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stress in male adolescents 

 

Abstract 

One-to-one coaching interventions have had a demonstrably positive impact on the psychological 

wellbeing of young people but are beyond the resources of many schools. By contrast, group 

coaching has received little investigation and may be more feasible and offer similar benefits. 

This study sought to examine the effectiveness of group coaching to decrease test anxiety and 

perceived stress and increase self-efficacy amongst male students attending an English 

secondary school. In a quasi-experimental between-participant design, 32 male students 

between 16 and 18 years of age were allocated to a group coaching programme (n = 16) or a 

wait-list control group (n = 16) based on existing class membership. The six-week group coaching 

programme was structured around the GROW coaching model and was facilitated by a teacher-

researcher trained in coaching psychology techniques. ANCOVA analyses found that group 

coaching had no statistically significant effect on self-efficacy or perceived stress despite 

improved post-intervention mean scale scores for both measures. The coaching group 

experienced a significant increase in test anxiety whereas the control group demonstrated 

improved post-intervention scores against this measure. Findings did not attest to a significantly 

positive impact for group coaching. Further research is recommended to determine the 

potentially detrimental effects of group coaching against certain measures and which wellbeing 

measures may be enhanced in adolescents as effectively as using traditional one-to-one 

coaching. 
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  The mental wellbeing of young people is an increasingly pressing concern for parents, 

educators and legislators. Data suggests that children and adolescents in the United Kingdom 

are amongst the least satisfied with their lives in Europe (The Children’s Society, 2020). UCAS 

(2021) has reported a 450% rise in adolescents disclosing mental health conditions such as 

anxiety and depression over the last decade and other research has highlighted increases 

regarding inattention and conduct issues during COVID-19 lockdowns (Waite et al., 2021). 

Financial cuts to Child and Adolescent Mental Health Services (CAMHS) mean that the mental 

wellbeing of young people has increasingly become the responsibility of schools and their staff 

(King & Fazel, 2021; Frith, 2016).  Many schools are currently struggling to finance effective 

internal provisions targeting student wellbeing as their own budget cuts have led to a 9% fall in 

real terms spending per pupil over the last ten years (Institute for Fiscal Studies, 2020). 

Approaches to mental health in schools are therefore mainly reactive; support is for the most 

part only extended to students who openly present or disclose their difficulties (Madden et al., 

2011). The Department for Education (2021) has pledged £17 million to bolster the mental 

health support offered by schools and colleges, but both the timeframe and stipulations 

associated with this funding are currently unclear.  

 

  Given these issues, many schools are opting to investigate the utility and cost-

effectiveness of interventions which may have a positive effect on student performance and 

wellbeing. Current school-based interventions range from cognitive behavioural therapy to 

mindfulness activities, peer support and anti-bullying programmes (Werner-Seidler et al., 

2017). Despite the wide implementation of these divergent methods, many schools continue 



4 
 

  

 

to report limited staff capacity (including access to external agencies) and a lack of national 

policy guidance as the primary barriers to effective support for students’ wellbeing (Patalay 

et al., 2016). Furthermore, schools often have neither the capacity nor time to meaningfully 

verify the impact of the programmes which are being used (Green et al., 2018). Whilst very 

few other forms of intervention have benefitted from substantial empirical investigation, the 

application and evaluation of coaching psychology in schools has become increasingly 

widespread.   

 

Coaching in schools  

  Coaching psychology (also known as ‘evidence-based coaching’) is described as the 

systematic application of behavioural science to increase the performance, achievement and 

wellbeing of individuals and groups within non-clinical populations (Grant, 2007). Coaching can 

be recognised as a structured conversation which enables an individual to improve their 

performance and achieve goals in a specified area (van Nieuwerburgh, 2018). Coaching within 

schools was originally focused on improving the performance of school senior leaders and 

teachers with the potential for second-hand benefits to students (Knight, 2007). However, over 

the past decade the explicit coaching of school students by both teachers and peers has grown 

in status alongside the increase in action research being undertaken in schools (Mertler, 2019). 

