support for the 

impact of coaching on grades. Sue-Chan and Latham (2004) randomly allocated students on 

an Executive MBA to either a self-coaching, peer coaching or an external coaching group. 

The results indicated that students who were paired with an external coach had higher grades 

on the course compared to those who received peer-coaching; however there was no 
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significant difference between the external coaching and self-coaching group. The absence of 

a control group who were not coached means that it is not possible to determine the overall 

effectiveness of coaching on improving grades in this study. 

To summarise, the underlying assumption of this first perspective is that the purpose 

of business schools is knowledge dissemination (Bailey et al., 2010). Therefore, business 

schools are underpinned by academic rigor, in that teaching and research are viewed as the 

creation and dissemination of knowledge realized through robust, dispassionate and 

independent analysis (Chia & Holt, 2008). Even with the changing nature of today’s business 

schools, the focus for the management academic is still related to knowledge: in that they are 

required to develop new knowledge (rigor) and ensure that this knowledge can be applied 

(relevance) (Benjamin & O’Reilly, 2011). In management education, the presumption is that 

the use of representational structures in teaching, produce proper, reliable knowledge that is 

then transmitted to students. Therefore, in business schools, students are taught how to collect 

and remember accumulated generalities and test their understanding (Chia & Holt, 2008). 

Consequently, if this assumed purpose of business schools is accepted as true, then our 

review of the literature of the impact of coaching on knowledge acquisition would suggest 

that FSC is not proven to be a suitable method of curriculum delivery by which the assumed 

purpose can be fulfilled. We acknowledge that the limited evidence-base for the impact of 

coaching on student learning does not mean that coaching cannot effectively produce 

learning or knowledge acquisition, rather, we wish to highlight that currently there is limited 

evidence to clearly demonstrate that coaching does effectively produce learning or 

knowledge acquisition. If this perspective to understanding the impact of FSC in management 

education is adopted, then the next question to be addressed is: in the absence of clear 

evidence that FSC works, why do we continue to engage in this practice? We will return to 

this point later in our essay. 
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Perspective Two: The Purpose of Management Education is to Develop Skills and 

Attitudes  

Our second perspective, presents the argument that whilst knowledge enhancement is 

one important outcome of management education, business schools also have an obligation to 

enhance the skills and attitudes of students in order to ensure that they are equipped with the 

qualities required to enhance their employability once they enter the marketplace. The 

relevance of management education has been a hot topic for well over a decade, with many 

scholars arguing that business schools are not equipping their students with the skills 

necessary to be successful when entering the job market (Benjamin & O’Reilly, 2011; Bennis 

& O’Toole, 2005; Conger, 2004; Ghoshal, 2005; Mintzberg, 2004; Pfeffer & Fong, 2002). 

Based on this argument, the implicit assumption is that the purpose of management education 

is not only to develop the subject relevant knowledge, but also to develop the skills and 

attitudes graduates need to be successful. If this alternative purpose of management education 

is adopted, in order to assess the impact of FSC, it is appropriate to also review the literature 

on the impact of coaching on the development of new skills and attitudes. 

In a recent review of the coaching literature, Bozer and Jones (2018) identified that 

affective (which includes attitudinal) and skill-based outcomes were the most frequently 

explored outcomes within the coaching literature. In a meta-analysis exploring the 

effectiveness of workplace coaching, Jones, Woods and Guillaume (2016) found positive 

effects for coaching on both affective (d = 0.51) and skill-based outcomes (d = 0.28). In the 

context of research into coaching in HE, the operationalization of affective and skill-based 

outcomes is more prevalent than research on knowledge acquisition.  

For example, Sargent et al. (2009) compared the team performance of students who 

were supported by teaching assistants trained in coaching and assistants who were not trained 

in coaching. They found that when teaching assistants were trained in coaching, students 
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reported higher levels of team functioning and productivity, indicating higher levels of team 

working skills. The allocation of students to conditions was based on their year of study 

rather than self-selection, which improves the internal validity of the results. Whilst the 

authors report that there were no other differences in the teaching that students were exposed 

to, they do not provide details of whether the cohorts were equivalent in other respects (e.g. 

grade performance, demographics, motivation). The results should therefore be treated 

tentatively. One study that did utilize random allocation and equivalent groups with students 

as coachees was Losch et al. (2016). Their study investigated the impact of coaching on 

procrastination behaviors and compared outcomes from coaching to outcomes from 

traditional training, self-help and a no treatment control. Losch et al. (2016) found that 

individual coaching reduced procrastination to a greater extent than no treatment, however, it 

was not significantly better than group training or self-help. Whilst their study involved small 

sample sizes (n = 84), the random allocation of participants to conditions gives greater 

confidence in the impact of coaching in improving skills in comparison to no treatment when 

the participants are theoretically interchangeable. The results do suggest however, that 

coaching may not be the only way to achieve such skills improvements.  

