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Abstract
Cognitive empathy, expressed as either imagine-self (imagining oneself in the other’s situation) or imagine-other (imagining the other person in his/her situation) perspective taking, is essential for self-developmentchange, goal attainment, and satisfaction in coaching. In two studies, we investigated coaches’ imagine-self versus imagine-other empathy. In a survey study (N1 = 242), we found that the more coaches perceived the client’s self-developmentchange as essential in coaching, the more important they rated empathy and, in particular, more imagine-other (but not more imagine-self) empathy. In an experimental study (N2 = 57), we manipulated the coaches’ imagine-self versus imagine-other empathy in a coaching session and examined the effect on the clients’ self-developmentchange, goal attainment, and satisfaction. The results revealed a positive effect of imagine-other empathy on these coaching outcome factors. Theoretical and practical implications are discussed.
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How to Show Empathy as a Coach: The Effects of the Coach’s Imagine-Self Versus Imagine-Other Empathy on the Client’s Coaching Success
[bookmark: _Hlk49872028]Within organisations, human resource developmentchange approaches like coaching support employees’ work performance and develop their future potential as workers in order to increase the competitiveness of the company (Swart, Mann, Brown & Price et al., 2005). Recent research highlights the success of the developmentchange approach coaching, which can not only help the client on an individual level but can improve the client’s performance as an employee and can contribute to the company’s success (Grover & Furnham, 2016; Jones, Woods, & Guillaume et al., 2015; Kotte, Hinn, Oellerich, & Möller, 2018 Theeboom, Beersma, & van Vianen et al., 2013). Although coaching research faces a few weaknesses, such as studies using mostly coachee self-evaluations or having no randomization nor control group (Blackman, Moscardo, & Gray et al., 2016),  clients seem to be satisfied with coaching, and they also report a change in goal attainment and self-developmentchange (Grover & Furnham, 2016). The client’s developmentchange is a central focus of coaching, as the process is meant to promote a progress from a status quo to a target status (Grant, 2012; Greif, 2008). In other words, coaching has “the purpose of achieving some type of change, learning or new level of individual or organizational performance” (p. 15; Boyatzis et al., 2019). While goal attainment indicates a self-change on a broader level (Clutterbuck & Spence, 2017; Greif, 2017), there are underlying variables that can better explain self-developmentchange. In other words, next to reaching his or her goals, a coaching client may go through a process of self-developmentchange: from setting a goal that is congruent with oneself until attaining the goal self-determinedly in a way that fits the own will and skill. Thus, knowledge about the self, such as one’s own interests, motivation, and values, is necessary to determine one’s goals in coaching (Grant, 2014).
To reflect on (self-)concepts, merely paying attention to the self is not enough: Instead, for the purpose of seeing and comparing the actual andwith the ideal self, people need information on who they are and what they think, want, need, and feel. Therefore, (1) self-access, (2) self-reflection, and (3) self-insight are needed (Grant, 2003, 2014; Greif, 2007, 2008, 2017; Greif & Berg, 2011; Quirin & Kuhl, 2018; Mäthner et al., 2005; Stein & Grant, 2014). In other words, it is essential to be able to access, reflect on, and understand oneself (see Figure 1). FromOut of this process, (4) self-awareness develops, which helps to better set self-valued goals in coaching (Grant, 2003; Greif, 2008; Greif & Berg, 2011). If goals are self-valued, they are (5) congruent with the own self, which also helps goal attainment (Grant, 2014; Greif, 2008; Klein et al., 2013; Klinger & Cox, 2004; Quirin & Kuhl, 2018; Schiemann , Mühlberger, & Jonaset al., 2018; Willms, 2004). For instance, previous coaching research has found that coaching is much more about self-congruency in terms of the autonomy need as it is about other basic psychological needs (Diller et al., 2020; Schiemann et al., 2018). Furthermore, the more congruent a goal is, the more (6) committed and (7) positively affected a person is towards the respective goal – two factors that are also strongly connected to goal attainment (Eberly, Liu, & Terence et al., 2013; Klein, Cooper, & Monahan et al., 2013; Latham & Locke, 1991; Locke & Latham, 2013; Lyubomirsky, King, & Diener et al., 2005; Willms, 