Coaching methods have been strongly advocated by proponents of ‘Positive Education’ who 

support the explicit teaching of wellbeing in schools in order to enhance student satisfaction 

regarding life and learning (Norrish et al., 2013; Seligman et al., 2009).  Dyadic (one-to-one) 

coaching methods involving a single coach and coachee are supported by a bourgeoning 

evidence base which highlights advantages in terms of both student academic performance and 

mental health (Dulagil et al., 2016; Green et al., 2007; Robson-Kelly & van Nieuwerburgh, 2016). 
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Consequently, many schools are now actively attempting to establish a ‘coaching culture’ 

whereby a shared vernacular is adopted by the entire school community including teachers, 

students and parents (Campbell, 2015). 

 

Group coaching  

  Research exploring the impact of ‘group coaching’ in both adults and young people is 

particularly sparse (Brown & Grant, 2010; O'Connor & Cavanagh, 2017; Passmore & Fillery-

Travis, 2011). Thornton (2016) describes group coaching as “a small group of people meeting 

together in active participation on several occasions, for the purpose of learning, including 

developing new capacities and skills [where] participants learn through exchange and 

interaction with each other” (p.24). Notably, a considerable overlap exists between this 

definition and what is already expected to occur within school classrooms. Group coaching is 

therefore an intervention which could be easily transferable to educational settings given that 

students and staff are already familiar with many of the key tenets and expectations 

associated with this methodology.   

 

  To the authors’ knowledge, no studies to date have been undertaken which assess the 

impact of group coaching on the wellbeing of school-aged children or adolescents. Whilst 

group coaching is currently an underdeveloped subdiscipline, it may provide a time-efficient and 

low-cost means of supporting young people with various issues pertaining to their wellbeing. 

The adoption of group coaching would theoretically enable schools to leverage time and 

resources more effectively given the higher student-to-staff ratio associated with this approach 

(Britton, 2009; Gorell, 2013).  
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  Group coaching arguably benefits from certain strengths which are not applicable to 

dyadic coaching methods. Whilst very little group coaching research has taken place in schools, 

an emerging literature base has identified a variety of advantages linked with group coaching in 

executive contexts (Ascentia, 2005; Brown & Grant, 2010; Kets de Vries, 2005; Ward, 2008).  

The most commonly cited strengths of group coaching relate to the benefits associated with 

facilitated peer exchanges. Peer exchange results in greater accountability, the availability of role 

models, the positive power of peer pressure whereby an individual’s personal goals can be 

tested against the perceptions of others, as well as the development of communication skills and 

collaborative behaviours (Britton, 2013). The fact that group coaching simultaneously 

incorporates peer-to-peer and coach-to-coachee support is potentially advantageous given that 

prior research has demonstrated the efficacy of other peer support models used within 

educational institutions (Brady et al., 2014; Houlston et al., 2009; King & Fazel, 2021, Warner & 

Budd, 2018).  

 

  As coaching psychology has become increasingly popular, a plethora of diverse 

approaches tailored specifically to the age, gender and culture of those participating have 

emerged (Passmore, 2013). For example, distinct methods have been proposed regarding the 

most effective means of coaching adult men and women (Erlandson, 2013; Ludeman, 2013). The 

same, however, has not yet occurred for male and female adolescents. Where previous school-

based studies have focused on one gender specifically, this has occurred out of sampling 

necessity rather than deliberate design (Green et al., 2007; Madden et al., 2011). The lack of 

research concerning the effect of coaching on male secondary school students specifically is 

particularly concerning given the widening gender gap in terms of both academic performance 

and emotional literacy which consistently sees boys underperforming when compared with their 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/17521880903559697?scroll=top&needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/17521880903559697?scroll=top&needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/17521880903559697?scroll=top&needAccess=true
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female peers (Fischer et al., 2004). Pinkett and Roberts (2019) contend that adolescent males 

are more likely to sabotage their academic outcomes than they are to engage with issues 

which are troubling them in order to protect their sense of self-esteem. This assertion is partly 

corroborated by recent research which identified gender discrepancies regarding the 

effectiveness of dyadic peer-to-peer coaching in an English secondary school; the findings 

indicated that the self-esteem of male adolescents significantly increased regardless of whether 

they received coaching or not which could be indicative of self-presentational concerns (Warner 