Qualitative research has also identified improvements in skills because of coaching. 

For example, Wylde (2005) conducted a qualitative analysis of coaching outcomes as 

identified by student coachees and found increased time management, planning and 

organizational skills were identified as outcomes of coaching. The generalizability of these 

results cannot be established though, as only two students were coached and both were 

identified as high-performing students. Despite the individual methodological limitations of 

these studies, collectively they indicate that coaching is being used to develop skills in 

students that have been identified as desirable in graduates (Andrews & Higson, 2008). 
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Studies of coaching in HE have also utilized a variety of attitudinal outcomes as 

dependent variables, many of which are identified as desirable by employers. For example, 

Grant (2008) implemented life coaching with post-graduate students studying a coaching 

psychology course. He found that completion of the coaching programme was associated 

with decreased anxiety, increased goal attainment, increased cognitive hardiness and higher 

levels of personal insight compared to a cohort who did not receive coaching. A reduction in 

negative psychological state was also found by Short et al. (2010), who identified that a peer 

coaching intervention slowed increases in psychological distress in students as they 

approached examinations compared to students who did not receive coaching. Lefdahl-Davis, 

Huffman, Stancil and Alayan (2018) report that a minimum of three sessions of coaching 

resulted in increased self-confidence, awareness of values and alignment with decision-

making, connection to life purpose and individual goal-setting and attainment in 

undergraduate students. However, no specific details of the coaching intervention are 

provided and there is no control group for comparison. Lawrence et al. (2018) found that one 

coaching session with a certified faculty coach resulted in increased awareness, reflection, 

intentional development and pursuit of goal-directed learning opportunities in MBA students. 

As in the Lefdahl et al. (2018) study, Lawrence and colleagues utilized a pre-test post-test 

design rather than a control group, so it is not possible to establish whether this development 

would have occurred naturally as a consequence of participating in the MBA course or 

whether this was due to coaching. Furthermore, the coaching intervention was accompanied 

by a series of reflective exercises. It is therefore impossible to establish what development 

resulted from coaching and what resulted from the completion of the reflective exercises. In a 

qualitative study, Lancer and Eatough (2018) utilized interpretive phenomenological analysis 

to explore the experiences of nine students who received six coaching sessions over the 

course of an academic year. They found that students felt that the coaching sped up their 
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development, gave them increased control over their work, greater balance and focus, 

increased their confidence and enabled them to take new perspectives on issues. 

The evidence presented above suggests that coaching has a positive impact on 

affective outcomes, however, not all coaching interventions appear to have the same 

magnitude of impact. Franklin and Doran (2009) investigated the impact of two different 

coaching programmes on self-efficacy, resilience, decisional balance, hope, self-compassion 

and growth mind set in students, as rated by independent observers who were blind to the 

coaching condition that students experienced. Their results showed that students in both 

coaching conditions experienced significant increases in self-efficacy and resilience, 

however, only students in the coaching condition focused on motivation and adaptive 

learning experienced significant increases in the remainder of the dependent variables. 

Similarly, McDowall and Butterworth (2014) found that whilst a group, strengths-based 

coaching intervention did result in increases in self-efficacy and confidence in goal 

attainment, the increase was not significantly different to a control group who set goals but 

did not receive coaching. This suggests that whilst coaching can be effective in changing 

affective variables in students, the results are not uniform for all types of coaching. 

The underlying assumption of this second perspective presents the argument that 

whilst knowledge enhancement is one important outcome of management education, business 

schools also have an obligation to enhance the skills and attitudes of students in order to 

ensure that they are equipped with the qualities required to enhance their employability once 

they enter the marketplace. From this perspective, the use of coaching may be an appropriate 

way in which business schools can respond to calls to emphasise other important forms of 

learning, rather than a sole focus on knowledge acquisition (Rubin & Dierdorff, 2013) and 

utilize the most appropriate methods to achieve these learning outcomes (Ford, Kraiger, & 

Merritt, 2010). Our literature review illustrates that the study of skill-based and affective 
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outcomes from coaching is more prevalent than knowledge acquisition and, whilst there are 

some methodological flaws evident in a number of these studies, given the wider workplace 

and HE coaching literatures combined, one can be more confident that coaching is likely to 

have a positive impact on both skills and attitudes. However, generalizing evidence from the 

wider coaching literature to FSC may not be always be appropriate. We propose that the 

existing relationship between faculty and students may create a barrier to the formation of a 

coaching relationship that is necessary to facilitate change in the coachee, an issue we turn to 

next in our essay. 