2004). For instance, Boyatzis et al. (2013) found that positive affect fostered the sustained desired change. In addition, congruency fosters (8) self-regulation, which is also strongly connected to goal attainment (Day & Unsworth, 2013; Fröhlich & Kuhl, 2003). In other words, “the process of coaching is essentially about helping individuals regulate” (p. 149; Grant, 2012). This self-regulation needs to be seen compared to self-control: While self-regulation is about acting according to own values to reach something that wants to be reached, self-control is about an effortful striving for something that should be done (Baumann & Kuhl, 2013) (see also the difference between coaching for compassion versus coaching for compliance; Boaytzis et al., 2012). Coaching is a process in which people do not work on goals that should be attained but work on goals that they really want to attain, i.e., self-congruent goals. In sum, goal attainment needs a certain positivity about the goal, a certain commitment, and a certain awareness of whether this goal fits to oneself (Grant, 2014; Klein et al., 2013) (see Figure 1). The better it fits, the more self-congruency and self-determination is experienced, which helps to develop oneself-change occur in a congruent way. Thus, coaching is more about the fulfillingment of the need for autonomy need, i.e., ….the need for self-congruency and value-congruency, than the needs for competence or relatedness need (Diller et al., 2020; Schiemann et al., 2018). ConsiderThink of a coaching client who has been offered a management position and now participates in ahas begun a coaching process to face the new task. The client could be self-aware, for example by reflecting on self-relevant information such as own strengths, weaknesses, and wishes, and by considering them fortheir usefulness in the management position (e.g., How can I use my strengths in the new position?). However, the client could alsomay only consider information relevant to the company and set their goals according to the expectations of the company (e.g., What do my employees expect from me and how can I address their expectations?). These processes would result in different goals and thus, different waysprocesses of self-developmentchange. In the first case, the client would develop based on the own self. In the second case,  the client would also develop but based on external expectations.
[image: ]
Figure 1. Self-development processes behind goal attainment.
The Power of Empathy for Self-DevelopmentChange
[bookmark: _Hlk49873125][bookmark: _Hlk49885476]To foster this self-developmentchange, empathy may be an essential factor: Previous research suggests that a coach’s empathy is essential for coaching effectiveness (Dagley, 2010; Neukom, Schnell, & Boothe et al., 2011; Rekalde, Landeta, & Albizu et al., 2015; Sonesh et al., 2015; Sullivan, 2006). By, for instance, thoroughly listening to the client and expressing understanding, a coach can build a supportive and trustful relationship with the client (Allen, 2016; de Haan et al., 2011; Neukom et al., 2011; Sonesh et al., 2015; Stober, 2006). A trustful relationship is the basis for the client to openly explore and share personal information, emotions, and concerns (Abrams, Cross, Lesser, & Levin et al., 2003; Mohr & Spekman, 1994; Van Lange & Rusbult, 2012; Wasylyshyn, 2019). Thus, empathy not only “promotes a positive working alliance [but also] deconstructs clients’ worldviews and assumptions and enhances clients’ capacities to regulate their affect” (Watson, 2001; p. 27). In other words, empathy helps the client to more deeply think about own wishes, motivations, and feelings, and also share them with the coach. This means that the coach’s empathy not only can benefit the relationship but can also facilitate self-developmentchange (Watson, Steckley, & McMullen et al., 2013). For example, clients who perceive empathic behavior fromof their coaches, such thatas when the coaches try to understand their clients’ points of view, are willing to explore their personal topics and share these thoughts with the coach. Thus, experiencing empathetic behavior makesleads clients to reflect more on their goals and own behavior, and be more clearly aboutexpress their feelings (Bachelor, 1988; Behrendt, 2004; Schmidt & Thamm, 2008). In addition, it has been found that the more important coaches viewed their support of their client’s self-congruence to be, the more empathy they said they showed (Schiemann et al., 2018). In sum, the coach’s empathy may enable self-developmentchange in the client. Yet there are different ways coaches can show empathy, for example, by repeating how the client feels or by sharing their own similar experiences.