& Budd, 2018).  To successfully quantify the impact of group coaching, as well as its suitability as 

an approach for school-aged males particularly, more research which assesses this 

methodology’s impact against pre-determined wellbeing measures is required. For the present 

study self-efficacy, test anxiety and perceived stress were employed as three separate measures 

related to wellbeing. 

 

Self-efficacy  

  Self-efficacy is understood as an individual’s perception of their causal agency and 

likelihood of success in a given situation (Bandura, 1977; Gecas, 1989). Self-efficacy influences 

aspirations as well as responses to different life stressors and the concept has been regularly 

associated with ‘subjective well-being’ (Diener, 2000). Numerous studies have reported that 

high levels of self-efficacy are related to increased psychological wellbeing (Cheung & Sun, 2000; 

Endler et al., 2001; Schiaffino & Revenson, 1992; Shelley & Pakenham, 2004). Other research 

has also stressed the importance of self-efficacy regarding the mental health of adolescents 

(Caprara et al., 2006; Muris et al., 2001; Muris, 2002). Jackson (2002) asserts that self-efficacy 

levels determine how effectively a young person will handle the failures that they may 

encounter. Students with low levels of self-efficacy are more likely to be risk adverse and avoid 
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experiences where poor performance is likely and may also doubt the authenticity of their own 

successes (Pajares, 1996). For the present study, self-efficacy was judged as a preferable 

indicator of adolescent wellbeing when compared to ‘self-esteem’. Self-esteem is a construct 

which shares similarities with self-efficacy but is arguably more problematic in terms of 

measurement (Heatherton & Wyland, 2003). Indeed, prior studies indicate that self-esteem in 

males tends to increase over time regardless of whether any intervention has been delivered 

(McCarthy & Hoge, 1982; Moksnes & Espnes, 2013; Warner & Budd, 2018).  

   

  Gender differences have been identified concerning reported self-efficacy levels in 

adolescents, although empirical results have often been inconsistent. A separate meta-

analysis on gender differences in academic self-efficacy identified an overall effect size in 

favour of males (Huang, 2013). One school-based study found that a dyadic self-efficacy 

coaching programme had beneficial results concerning college students diagnosed with 

attention deficit hyperactivity disorder and other learning difficulties (Costello & Stone, 2012). 

The effect of group coaching on self-efficacy amongst a student population remains unknown; 

the present study therefore aims to provide a novel insight as to whether group coaching can 

lead to an increase in self-efficacy levels amongst male adolescents.  

 

Test anxiety  

  Test anxiety is a situation-specific trait and refers to the physiological and behavioural 

responses caused by an assessment of performance (Hodapp et al., 1995; Zeidner, 1998).  

Elevated anxiety levels are believed to consume cognitive resources which in turn may impede 

a student’s concentration, motivation, examination preparation and performance (Eysenck & 

Calvo, 1992; Linnenbrink, 2007). Whilst test anxiety is a reliable phenomenon associated with 
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low levels of academic performance, recent studies demonstrate that uncertainty and disruption 

to schools during the COVID-19 pandemic has resulted in increased test anxiety amongst 

students (Fernández-Castillo, 2021; Li et al., 2021).   

 

  Quantitative and qualitative research findings have indicated that dyadic coaching 

interventions can serve to reduce test anxiety (Grant, 2003; Dunne et al., 2018). Male students 

have consistently been found to report lower levels of test anxiety than their female 

counterparts (Aydin, 2019; Lowe & Lee, 2008; Neuderth et al., 2009; Putwain, 2007).  This 

observable gender difference is conceivably the result of male adolescents being less 

comfortable expressing their emotions and admitting what they may perceive as weakness 

(Pinkett & Roberts, 2019). Indeed, a meta-analysis by Hembree (1988) found that females 

were more likely to report higher test anxiety but that this was not associated with lower 

performance scores. These results have been replicated by more recent investigations and it 

has been argued that the gender differences are a result of socialisation patterns which allow 

females to develop more effective coping strategies for test anxiety (Núñez-Peña et al., 2016). 