The Faculty-Student Coaching Relationship 

An important area of consideration when exploring the rise of FSC is the faculty-

student coaching relationship. The importance of a supportive relationship in coaching is seen 

as an essential element in enabling coaching effectiveness (Boyce et al., 2010; Carter, 

Blackman & Hicks, 2014; Rekalde, Landeta & Albizu, 2015). However, evidence from the 

wider coaching literature may not be directly applicable to the management education context 

due to the unique relationship between faculty and students. Despite this, as with the absence 

of substantial evidence on the ability of coaching to produce knowledge acquisition, coaching 

continues to be used in management education.  

In the context of HE, Hunt and Weintraub (2004) argue that the benefit to a student of 

working with a coach is that the coach becomes a connection point, which can reduce 

possible effects of student alienation particularly in large classes. Bolton (1999) argues that 

coaching in HE involves helping students interpret their unique reactions to taught content 

and provides personalized guidance, with a key strength in coaching being the unique 

relationship between coach and coachee, or in a management education context: faculty and 

student. O’Neil and Hopkins (2002) advocate the importance of the faculty-student 

relationship in coaching even more clearly. They propose that coaching should be a key 
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behavior for educators and that the teacher as coach should establish a relationship with the 

student. They argue that it is the intimacy of one-on-one coaching between faculty and 

student that can make the student amenable to asking questions and consequently facilitating 

the students’ learning. This closeness also allows the student to get to know the teacher as a 

coach from a perspective different to that of an authority figure: ‘they get to know us and we 

get to know them’ (O’Neil & Hopkins, 2002, p.404). However, it is exactly this close 

personal relationship that is the topic of debate for Chory and Offstein (2016) who highlight 

some of the risks for faculty in pursuing close personal bonds with students. These risks 

include sexual harassment claims and legal risks when faculty advise students on issues 

outside of their area of competence. Whilst Chory and Offstein’s (2016) exploration of 

faculty-student relationships focused on non-academic interactions, many of their concerns 

are important to consider in the context of FSC relationships.  

O’Neil and Hopkins (2002) stance on the importance of the close relationship in FSC 

is based on the expansive literature in the wider coaching field on the importance of the 

coaching relationship in ensuring coaching effectiveness. Within the context of management 

education, we question whether this relationship is desired and/or achievable. Earlier, we 

explained how the use of FSC continues to prevail despite the absence of compelling 

evidence that coaching impacts on knowledge acquisition because of the drive for business 

schools to enhance student satisfaction. Similarly, we suggest that when viewed through the 

academic capitalism lens, business schools continue to encourage the use of FSC as a 

teaching approach, even though it may not be possible to create the conditions required for an 

effective coaching relationship. We expand this point and firstly discuss whether students and 

faculty desire a close relationship, as is required in coaching, secondly we explore the impact 

of role conflict in the faculty-student coaching relationship and finally, we examine the 

impact of these relationship barriers on coaching outcomes. 
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Student and Faculty Desire to Engage in Close Relationships 

Chory and Offstein (2016) pose the question ‘Do students want more engaged 

relationships with their professors?’ Their conclusion is that students may care less about a 

‘truly’ engaging relationship with faculty and instead prefer a more transactional experience, 

dominated by grades and coursework. For example, research has shown that students rate 

professionalism within their teachers and desire a relationship with a greater degree of 

personal distance than that they would enjoy with friends (Chen, 2000; DiVerniero & Hosek, 

2011; Holmes, Rupert, Ross, & Shapera, 1999). Building a coaching relationship may 

therefore build too great a personal connection between the students and faculty than either 

party desire. This resonates with the work of Molesworth et al. (2009) who suggested that the 

priority for students is to ‘have a degree’ rather than to ‘be learners’ (p. 278). From an 

academic capitalism perspective, the student as consumer is seeking to pursue outcomes that 

are valuable to them, namely the acquisition of a degree that will afford them access to the 

job market, rather than the development of a genuinely close relationship with faculty. We 

explore this argument in greater detail later in our essay. The motivations of faculty acting as 

coaches must also be considered. Given the pressures of faculty to ‘perform’ (Emery, Kramer 

& Tien, 2003) they too may prioritize objective outcomes, such as student grades and 

satisfaction levels, rather than a ‘truly’ close and engaging relationship.  

 Role Conflict for Faculty as Coach 

Role conflict is an important ethical consideration in coaching. For example, Lowman 

(2016) provides a discussion of coaching ethics and highlights that in order to abide by 

ethical codes of conduct, coaches should ensure that wherever possible they avoid or 

effectively manage multiple relationships and at the least, identify and manage conflicts of 

interest. We propose that in the context of FSC, avoiding role conflict is particularly 



Faculty-Student Coaching 
 

23 
 

challenging. We further divide this discussion into two key areas: existing relationships and 

ability to be non-judgmental. 