Showing Empathy as a Coach
Empathy can be seen as “multiple distinct but related processes through which people respond to others’ emotions” (Zaki, 2017). Even though many definitions exist, recent research agrees on the division of empathy into at least two components: cognitive empathy and emotional empathy (Cuff, Brown, Taylor, & Howat et al., 2016; Davis, 1983, 2018; Lamm, Batson, & Decety, 2007; Zaki, 2017; Wieck et al., 2021). Whereas cognitive empathy comprises operations that help take another person’s perspective and thus understand the other’s emotions, emotional empathy is characterized by feeling and experiencing emotions triggered by perceiving the other person’s emotions (Cuff et al., 2016). Similarly, for psychotherapists, empathy is seen as the ability to understand (cognitive) and experience (emotional) the client’s feelings without confusing or conflating them with their own feelings and experiences (Atkins, 2013; Staemmler, 2008). Some definitions of empathy even focus on the cognitive aspect, describing empathy as the ability to combine representations and intentions of others with our own opinion about the others’ feelings, in order to understand inner processes (Leiberg & Anders, 2006; Preston & Hofelich, 2011). This cognitive empathy has often been described as perspective taking (Davis, 1983, 2018; Will, Gessnitzer, & Kauffeld et al., 2016); Decety (2005) even called perspective taking “the royal avenue to empathy” (p. 143). When taking the perspective of another person in terms of cognitive empathy, two different ways of doing so can be distinguished.
Imagine-Self versus Imagine-Other Empathy
A person can empathize (take another’s perspective) by imagining the other (referring to the other person’s personality, values, experiences, etc.) in the other’s situation (known as the imagine-other [IO] perspective) or by imagining him- or herself (referring to the empathizer’s own personality, values, experiences, etc.) in the other’s situation (known as the imagine-self [IS] perspective; Batson et al., 1997; Engel, 2015; Stotland, 1969). Most people choose the IS strategy in daily life: In one study (Van Boven, Loewenstein, Dunning, & Nordgren et al., 2013), 79% of participants “explicitly mentioned that they mentally changed places with the [person], imagining how they themselves would react to the [person’s] situation” (p. 124).; Iin a second study, again “people were apparently quite willing to identify similar experiences” (p. 126), and this effect increased when there were more similarities between the study participant and the described other person. While IS empathy can be helpful in situations when one has prejudices against another person (Galinsky, Ku, & Wang et al., 2005; Van Boven & Lowenstein, 2003), it can also lead to personal stress, discomfort, and thinking about oneself instead of the other person (Batson, 2014; Davis et al., 2004; Goldstein, Vezich, & Shapiro et al., 2014; Gouveia, Janvier, Dupuis, Duval, & Sultan et al., 2017; Lawrence et al., 2006; Myers, Laurent, & Hodges et al., 2014). Thus, IS empathy can lead to more egocentristic views and, therefore, wrong estimations of the target’s thoughts and feelings (Van Boven & Loewenstein, 2005). In contrast, IO empathy leads to empathetic concern, altruistic feelings, and a more detailed exploration of the other person (Batson, 2014; Davis et al., 2004; Goldstein et al., 2014; Gouveia et al., 2017; Lawrence et al., 2006; Myers et al., 2014; Vorauer, 2006).
Thus, it is no wonder that IO empathy seems to be more prevalent in therapy: The therapists’ empathy has been described as “decenter[ing] from their own experience and perspectives in order to take on the perspective of the other” (Watson, 2007, p. 67), understanding the client’s feelings without confusing it with the own self (Atkins, 2013; Staemmler, 2008), and “entering the private perceptual world of the other” without letting their own referential points distort the perception of the client’s world (Rogers, 1975, p. 3). Also, therapy effectiveness measures for empathy, such as the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory (BLRI), define empathy toas focusing on the client’s point of reference (e.g., “My therapist appreciates exactly how the things I experience feel to me”) and not the therapist’s own perspectives and attitudes (e.g., “My therapist’s own attitudes toward things I do or say prevent him/her from understanding me”) (Barrett-Lennard, 2015; Kazdin, 2007; Lambert & Barley, 2001). Additionally, most therapy clients have described the therapist’s empathetic behavior as reformulation, questioning, and interpretation, and they have mentioned nonverbal cues that signal the therapist’s understanding (Bachelor, 1988), which is reminiscent of IO behavior. Therefore, the IO empathy seems to be the more effective strategy in therapy.