 

  Currently, the majority of the research related to test anxiety has utilised large university 

student samples rather than adolescents attending secondary school (Ergene, 2003; Chapel et 

al., 2005).  Public examinations undertaken during secondary school are widely accepted as 

anxiety-inducing experiences for teenagers given that university acceptance and future career 

aspirations will often hinge on these results (Green et al., 2007) With this in mind, it is important 

to explore interventions which may help to reduce test anxiety and group coaching offers a fresh 

avenue of investigation. In the absence of any empirically tested group coaching interventions 

targeting test anxiety, it is expected that this methodology will prove beneficial given that peer-
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to-peer coaching and tutoring interventions have previously resulted in diminished test anxiety 

for participants (Fantuzzo et al., 1989; Warner & Budd, 2018).  

 

Perceived stress  

  Elevated levels of stress have critical implications for the mental health and wellbeing 

of young people (Pascoe et al., 2020). Stress can be defined as the biological, cognitive and 

behavioural reactions against perceived and actual threats to homeostasis (Anisman, 2015). 

Perceived stress therefore incorporates an individual’s feelings or thoughts as to how much 

stress they are experiencing at a particular time (Phillips, 2013). Interpersonal stressors during 

adolescence are often more strongly associated with emotional and behavioural issues than with 

academic difficulties (Hampel et al., 2008). The suggestion that males experience important 

developmental milestones later than females may explain why they report future-related stress 

to a lesser extent during adolescence (Seiffge-Krenke et al., 2009). Prior research indicates that 

perceived stress mediates the relationships between self-esteem and peer-to-peer and 

parent–child relationships for female adolescents, but not for males (Bi et al., 2016). 

Regardless of gender differences, however, support from peers, families and teachers have all 

been found to decrease levels of perceived stress (Hampel et al., 2008).  

 

  Dyadic coaching interventions have been recognised to help participants develop more 

objective views regarding life stressors as well as enhanced coping capabilities and increased 

awareness of their own strengths (Ladegård, 2011). Additionally, a study conducted in Iran 

found that high levels of perceived stress were significantly related to lower self-efficacy 

amongst male secondary school students (Moeini et al., 2008). Considering these findings, 

coaching may also help reduce stress indirectly as coachees achieve improvements in other 



11 
 

  

 

areas which are being targeted (Gyllensten & Palmer, 2005). Coaching which involves a peer-to-

peer support element has been seen to increase the stress management skills of students 

(Devine et al., 2013). Overall, the evidence considered suggests that group coaching could viably 

lead to a reduction in perceived stress.  

 

The Current Study 

  Further research scrutinising alternative approaches to coaching adolescents is required 

if the effectiveness of coaching psychology in educational settings is to be truly determined 

(Warner & Budd, 2018). This small-scale quantitative investigation seeks to contribute to the 

group coaching psychology literature and establish a basis for future research regarding the 

efficacy of methods targeting specific sub-populations, including male adolescents. Based on 

the findings outlined, the following hypotheses are presented: 

1. Self-efficacy will significantly increase in participants assigned to the group coaching 

condition. 

2. Test anxiety will significantly decrease in participants assigned to the group coaching 

condition. 

3. Perceived stress will significantly decrease in participants assigned to the group coaching 

condition.  