Existing Relationships. The existing relationship between student and faculty may 

negatively impact upon the coaching success. The coaching relationship shares many 

parallels with the relationship developed in Rogerian therapeutic settings (Wasylyshyn, 2003) 

and as such, the coach must display unconditional positive regard (Rogers, 1961). This notion 

conflicts with the established relationship between students and faculty, where faculty are 

responsible for assessing and grading students. The degree to which students as coachees 

trust their teachers to keep information confidential and to not consider it in other contexts 

must also be questioned. Lack of trust in confidentiality has been identified as an issue when 

managers are used as coaches in organizations (Bluckert, 2005; Wasylyshyn, 2003) and the 

importance of trust in the coaching relationship is frequently cited in the workplace coaching 

research (Bozer & Jones, 2018; Gyllensten & Palmer, 2007; Rekalde et al., 2015; Salomaa, 

2015). Students may feel that they do not want to reveal personal information on goals and 

issues they face to faculty who may also teach them in other subjects or may teach them in 

the future. This lack of trust may undermine the ability of coaching to produce desired 

outcomes. 

Ability to be Non-Judgmental. A fundamental assumption of coaching is that the 

coach (or in this context faculty) are non-judgemental (Costa & Garmston, 1992). The reality 

of the faculty-as-coach is that faculty have repeated experiences of the student in a variety of 

contexts. Faculty may have expectations of students based on their experiences of them in the 

classroom, such as the level of attendance and engagement in classroom activities that the 

student has demonstrated. Faculty are responsible for marking and grading work, providing 

formative feedback and facilitating group work. Regardless of the motivations of teachers, it 

is arguably impossible for a teacher to eliminate the pre-conceptions about the student that 
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will be generated through these interactions. This existing relationship may influence the 

coach’s ability to provide a genuine and supportive relationship. In another management 

education context, Saunders and Davis (1998) found that in supervisor-dissertation student 

relationships, the quality of the relationship may be colored by the teacher’s knowledge of the 

student’s previous performance. In a coaching context, faculty may feel more positively 

towards those students they believe to be ‘good’ students and subconsciously transmit this in 

coaching interactions. This could result in a situation where faculty are more or less willing to 

coach students based on their performance in the classroom and/or they may engage less 

when coaching students of whom they have formed a negative view. 

Impact of Relationship Role Conflict on Coaching Outcomes 

The above discussion suggests that the student and faculty may not truly engage in a 

meaningful coaching relationship involving high levels of trust and a non-judgemental 

position on the part of the coach. The lack of a truly close relationship between faculty and 

students within the coaching relationship is likely to limit the potential impact of FSC, given 

that the relationship is argued to be a critical factor to coaching success (Boyce et al., 2010; 

Carter et al., 2014; Rekalde et al., 2015). If this is the case, it therefore undermines the ability 

of FSC to produce positive outcomes beyond coachee satisfaction (Bluckert, 2005; 

Wasylyshyn, 2003). This lack of coaching relationship may also limit the extent to which 

findings from the wider coaching literature can be applied to FSC. This point returns us to 

our earlier debate regarding the application of coaching in the absence of strong empirical 

evidence. Economically, the use of coaching is a rational decision within business schools to 

increase satisfaction and consequently league table positions and enhance student 

recruitment. Ethically, the use of a practice we anticipate may have a limited impact on 

desired outcomes in students due to barriers that inhibit the formation of essential trust and 
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non-judgmental coaching relationships, can be considered as morally at odds to the goals of 

management education. 

Coaching and Academic Capitalism 

So far in our essay we have presented a series of arguments regarding the potential 

implications for the rise of FSC. Next we utilize academic capitalism theory to explain why 

FSC appears to be so prevalent in business schools.  

It is well documented that the nature of the academic profession is changing, with 

scholars arguing that HE is moving towards values and behaviors characteristic of the free 

market (Gonzales, Martinez & Ordu, 2014; Kirp, 2003). In a capitalistic free market, the 

actions of employees, organizations and consumers are motivated or driven by the potential 

benefits that these entities derive from their actions that in turn, influences their behavior.1 

Accordingly, Slaughter and Leslie (1997) propose that the concept of academic capitalism 

can explain the behavior of certain groups of resource dependant academics and emerged as a 

consequence of the application of neoliberalism to HE policies (Giroux, 2002). The term 

academic capitalism is often used to compare the increasing struggle for excellence in a 

globalized academic world with the fierce competition in boundless economic markets 

(Münch, 2014; Schneickert & Lenger, 2016; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). Slaughter and 

Leslie (1997) suggest that academic behavior is triggered by two external influences: firstly, 

market contraction and increased competition and secondly the privatization, 

commercialization and deregulation of HE which creates opportunities for collaboration with 

industry. Therefore, according to academic capitalism, business schools have become 

increasingly market-oriented organizations that aggressively compete for income (Cantwell, 

2015), breaking the traditional philosophy of education as a public good to benefit all citizens 

(Somers, Davis, Fry, Jasinski, & Lee, 2018).  