The Present Research: IO or IS Empathy in Coaching?
Of course, therapy cannot be equated with coaching: Therapy is about healing and stabilizing a person in a clinical setting, while coaching is about empowering a healthy client with a behavioral activation function and goal attainment (Crowe, 2017). And when it comes to empathy, the context is dependent on what kind of empathy is important to show: For instance, helping situations, relationship situations, and negotiation situations need different empathy components (Weisz & Cikara, 2021). Nevertheless, both therapy and coaching have similar practices and are alike in the way that both are aboutshare similarities regarding the client’s self-developmentchange (Crowe, 2017). In both care professions,As empathy has been highlighted as an essential ingredient in both care professions, as it can help to “feel secure to express their thoughts and problems” (p. 3; Moudatsou et al., 2020). Thus, there should be no systematic differences between the two. andThus, IO empathy may also be the betterpreferable strategy than IS empathy infor coaching as well. This assumption on IO empathy can be underlined by recent coaching research on coach behavior: Paraphrasing and verbalizing the client’s stated thoughts and feelings have shown to be effective coaching techniques (Magill et al., 2018; Miller & Rollnick, 2013; Will et al., 2016). To explore the effect of IS and IO empathy on self-developmentchange , goal attainment, and coaching satisfaction, we conducted two studies on coaches’ empathy. In the first study, we asked coaches about their clients’ self-developmentchange in coaching, as well as whether they perceived empathy in coaching as important, whether they showed empathy, and whether they showed IO and/or IS empathetic behavior. In the second study, we manipulated the coaches’ IO and IS perspectives and investigated this manipulation’s influence on the clients with regard to the self-developmentchange, goal attainment, and coaching satisfaction.
Study 1
[bookmark: _Hlk31557213]In the first study, we asked the coaches about their client’s developmentchange in self-awareness and goal-related change, as well as their empathetic behavior toward their clients. The coach’s point of view is needed to better understand the importance of empathy in coaching and whether the IO or IS empathy perspective is used more often in regular coaching practice. As empathy can foster self-developmentchange, we hypothesized the following for all self-developmentchange measures:
H1a: The higher a coach rated the importance of the client’s self-developmentchange, the more important that coach would think it is important to show empathy.
H1b: The higher a coach rated the importance of the client’s self-developmentchange, the more empathy they would say they show.
As an additional analysis to investigate H1a, we also looked at the qualitative data on why coaches perceive empathy as important. We further proposed that IO but not IS empathy is more linked to self-developmentchange and hypothesized the following:
H1c: The higher a coach rated the importance of the client’s self-developmentchange, the more IO empathy they would show.
As an additional analysis to investigate H1c, we also looked at the qualitative data on how coaches show empathy.
Method
Participants. The study was conducted in cooperation with XING Coaches (https://coaches.xing.com/), an online platform connecting coaches and clients in Germany, Austria, and Switzerland. Participants were 242 coaches (135 female, 107 male) between the ages of 28 and 80 years (M = 52.90 years, SD = 9.42) with coaching experience ranging from 1 to 50 years (M = 13.56 years, SD = 9.39). Most of the coaches (n = 198) had completed some form of coach training (see Supplemental Material A). As compensation, the coaches had the opportunity to get the early results via email; for this, they were instructed to send an email to our coaching research email address.
[bookmark: _Hlk49873525]Procedures and measures. The coaches were asked to fill out an online questionnaire hosted on LimeSurvey version 2.67.3, starting with providing informed consent. The aim and duration of the study, data privacy and anonymity, and the possibility to opt out at any time were explained. After the coaches provided their demographic information, including age, gender, coaching experience, and coach training, they were asked about client developmentchange factors and, subsequently, their empathy with regard to a typical coaching client. In other words, coaches were asked to fill out what they think clients usually think about self-developmentchange in coaching as well as how the coaches usually show empathy. We decided to ask about the usual client, as we were interested in the norm and we were not able to assess whether the last client process was the best example of their usual coaching.