 

Methods 

Participants  

 Participants of the study were all ‘Year 12’ students attending a co-educational 

secondary academy situated in Slough, UK. The sample consisted of 32 male students 
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between 16 and 18 years of age (mean age = 16.94 years, SD = 0.50 years). Participants were 

recruited on the basis of tutor group membership to streamline the delivery of the coaching 

interventions during designated contact time. The two tutor groups had similar profiles in 

terms of ethnic diversity and prior academic performance as well as students undertaking a 

mixture of vocational and academic qualifications. 16 participants were allocated to the 

experimental condition (mean age = 17.06 years, SD = 0.44 years) and received the group 

coaching intervention in two separate groups of 8 students. Groups of this size are considered 

desirable for group coaching programmes as they allow for a sufficient range of individual and 

collective views to be explored (Thornton, 2016). The other 16 students were assigned to the 

wait-list control condition (mean age = 16.81 years, SD = 0.54 years). 

 

Design  

 The study employed a quasi-experimental between-participant design which utilised 

existing groups based on the students’ tutor group membership. The study’s independent 

variable was ‘exposure to group coaching’ which had two levels including an experimental 

condition (group-coached) and a wait-list control condition (non-coached). The three 

dependent variables were self-efficacy, test anxiety and perceived stress. All participants 

answered the same online survey consisting of three separate questionnaires both prior to 

the onset of the six-week group coaching programme and also once the intervention had 

concluded.   

 

Measures  
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Participant self-efficacy was measured using the General Self-Efficacy scale (Schwarzer 

& Jerusalem, 1995), a 10-item self-report scale which assesses personal agency in order to 

predict the respondent’s capacity to cope with stressful life events. Sample items include 

“Thanks to my resourcefulness, I can handle unforeseen situations” as well as “I can solve 

most problems if I invest the necessary effort”.  Items are rated on a 4-point Likert scale from 

1 (not at all true) to 4 (exactly true) and no items require reverse scoring. The scale score is 

calculated by finding the sum of all items, resulting in a final composite score ranging between 

10 and 40 whereby higher scores suggest greater levels of self-efficacy. Cronbach’s alpha (α) 

both pre- and post-intervention found good reliability levels, with values of α = 0.90 and α = 

0.83 respectively.  

 

Test anxiety was assessed using the 10-item Westside Test Anxiety Scale (Driscoll, 

2007). Each item was rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all or never true) 

to 5 (extremely or always true). Individual item scores are summed, and the resulting 

aggregate score is then divided by 10. This provides a final score between 1.0 and 5.0, where 

higher scores reflect increased levels of test anxiety. No items require reverse scoring and 

item examples include “The closer I am to a major exam, the harder it is for me to concentrate 

on the material” or “I struggle with writing assignments, or avoid them as long as I can. I feel 

whatever I do will not be good enough”. Cronbach’s alpha values indicated good internal 

consistency for this scale both pre-intervention (α = 0.91) and post-intervention (α = 0.87). 

 

 Perceived stress was measured using the Perceived Stress Scale (Cohen et al., 1983) 

which consists of 10 items. Items were rated according to a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 
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0 (never) to 4 (very often). Individual item scores are summed to create a total composite 

score between 0 and 40, with higher summative scores suggesting elevated levels of 

perceived stress. Four of the items are positively worded and require reverse scoring. Typical 

items include “In the last month, how often have you been upset because of something that 

happened unexpectedly?” and “In the last month, how often have you felt that you were on 

top of things?”. This scale also displayed sufficient internal consistency (α = 0.74 for pre-

intervention and α = 0.79 for post-intervention).  

 

Procedure  

  Following the receipt of ethical approval from the School of Psychology ethics 

committee, University of East London, and prior to the commencement of the coaching 

intervention, all participants completed an online survey (Qualtrics, Provo, UT) which included 

all three questionnaires. The group coaching intervention was organised and facilitated by the 

teacher-researcher, an experienced coach of students and school staff who had received training 

from an accredited external provider. The group coaching programme comprised of six face-to-

face coaching sessions which occurred on a weekly basis and were 30 minutes in length.  

 

  The group coaching methodology allowed participants to develop their perspectives via 

knowledge transfer and mutual support, both opportunities which are rarely provided by 

traditional dyadic coaching programmes (Jordan et al., 2013). This study was theoretically 

underpinned by the GROW model, a framework which was initially devised by Graham 

Alexander (Alexander & Renshaw, 2005) and later popularised by John Whitmore (2017). 