                                                            
1 We wish to thank an anonymous reviewer for clarifying this argument. 
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Slaughter and Leslie (1997) suggest that academic capitalism provides a theoretical 

basis to explain irregular moves toward the market by public research universities and as 

such, the influence of academic capitalism is frequently discussed in the context of changing 

research agendas.  It can be argued, that academic capitalism threatens the core tenets of 

academic freedom: a founding principle that ensured an investment in pure research to 

advance the interests of society (Somers et al., 2018). As yet, the impact of academic 

capitalism on teaching practices has been less extensively explored, with the exception of the 

deployment of disruptive innovation, such as the introduction of Massive Open Online 

Courses (MOOCs), to allow business schools to remain competitive and attract new sets of 

customers (Christensen & Eyring, 2011; Somers et al., 2018). We extend the existing 

theorizing on academic capitalism, by suggesting that academic capitalism can also provide 

an explanation for the growth in the use of FSC as a teaching practice within management 

education.  

Earlier, we presented the literature to illustrate that there is limited evidence to 

suggest that coaching is an effective tool at enhancing knowledge acquisition. Given the 

absence of substantive evidence that coaching ‘works’ in delivering a core outcome of 

management education, why does it continue to be so prevalent across business schools? We 

propose that academic capitalism can provide two potential answers to this question.  

Firstly, the concept of academic capitalism positions the student as the consumer 

(Peters, 2007; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). Increasingly, business schools have found 

themselves competing for students and financial resources (Holtz, Deutschmann & Dobewall, 

2017). A consequence of this competition is the marketing practices, rankings, accreditations 

and branding that characterize the new type of academic institution (Alajoutsijarvi, Juusola & 

Siltaoja, 2015), with ranking lists powerfully modifying the social reality and practices of 

academia (Paasi, 2015). Somers et al. (2018) go as far as suggesting that the singular goal of 
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the striving business school is to advance in the rankings and increase institutional prestige, 

as public rankings have become a new tool for marketing.  

In the marketization of business school education, students have become consumers 

who can dictate to educational institutions by choosing the service providers that please them 

the most (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2011). Given that business school league table rankings are 

reliant on business school performance in relation to student satisfaction (Howard, 2016), 

satisfaction is a key metric upon which students are basing their choice. Consequently, 

business schools are motivated to employ teaching practices that enhance satisfaction. Given 

the evidence clearly linking high levels of satisfaction to coaching (i.e. Audet & Couteret, 

2012; Boyce et al., 2010; McGuffin & Obonyo, 2010; Ratiu et al., 2015; Vidal-Salazar et al., 

2012), the rise in the use of coaching in management education appears to prevail, despite, at 

best, mediocre evidence regarding the impact on knowledge acquisition, because of the 

positive impact on student satisfaction, which leads to higher league table rankings and 

subsequently enhances the competitiveness of the business school to meet recruitment targets.  

Secondly, Holtz et al. (2017) argue that as part of the general trend toward more 

competition in academia, self-marketing has increasingly become the inherent logic of 

academic writing. Moore, Neylon, Eve, O’Donnell and Pattinson (2017) note that there has 

been a marked rise in the use of advertising language in scientific publications, thought to be 

due to increased pressure to publish. We propose that this self-marketing language is now 

common-place in the marketization of business school courses to students (Alajoutsijarvi et 

al., 2015). For example, at the extreme end, Jessop (2018) describes how academic capitalism 

can result in efforts to seek advantage that rely on political or other forms of extra-economic 

coercion, such as false prospectuses. Earlier, we detailed some examples of how feedback or 

instructional teaching practices were being described as coaching, despite bearing little 

resemblance to how coaching has been conceptualized in the literature (Clegg et al., 2000; 
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Hobson et al., 2014; Satzler & Sheu, 2002). Academic capitalism can explain this practice 

when we understand that coaching is often positioned as an executive ‘perk’ to reward top 

performers in the corporate world (McCauley & Hezlett, 2002). Therefore the widespread, 

potentially inappropriate use of the term coaching, could be viewed as a marketing gimmick 

to enhance student recruitment.  