Independent variable: The perceived importance of the client’s self-developmentchange. The perceived importance of the client’s self-developmentchange was measured by one item per developmentchange factor (change in self-awareness and goal-related change, including goal attainment as a coaching outcome) that was derived from the definitions mentioned in the Introduction (see Appendix A with correlations). All items were assessed on a 10-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (does not apply at all) to 9 (applies very well). To measure the coaches’ experience of their clients’ need for self-congruence as a self-developmentchange mechanism[footnoteRef:1] in more detail, the German translation of the basic psychological need scale (Deci & Ryan, 2000) was used (two items; α = .79: “My client wants to be him/herself in coaching” and “My client wants to freely express his/her own ideas and opinions in coaching”)[footnoteRef:2]. The items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale of 1 (does not apply at all) to 5 (applies very well). As expected, coaches rated their client’s self-developmentchange and goal attainment high in importance, as coaching is about this change in self-development and goal attainment when looking at all means and standard deviations (see Appendix A). [1: 		 We excluded one item of the autonomy scale because of low reliability (“My client wants to decide for him-/herself how to design the coaching”). Also, competence (three items; α = .58: e.g., “My client wants to feel competent in the coaching”) and relatedness (three items; α = .59: e.g., “My client wants to get along well with me as his/her coach”) were measured with the same Likert scale. Competence also had a positive effect on the importance of empathy (b = .24, t = 3.82, SE = 0.11, R2 = .06, F(1,240) = 14.63, p < .001), showing empathy (b = .16, t = 2.48, SE = 0.17, R2 = .03, F(1,240) = 6.15, p = .014) and IO empathy (b = .18, t = 2.79, SE = 0.11, R2 = .03, F(1,240) = 7.80, p = .006) but not IS empathy. Relatedness had a positive effect on the importance of empathy (b = .34, t = 5.57, SE = 0.10, R2 = .11, F(1,240) = 30.99, p < .001), showing empathy (b = .15, t = 2.33, SE = 0.16, R2 = .02, F(1,240) = 5.45, p = .020), IO empathy (b = .18, t = 2.78, SE = 0.11, R2 = .03, F(1,240) = 7.74, p = .006), and IS empathy (b = .17, t = 2.62, SE = 0.17, R2 = .03, F(1,240) = 6.84, p = .009). As we concentrated on self-change, we did not include these two need measures. These were just measured to leave the scale as a whole (see also Diller et al., 2020).]  [2: 	] 

Dependent variable: Importance of empathy. The coaches were asked to rate the importance of empathy in coaching on a Likert scale ranging from 0 (not important at all) to 9 (extremely important) (M = 8.27, SD = 1.40). Furthermore, in an open question afterward, the coaches were asked why they thought empathy was important for coaching (“Why do you think empathy is important for coaching?”).
Dependent variable: Showing empathy, IO, and IS. At first, in an open question, the coaches were asked how they show empathy as a coach (“How do you show empathy as a coach?”). Then, the coach’s empathy was quantitively measured by the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory (Barrett-Lennard, 2015;16 items; α = .78; e.g., “It is almost always the case that I know what my client means” [+]; “Sometimes I ignore a few feelings of my clients” [-]) on a 10-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (does not apply at all) to 9 (applies very well) (M = 4.68, SD = 2.14). IO and IS empathy were measured with SchiemannDiller, Mühlberger, and Jonas’s (2016) ISIO Scale, which is based on the perspective-taking scale of the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI; Davis, 1983). This scale differentiates between IO (three items; α = .87; e.g., “I try to imagine how they feel in their place”; M = 8.04, SD = 1.47) and IS (three items; α = .70; e.g., “I try to imagine how I would feel if I were in their place”; M = 4.63, SD = 2.39”) perspectives (The original IRI item: “Before criticizing somebody, I try to imagine how I would feel if I were in their place”). All items were rated on a 10-point Likert scale, ranging from 0 (does not apply at all) to 9 (applies very well).
Data analysis. The quantitative data were analyzed via regression analyses with the developmentchange factors as predictors and the empathy variables as dependent variables, using the software IBM SPSS Statistic 20. Due to having nine regressions per dependent variable, we used Bonferroni correction, leading to an alpha level of pcorrected = p/9 = .006 for statistical significance. The qualitative data were inductively analyzed via qcamap.org by two different raters with, who both had a backgrounds in psychology; only the ratings that were found by both raters are reported. 