GROW is an acronym which outlines the four distinct phases of a coaching conversation: 
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‘Goal-setting’, ‘Reality’, ‘Options’ and ‘Will’. The structure and timings of each group coaching 

session follows Abdulla (2018). The goal-setting phase of the group coaching programme 

required each coachee to establish a clear goal with the support of their peers and the 

teacher-coach. All the goals set were required to be ‘SMART’ (O’Connell et al., 2012). The goal 

set in the first group coaching session became the participants’ ‘overarching goal’ which they 

would aim to accomplish by the end of the six-week programme. At the beginning of each 

subsequent session (excluding the final session) every student was tasked with setting a new 

‘proximal goal’ that they would attempt to achieve by the next session. The four proximal 

goals set were intended to help divide the overarching goal into more manageable 

components. Following the completion of the group coaching programme, all participants from 

both conditions repeated the online survey consisting of the self-efficacy, test anxiety and 

perceived stress measures. Participants who had been allocated to the wait-list control condition 

were then offered the intervention. 

RESULTS 

 

  The raw survey data was collected from each of the 32 participants and then imported 

from Qualtrics into SPSS (IBM, Version 26) for statistical analysis. Pre-intervention and post-

intervention scores for the three dependent variables (self-efficacy, test anxiety and perceived 

stress) were calculated separately according to the scoring criteria associated with each scale; 

only negatively worded items from the PSS scale received reverse scoring. Total scores for each 

variable were normally distributed with means and standard deviations presented in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Means and standard deviations of the pre-intervention and post-intervention scale 

scores for the coaching and control condition (N = 32). 

 

 

  Preliminary analysis of the descriptive statistics and comparison of the post-intervention 

means indicated an increase in self-efficacy scores between pre-intervention and post-

intervention for participants belonging to both the experimental and control. Test anxiety for 

participants in the experimental condition increased while test anxiety decreased for those 

assigned to the control condition. The perceived stress of the participants belonging to the 

experimental condition decreased between pre-intervention and post-intervention whereas the 

 Pre-intervention Post-intervention 

Measure Condition M SD M SD 

 

Self-efficacy 

 

Coaching 

 

29.88 

 

6.86 

 

31.00 

 

3.35 

 

Control 

 

30.31 

 

3.93 

 

31.25 

 

5.00 

 

Test Anxiety  

 

Coaching 

 

2.79 

 

0.74 

 

3.22 

 

0.66 

 

Control 

 

3.20 

 

0.98 

 

2.83 

 

0.86 

 

Perceived Stress 

 

Coaching 

 

17.38 

 

6.44 

 

16.75 

 

4.41 

 

Control 

 

15.63 

 

6.41 

 

16.19 

 

7.29 
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perceived stress of those in the control condition increased. The variability of responses provided 

by the participants who had received group coaching (as demonstrated by standard deviation) 

decreased in all three measures post-intervention; only test anxiety scores became less variable 

within the control group.  

  

  A one-way analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was carried out separately on the post-

intervention scores for each of the dependent variables, with the pre-intervention scores as a 

covariate. The first ANCOVA was conducted to examine whether group coaching led to a 

significant increase in post-intervention self-efficacy scores. After controlling for pre-

intervention scores, coaching did not have a significant effect on post-intervention self-efficacy 

scores, F(1, 29) = 0.002, p = .96, ηp
2 < .01. Estimated marginal means were similar in the control 

(M = 31.16, SE = 0.89) and experimental (M = 31.09, SE = 0.89) condition. 

 

  The second ANCOVA examined the effect of group coaching on test anxiety, when pre-

intervention scores were controlled for. The results showed that condition had a significant 

effect on post-intervention test anxiety scores [F(1, 29) = 6.78, p = .014, ηp
2 = .190] with the 

control condition having lower post-intervention test anxiety (M = 2.83) than the coached 

condition (M = 3.22) with a small effect size (ηp
2 =  .190).  