The marketization of HE has been seen by some commentators as morally opposed to 

the values of education (Hemsley-Brown & Oplatka, 2006). Molesworth, Nixon and Scullion 

(2009) succinctly present the consequences of the marketization of HE; the value of 

education for its own sake and in transforming the lives and understanding of its students has 

been replaced by the value of education in providing access to the job market and a 

qualification that will give students a competitive advantage in that market. They argue that 

universities, particularly ones offering vocational courses such as business, management, 

marketing and advertising, are so deeply embedded in the consumer culture that presently 

dominates Western society, they have lost the capacity to be critical of this culture. The result 

is that students are given what they want as consumers without raising awareness of the 

potential criticisms of these desires. Starkey and Tiratsoo (2007) note that an alarming 

consequence of the rise of academic capitalism is that looking good may matter more than 

doing things well. For these reasons, the use of coaching in management education (or the 

labelling of other teaching practices as coaching) continues to be popular because coaching 

enhances student satisfaction which positively impacts on league table rankings and 

recruitment and is viewed as a useful marketing tool in selling academic courses to 

consumers. Furthermore, this argument that looking good may matter more than doing things 

well (Starkey & Tiratsoo 2007), may explain why the potential issues that we raised in the 

previous section regarding the ability of faculty to effectively form a coaching relationship 

with their students have been largely ignored. As coaching students may enhance student 
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satisfaction, the rise in the use of coaching in management education appears to prevail 

regardless of whether the correct conditions for an effective coaching relationship necessary 

for achieving the desired outcomes can be formed.  

Whilst we have presented here a series of negative consequences of the rise of 

academic capitalism in relation to coaching in management education, Hoffman (2011) 

argues that we should not treat this market-orientation as necessarily negative or as a fait 

accompli. Indeed, Newfield (2008) comments that opponents of academic capitalism often 

defend the classic liberal university, whilst failing to acknowledge the exclusion of women 

and less privileged men from the precincts of the classic liberal university, the colonial 

expansion of HE in the service of the empire and the unacknowledged positionality that 

infuses standards of supposedly value-free science within these institutions (Ferree & Zippel, 

2015). 

The preceding discussion of the negative consequences of coaching and academic 

capitalism may be ignoring the impact of coaching on skill-based and attitudinal outcomes. 

As discussed previously, there is more evidence that coaching can positively impact on both 

skill-based and attitudinal outcomes (e.g. Franklin & Doran, 2009; Grant, 2008; Losch et al., 

2016; Sargent et al, 2009; Sue-Chan & Latham, 2004). The focus on the development of 

expertise aside from traditional knowledge is important as graduates face increasingly limited 

prospects to secure full-time employment (Somers et al., 2018). Martins (2008) highlights 

how, historically, the employment crisis has placed additional pressure on management 

education to produce graduates with skills for the workforce, reinforcing a model of academic 

capitalism within business schools. From this perspective, the rise in academic capitalism has 

meant that awareness has been raised around the need to provide students with the skills and 

attitudes components of the KSA framework, enabling educators to move away from the 

traditional paradigm that urges faculty to blindly link all educational activities to knowledge 
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acquisition. The literature indicates that coaching is one potential teaching approach that may 

effectively target the development of skills and attitudes. We return to this point in our call to 

action.  

Recommendations and Conclusion 

We conclude our essay with recommendations in relation to ensuring that the 

potential dangers highlighted here in relation to FSC are mitigated. We structure these 

suggestions around a call for research and a call for action.  

Call for Research 

In order to better understand the benefits and limitations of FSC, we propose that 

future research should focus on three key areas: robust examination of knowledge 

acquisition, skills and attitudinal outcomes from coaching in management education, 

examination of the relative impact of different types of coaches and exploration of student 

and faculty views of the coaching relationship in management education.  

Firstly we suggest that coaching and pedagogy scholars should address the significant 

gap in the literature in relation to the impact of coaching students in management education 

on desired learning outcomes and in particular knowledge acquisition. As explored in our 

discussion, the research examining knowledge acquisition is limited in comparison to other 

outcomes of coaching and furthermore, many of these studies are methodologically flawed 

(i.e. Capstick et al., 2019; Chaplin, 2007; Shojai et al., 2014; Sue-Chan & Latham, 2004). 

Whilst studies examining the impact of coaching on skills and attitudes of students are more 

numerous, similar methodological flaws limit the confidence one can also have in these 

findings (i.e. Lawrence et al., 2018; Lefdahl-Davis et al., 2018; Sargent et al., 2009). 

Considered from the academic capitalism perspective, robust research into the impact of 

coaching students is needed in order to ensure that coaching is an appropriate methodology to 

achieve the purpose of management education (whether that is knowledge acquisition and/or 
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to develop skills and attitudes) as without this, the role of coaching in management education 

may remain primarily as a form of enhancing student satisfaction. We therefore suggest that 

studies in which large numbers of students are randomly assigned to coaching groups with 

matched control groups are needed so that the assumption of causality is not violated 

(Antonakis et al., 2010). Detailed descriptions of the coaching intervention used are also 

necessary, in order for studies to be transparent and reproducible. Future research should 

consider how to best assess the outcome variables of interest. Coaching studies in general 

suffer from a lack independently observed or objective outcome measures (see 

Athanasopoulou & Dopson, 2018). This is similarly the case in coaching studies in HE, 

where self-report data are frequently used. Whilst this may be a valid mechanism to address 

changes in attitudinal outcome variables, knowledge acquisition and skills-based outcomes 

would be better assessed via objective measures (e.g. assessments, observer skill ratings, 

assessment centres) (Bozer & Jones, 2018).  