Results
[bookmark: _Hlk30846782][bookmark: _Hlk31610965]H1a: The relation between the client’s developmentchange factors and the coach’s empathy. As expected, the more important coaches rated their clients’ developmentchange factors, the more important the coaches rated their own empathy (see Table 1).
[bookmark: _Hlk31611001]H1b: The relation between the client’s developmentchange factors and the coach showing empathy. The more important the coaches rated their client’s developmentchange factors, the more empathy the coaches said they showed (see Table 1). 
[bookmark: _Hlk31611024]H1c: The relation between the client’s developmentchange factors and the coach showing IO versus IS empathy. The more important the coaches rated their client’s developmentchange factors, the more IO empathy the coaches said they showed (see Table 1). Regarding IS empathy, we found no significant effects (see Table 1).
Additional Qualitative Analyses. In addition, we qualitatively inductively analyzed the open questions on 1) why empathy was rated as important and 2) how the coaches show empathy. Regarding 1) the importance of empathy, the inductive analysis revealed a pattern in which coaches explained (a) in what way empathy serves the coach (e.g., helps the coach understand the client), (b) how this affects the interaction (e.g., leads to a more trustful relationship), and (c) how the client is affected by the improved relationship (e.g., helps the client openly talk about his/her thoughts and feelings). The three most common answers per subgroup (i.e., a through c) were analyzed. Regarding (a), coaches mostly said that empathy helps them understand the client’s feelings and motives (n = 78) and gives them access to the client (n = 18) and the opportunity to be on the same level as the client (n = 12). Regarding (b), coaches mostly said that empathy leads to a trusting coaching relationship (n = 81), to acceptance (n = 24), and to the ability to react to the client adequately (n = 24). Finally, regarding (c), empathy can help the client openly talk about his or her thoughts and feelings (n = 23), gain self-access and awareness (n = 19), and give the client the feeling of being valued with his or her resources (n = 8). Regarding 2) the qualitative question on how the coaches show empathy, the coaches mostly listed to show empathy by (actively) listening to the client (n = 93), asking questions (n = 56), and showing IO behavior in terms of paraphrasing the client’s words or verbalizing the client’s feelings (n = 40). With regard to IS behavior, it is important to note that 11 coaches said that it is essential to share their own experiences, and 12 coaches stated that it is essential not to show this behavior.
Discussion
In Study 1, we investigated whether coaches differed in their perception and showing of empathy depending on how important they perceived their client’s self-developmentchange to be. Taking into account previous coaching and therapy research, we hypothesized that higher ratings of importance of the client developmentchange factors would be associated with coaches perceiving empathy as more important, showing more empathy, and showing more IO (but not more IS) empathy. Our quantitative and qualitative results support the hypothesis that in terms of empathy, the IO perspective is more relevant in coaching than the IS perspective. However, this study has some limitations, as only the coach’s and not the client’s perspective was taken into account. For example, with regard to the coach’s empathy, coach and client ratings have been found to differ (Will et al., 2016). Thus, the results may not accurately reflect the client’s perception of the coach’s empathy and the own developmentchange in coaching. Therefore, a second study is needed to investigate the client’s perspective. With regard to Blackman, Moscardo and Gray et al. (2016), this client perspective should be investigated in a randomized trial, meaning that for our study on empathy, two different empathy conditions are necessary. Thus, we conducted a second study, in which we manipulated coaches’ IO and IS behavior to investigate the effect of IO and IS empathy on developmentchange factors from the clients’ perspective.
Study 2
To see which empathy strategy might suit the setting of coaching best, in the second study we investigated the role of the coach’s IO and IS perspectives. We predicted that clients would be more satisfied with IO than IS empathy because IO is a better match for the coaching setting:
H2a: IO coach behavior should lead to more coaching satisfaction than IS behavior.
We further proposed that IO behavior should have a positive effect on the client’s self-developmentchange and goal attainment:
H2b: IO coach behavior should lead to more self-developmentchange than IS behavior.
H2c: IO coach behavior should lead to more goal attainment than IS behavior.
Method
Participants. 