 

  The third ANCOVA results revealed no significant main effect for condition on post-

intervention perceived stress scores [F(1, 29) = 0.161, p = .69, ηp
2 = .006] when pre-intervention 

scores were controlled for. Estimated marginal means for perceived stress were similar in 

both the experimental (M = 16.16, SE = 1.07) and control (M = 16.78, SE = 1.07) condition. 
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Discussion 

   

  This study sought to investigate the effect of a group coaching programme on the self-

efficacy, test anxiety and perceived stress of male school students. It was hypothesised that 

participation in the group coaching programme would be associated with significant decreases 

in test anxiety and perceived stress and a significant increase in self-efficacy. Although 

descriptive statistics showed that the self-efficacy and perceived stress of students that received 

group coaching did improve, the statistical tests did not find support for any of the three 

hypotheses. 

 

  The study’s findings indicated that participant self-efficacy scores increased regardless of 

whether they had received group coaching. This did not support the first hypothesis but is 

consistent with some previous research which have found that male self-concepts are often less 

volatile than those of their female peers during adolescence and therefore more likely to 

increase without intervention (McCarthy & Hoge; 1982; Moksnes & Espnes, 2013). The 

suggestion that self-report amongst males is influenced by self-presentational concerns may be 

applicable to perceived self-efficacy (Heatherton & Wyland, 2003). It is also possible that high 

levels of self-efficacy may inhibit the effectiveness of group coaching for male adolescents. If the 

coachee already possesses high self-efficacy it is less likely that they will be able to identify 

meaningful goals during the coaching process. It has also been noted that males will often 

challenge feedback received during coaching programmes (Erlandson, 2013). This was observed 

throughout the present study where participants often engaged in robust debate and 

disagreement on the feedback which they had received concerning their goals, realities and 
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options from both the teacher-coach and their peers. Whilst this may have been indicative of 

commitment to the intervention, it could also potentially demonstrate an important limitation 

of group coaching for this sub-population; male adolescents are less likely to engage 

constructively if their self-efficacy levels are already high and feel that the intervention is of little 

benefit to them.  

 

  The findings suggest that test anxiety increased amongst the participants that received 

group coaching and decreased amongst those who had not. This finding refuted the second 

hypothesis and is also inconsistent with much of the empirical literature which indicates that 

coaching can help to reduce test anxiety (Dunne et al., 2018; Grant, 2003). Some recent studies 

have suggested that test anxiety levels have been broadly elevated during the COVID-19 

pandemic due to learning and assessment disruption (Fernández-Castillo, 2021; Li et al., 2021) 

although this does not adequately account for the reduced test anxiety observed within the 

control group.  It should be noted that the second measures survey was completed when all of 

the participants were about to sit their end-of-year examinations. Proximity to these 

assessments as well as the exceptional circumstances associated with schooling during the 

pandemic could explain the increase in test anxiety amongst the experimental group given that 

many of the participants who undertook the coaching programme had set goals which were 

specifically related to examination performance. This point is supported by Hembree (1988) who 

argues that interventions will not consistently decrease test anxiety scores when students deem 

the stakes to be high. It is feasible that the increased test anxiety experienced by those who were 

coached was linked to the added accountability instilled by membership of the coaching group 

including the regular interrogation of academic goals as well as the challenging nature of the 

GROW conversations being conducted. Indeed, qualitative research findings have 
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demonstrated that key moments within the coaching process are often characterised by 

coachee anxiety regarding potential outcomes (Day et al., 2008). The negative effect of 

coaching on test anxiety found in this study highlights the need for caution amongst those 

applying coaching psychology methods. Little research has been undertaken regarding the 

negative effects of coaching in educational settings, but it has been identified that coaching 

which targets certain topics can have detrimental effects (Schermuly & Graßmann, 2019) and 

the negative impact of groups which young people perceive as inequitable has also been 

reported (Theobald et al., 2017). It is possible that issues pertaining to academic achievement 

and test performance may fall into this category with regards to group coaching in schools. 

Participants were required to compare and evaluate their own goals, realities and options in 

relation to those of their peers which could have result in elevated anxiety although further 

research is needed to validate this assumption. 