A variety of individuals play the role of ‘coach’ in the studies reviewed in this paper, 

including not only faculty but external coaches (i.e. Sue-Chan & Latham, 2004), peers (i.e. 

Hobson et al., 2014; Oreopoulos & Petronijevic, 2018), alumni and post graduate students 

(i.e. Capstick et al., 2018; Hunt & Weintraub, 2004; Losch et al., 2006; Sargent et al., 2009; 

Shojai et al., 2007). As discussed, issues of role conflict in the faculty-student relationship 

make the development of a genuine helping relationship between the coach and the coachee 

more difficult to achieve in FSC than in other contexts. This means that not only is 

generalization of the wider coaching literature to FSC questionable, but the generalization of 

studies within HE where individuals other than faculty take the role of coach may be 

questionable too. From an academic capitalism perspective, this is problematic as the lack of 

a coaching relationship may limit the anticipated impact of coaching in relation to the desired 

outcomes for management education, consequently bringing the forces driving the use of 
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coaching in management education into question. As such, robust evidence is needed to 

clearly establish the generalizable results of coaching on learning, skills and attitudes in the 

context of management education when faculty specifically act as coaches and the 

comparable impact of coaching from other ‘types’ of coaches, such as peer and external 

coaches. The likelihood of this anticipated differential impact based on the type of coach is 

supported by research outside of management education that has indicated that the type of 

coach (i.e. internal to the organization versus external to the organization) has an impact on 

the type of outcomes that can be expected from coaching and furthermore, interacts with 

other factors such as coachee job complexity (Jones, Woods & Zhou, 2018). Such studies 

would elucidate who in management education is best placed to deliver coaching to students. 

Finally, we propose that scholars should seek to explore student and faculty views on 

the appropriateness of the coaching relationship in management education (Chory & Offstein, 

2016). We have used academic capitalism to highlight that students may not desire the close 

relationship between themselves and faculty that is necessary for coaching to be effective, 

instead students may be more concerned with pursuing outcomes that are of value to them 

and less interested in the process of being a learner (Molesworth et al., 2009). Research in 

this area could therefore seek to explore both student and faculty views on the relationship 

that is formed as part of providing one-to-one coaching, in particular whether students (and 

faculty) value this close relationship, which elements of the relationship in particular are of 

value and the benefits or negative consequences of these relationships. 

Call for Action  

In this essay we have identified that FSC provides proven results in improving student 

satisfaction and metrics such as contact time and probable, although not unequivocally 

established, benefits for skills and attitudes. However, we have also identified that the dual 

nature of being both teacher and coach may undermine the efficacy of coaching and that 
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students may not wish to have faculty coach them or to develop a close relationship with 

faculty. So what is the answer? We could make conservative suggestions regarding how to 

boost the effectiveness of coaching within the curriculum in combination with other forms of 

pedagogical approaches. This includes employing dedicated coaches to work with students 

who sit outside of the normal teaching roles. This solution would overcome many of the 

relationship issues we detail in our earlier discussion. For example, the close caring 

relationship necessary for coaching effectiveness would be formed between the coach and 

student rather than the faculty and student, the lack of teaching responsibility of coaches 

would facilitate trust in the relationship and coaches would have no prior experiences of 

students to bias their views.  

We believe however, that many of the issues that we have identified in our essay are 

created precisely because coaching is used alongside traditional teaching methods. An 

alternative call for action is to position all faculty as coaches, with coaching (as opposed to 

teaching) as the standard delivery mode for all courses. Given that we have positioned this 

essay as an examination of the possible limitations of FSC, this suggestion may appear 

counter-intuitive, however, based on this position many of the dangers identified are 

nullified. The issue of faculty holding dual roles would be reduced, if not totally eliminated, 

as faculty would no longer have experiences of students in other educational contexts. 