Clients. “Clients” were recruited from the general student population at [university name blinded for review]. Participation was open to any student older than 18 who spoke fluent German, as long as they were not a psychology student. The last criterion was chosen to avoid coaches and clients having overlapping study goals or study experiences, and to ensure clients had no knowledge of the psychology faculty’s research areas. Sixty-two students agreed to participate in the study. Five participants were excluded because they either did not complete the questionnaires (two people) or did not meet the participation criteria (three psychology students), leaving N = 57 clients. Clients were randomly assigned to a coach (the experimenters made sure that coach and client did not know each other) and to the IO (n = 28) or IS (n = 29) condition. A quarter of the participants were male (seven in each condition). The participants’ age ranged from 18 to 49 years with an average age of about 25 years (IS condition: M = 23.52 years, SD = 3.70; IO condition: M = 26.29 years, SD = 6.75). The two conditions showed similar diversity in the number of semesters completed (IS condition: M = 4.48, SD = 2.90; IO condition: M = 5.00, SD = 2.77) and fields of study (see 
Supplemental Material B). In conclusion, the condition samples were comparable in terms of gender, age, study background, and study progress. Study participation was voluntary and the only reward for participation was a free 2-h goal-coaching session by a certified coach. The participants were informed that we wanted to investigate the effects of a single coaching session.
Coaches. Four coaches were recruited from the alumni list of the coaching program at the university. All had a career-coaching certificate obtained through 220 h of training, including several workshops, a peer-coaching process, and a supervised client-coaching process. The coaches were aware that they would be participating in a study in which they should coach clients but were unaware of our research questions and blind to our hypotheses. 
In preparation for the coaching sessions, the coaches received training in perspective taking. In this 4-h training, the coaches were guided throughout the coaching session and were taught the IS and IO strategies on a behavioral level via exercises and role playing. The coaches did not gain theoretical knowledge about the effects of IS or IO behavior. Although the clients were randomly assigned to the IO or IS condition, coaches necessarily knew which perspective to take. The coaches were briefed not to tell the clients about the two variations and to write down during the coaching session some examples of lines they used to show either IO or IS behavior. Furthermore, their first coaching was taped in order to control for IO IS training success. Time with an external supervisor (without knowledge of our research) was provided to the coaches in case they needed extra help that was not related to the perspective-taking strategy. For their efforts, the coaches received official confirmation of the additional training on perspective taking and credit for their coaching hours.
Procedure. The coaching was promoted via the university network as free goal coaching, which supports students in setting and clarifying study- and career-related goals in order to enhance the attainment of these goals. Clients were invited to our coaching room at the university. Pre- and postcoaching questionnaires, a standardized worksheet, and coaching materials were prepared in the coaching room (all materials were in German). Before the actual coaching started, participants signed the informed consent form and filled out the precoaching questionnaire (about 15 min). The coaching sessions (about 90 min) were adapted from Braumandl and Dirscherl’s (2005) guidelines for a first coaching session. The session started with a short introduction to coaching, while the main part of the coaching focused on concretizing and clarifying the client’s goal and defining concrete steps for reaching this goal, as supported by a worksheet. The three most named goals were planning the future career after their studies (53%), finishing their studies successfully (19%), and being better at time management and self-management with regard to their studies (16%; multiple coding possible). In the end, the participants chose a picture that represented their goal. After the coaching, the participants were asked to fill out the postcoaching questionnaire (about 15 min). 
Measures. To investigate the effects of the two perspective-taking strategies on the coaching process, perspective taking was manipulated (independent variable): The coach showed either IS or IO perspective taking during the whole coaching session. To compare the two groups, the clients received questions on self-developmentchange factors with paper-and-pencil pre- and postcoaching questionnaires. In addition, the postcoaching questionnaire assessed the coach’s empathy (directly after the session) as well as the coaching relationship (after the developmentchange items but before the coaching outcome measures) and the coaching outcome (at the end).