 

  The findings show that perceived stress amongst those who took part in the group 

coaching programme did decrease, but not in a statistically significant manner. This result meant 

that the null hypothesis for the third prediction of the study could not be rejected.  Previous 

research highlights that stress can be successfully lowered through coaching interventions 

(Grant, 2003; Gyllensten & Palmer, 2005). Despite this, it has been argued that coaching may not 

effectively reduce stress unless ‘stress reduction’ is being targeted specifically (Green et al., 

2007). The fact that most of the students who received group coaching identified goals which 

related to academic performance may partly explain why a significant reduction in stress was 

not observed.  
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Limitations  

  The duration of the group coaching sessions is acknowledged as a limitation. 

Successful dyadic coaching interventions have recommended that sessions should last at least 

60 minutes in order to maximise benefit to both the coach and coachees (Passmore & Brown, 

2009). In the past, group coaching interventions have employed 90-minute weekly sessions 

for a duration of 10 weeks (Jordan et al., 2016). In this study the group coaching sessions were 

carried out during 30-minute tutor periods and the brevity of these sessions (and the 

programme as a whole) may have limited the impact of group coaching against the measures 

considered. Limited time may have also compromised the participants’ opportunities to 

discuss and evaluate their goals, options and realities fully. The coach was known to the 

students as a teacher at the school which may have impacted how the participants conducted 

themselves within the coaching sessions. Results of a recent meta-analysis show that the 

relationship between the coach and coachee is likely to influence coaching effects (Graßmann 

et al., 2020). This said, the fact that the teacher was an internal coach with domain expertise 

may have given the intervention more credibility than a methodology relying solely on peer 

support (Jones et al., 2016; Spence & Grant, 2007; Sue-Chan & Latham, 2004). Future studies 

may consider employing an additional condition using an external coach to assess whether this 

increases or decreases the benefits of group coaching.  

 

 

Future considerations 

  This is, to the authors’ knowledge, the first investigation to explore the influence of 

group coaching on self-efficacy, test anxiety and perceived stress in adolescent males. The 
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cultivation of school-based action research constitutes a key strength of this study. Both the 

design and methodology employed in the present study can be easily disseminated and 

replicated across a variety of educational settings with relative affordability and ease. Prior 

evidence would suggest that student wellbeing can be positively associated with academic 

performance (Durlak et al., 2011). Limited participant demographic information was acquired 

during data collection for the study. Future research should seek to address this oversight and 

target specific subgroups. It is plausible that subgroup analysis would reveal that different 

groups are better suited to receive either dyadic or group coaching respectively. Moving 

forward, it would therefore be useful to compare the effect of separate group and dyadic 

coaching conditions within the same study. Future research could focus on academic 

performance or learning satisfaction measures to explore the link between group coaching 

and student achievement or contentment with learning. In the current study, participants 

were studying for a range of different qualifications in various subjects which meant that 

drawing valid and reliable comparisons would have been difficult in this respect. Additionally, 

no longitudinal measures were taken and therefore there is no way to know whether the 

study’s results were maintained over time. Future research should consider administering a 

second post-intervention test to uncover whether any of the immediate effects of coaching have 

endured as well as effects which may have taken longer to emerge (Cohen et al., 2017).   

 

Conclusion 

  The findings of the present study did not demonstrate a significantly positive impact for 

group coaching on test anxiety, self-efficacy or perceived stress. However, the effectiveness and 

utility of group coaching should not be disregarded considering that improved scores were 

observed regarding the latter two measures. Future research employing larger samples and 
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adhering to the suggested design and methodological amendments is required to determine 

whether this methodology can effectively enhance the wellbeing of adolescents as effectively as 

dyadic coaching within schools. Group coaching is offered as a potentially positive influence 

concerning wellbeing outcomes although group dynamics between male adolescents can be 

complex and specific. The potential for negative or harmful effects of coaching for specific 

individuals and across different groups should be investigated as a matter of priority moving 

forward. 
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