Through anonymous marking, faculty may not have a perception of student attainment that 

would color their view of the student as a coachee. We would predict that student attitudes to 

coaching would also be highly positive in this scenario as, due to attraction-selection-attrition 

theory (Schneider, Smith & Goldstein, 2000), we would expect to see only students with a 

positive attitude to coaching choosing a course where coaching was the only instructional 

method. 
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The above argument identifies how using coaching alone (rather than teaching and 

coaching combined) can address the majority of the faculty and student based issues raised in 

our essay and would improve the likelihood of the positive skills-based and attitudinal 

outcomes seen in the workplace coaching literature (Jones et al., 2016) also being found 

within coaching in HE.  One unanswered question remains however on the impact of 

coaching on learning. We have identified that presently, there is insufficient empirical 

evidence to conclusively state that coaching leads to acquisition of knowledge. This raises the 

question of why we would promote the use of a pedagogy that may not lead to traditional 

learning outcomes. Our answer is to question whether, in the current social and technological 

climate, the role of a university is still to deliver ‘knowledge’ as it once was. As we have 

identified in this essay, within contemporary business and management based courses, 

scholars have argued that the role of the business school should now be less focused on 

providing traditional, academic knowledge and instead be more focused on developing skills 

relevant to the business world (Bennis & O’Toole, 2005; Butler, Johnson & Forbes, 2008), 

including teaching students to become reflective learners and engage in ‘meta-learning’ 

(Biggs, 1995; Jackson, 2004).  The ‘Google era’ we now live in can be described as a 

knowledge saturated world, where huge quantities of information are available at the click of 

a mouse or swipe of a screen. Star and Hammer (2008) identify that in this context, the role 

of teaching within business schools has shifted from providing content to emphasising 

process (i.e. what graduates can do with the information they acquire). There is ample 

evidence to support the efficacy of coaching in developing skills, self-awareness and the 

ability to learn (see Jones et al., 2016). We could therefore be content that whilst we may not 

be imparting knowledge to students as coachees, this information is readily available to them 

and instead, the purpose of a university education is to ensure students learn how to use this 

information and grow their own capabilities, consequently acquiring the skills to become life-
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long learners. In support of this argument Huijser, Kimmins and Galligan (2008) identify the 

importance of one-to-one consultations with learning advisors for students, identifying that 

these one-to-one sessions help students to process and conceptualize material they have been 

presented with and develop key skills as learners. These outcomes are not at odds with the 

traditional mission of management education in producing critical and reflective individuals 

who can contribute to society (Molesworth et al., 2009). It also meets the demands of 

employers, who consistently identify that graduates do not possess the appropriate skills for 

the workplace, including self-awareness, self-management and a life-long learning 

orientation. Finally, this use of coaching alone fits within the neo-liberal, marketized business 

school offering that is geared towards providing a product that is attractive to the student-as-

consumer. The one-to-one attention afforded by coaching and the development of skills that 

are attractive to employers meet the demands of the student marketplace. Such a novel 

approach would afford a course a genuinely unique selling point in a crowded marketplace. 

Concluding Comments 

In this essay we have sought to open the debate around the appropriateness of the rise 

of FSC in management education. It is not our intention to devalue the use of coaching; 

indeed, we are strong advocates of coaching as a developmental approach. However, it is the 

implementation of coaching by faculty alongside teaching without appropriate consideration 

of the possible limitations of FSC that is our concern and that we believe warrants further 

debate. We have posed a number of questions in relation to the efficacy of coaching. We have 

addressed these issues from an academic capitalism perspective whereby students are viewed 

as consumers and faculty as service providers, and question whether, when viewed from this 

perspective, there may be the opportunity for the misuse of coaching as a marketing tool. We 

have also questioned whether the kind of relationship necessary for effective coaching can be 

formed between students and faculty and the appropriateness of such a relationship between 
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the two parties.  Finally, we have concluded our essay with a call for research and a call for 

action. Whilst our call for action may appear radical, we propose that the management 

education system is undergoing a period of radical transformation and as such, perhaps it is 

wise to consider that the traditional methodology used in management education needs to go 

through a similarly radical transformation in order to remain fit for purpose. We hope that by 

posing the questions raised in our essay, some of the issues highlighted here may be explored 

further in order to ensure the appropriate and effective use of coaching within management 

education. 
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TABLES  

Table 1: Comparison of coaching and teaching, taken from Turnball (2009) (p. 41) 

Teaching Coaching 

Subject-specific expertise Generic helping skills that can be applied to 

different contexts 

Relationship of different status between 

teacher and student 

Depends upon creating a sharing trustful 

relationship 

Gives advice Avoids giving advice 

Offers answers from their own ‘expert’ 

position 

Maintains a belief that people can find their 

own answers 

High level of knowledge in their area of 

expertise 

High level of skills in precision questioning 

and reflecting 

Gives guidance on the acquisition of subject 

knowledge and skills 

Coachee has ownership of change and 

development 

Provides a blend of support with advice Provides a blend of support with high 

challenge 

Takes a focus on specific subject knowledge 

and skills 

Takes the perspective of the whole person in 

order to focus on solutions 
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