[bookmark: _Hlk49763385][bookmark: _Hlk49763338]IO versus IS behavior. In the IS condition, coaches expressed only IS perspective taking, such as referring to the own perspective or experiences (e.g., “Yes, I know how it feels to have it in the back of your head all the time, but then I always think it would be better if it is done”). In the IO condition, only IO perspective taking was expressed. The coaches referred only to facts they could verbally or nonverbally perceive from the client, through verbal expression (e.g., “So you’re saying: On the one hand, you want to make a decision. On the other hand, you do not want to decide because then you need to exclude one of the options. Is that correct?”). Coaches were told to take the client’s perspective approximately five to eight times (only in a few cases was it more or less). The number of perspective taking behaviors (either IO or IS behaviors) was counted and noted by the coaches themselves. A t-test for independent samples showed that the number of perspective taking did not differ between the conditions (IO condition: M = 6.18, SD = 2.02; IS condition: M = 6.04, SD = 2.80), indicating that the number of perspective taking behaviors was similar for both conditions.
Client’s perception of the coach’s IO or IS behavior. The client’s perception of IO or IS behavior was measured with the ISIO Scale (Schiemann Diller et al., 2016). Each perspective was measured with three items (IO: α = .89; e.g., “The coach tried to imagine how I feel in my situation”; IS: α = .90; e.g., “The coach tried to imagine how he/she would feel if he/she were in my place”).
Dependent variables. All dependent variables were measured on a 10-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (not at all) to 9 (completely). Dependent variables were the client’s perception of the coach’s empathy, the client’s developmentchange factors, and the coaching outcome. A correlation matrix can be found in Appendix B. The dependent variable means at baseline were comparable in the condition samples.
Perceived coach’s empathy. To measure the coach’s empathy as perceived by the client, Barrett-Lennard’s Relationship Inventory (Barrett-Lennard, 2015) was adapted to the coaching context (16 items; eight positive and eight negative items that are usually subtracted from each other; positive: α = .93, e.g., “My coach understood exactly how the things I experience feel to me”[+]; negative: α = .75, e.g., “My coach looked at my behavior from his/her own point of view”[-]).
DevelopmentSelf-Change factors. To measure situational self-access, we used Quirin and Kuhl’s (2018) definition of self-access to create one item (with input from Quirin) that assesses situational self-access: “Right now, I feel like I know precisely who I am, and what I think, want, need, and feel.” Furthermore, the clients’ degree of self-reflection and self-insight concerning their goals was measured with the Self-Reflection and Insight Scale (Grant, Franklin, & Langford et al., 2002), which was adapted in order to have a situational measure (premeasure: “Until now…”; postmeasure: “During the coaching…”). This scale measured self-reflection (six items; αpre = .64; αpost = .69; e.g., “…I did not often think about my goal”) and self-insight (eight items; αpre = .76; αpost = .78; e.g., “…I was confused about how I really feel about my goal”). Additionally, we created three items to assess self-insight after the coaching (α = .81; e.g., “According to my gut feeling, the thought of my goal feels good after this coaching session”) that were derived from the definition of self-insight by Grant (2003, 2014). For self-congruence, we measured the subjects’ autonomy need fulfillment before and after. As the reliability was very low regarding the basic psychological need questionnaire, we created a scale based on the need definitions provided by Deci and Ryan (2000) and Fiske (2009) (five items; αpre = .83; αpost = .80; e.g., “I want to be myself”/“The coaching helped me be myself”).[footnoteRef:3] [3: 		 The fulfillment of the need for competence (five items; αpre = .81; αpost = .80; e.g., “I want to show my abilities” / “The coaching helped me show my abilities”) and relatedness (five items; αpre = .85; αpost = .91; e.g., “I want to get along with others” / “The coaching helped me get along with others”) were also measured before and after but are not included in the current analysis based on the relevance of autonomy / sefl-congruency in coaching and the paper’s focus on self-change in this regard (see also Diller et al., 2020). The results of these variables can be found in Appendix C.] 

Goal congruence was measured using the self-concordance scale (Greif, 2008; Sheldon & Elliot, 1999). Clients rated the reasons for pursuing their goal with four items (intrinsic: I pursue this goal because of the fun and enjoyment that goal would provide me”; identification: “I pursue this goal because I really believe it’s an important goal to have”; introjection: “I pursue this goal because I would feel ashamed, guilty, or anxious if I didn’t”; external: I pursue this goal because somebody else wants me to or because the situation demands it”). The goal congruence score was calculated according to Sheldon and Elliot (1999) by subtracting the introjection and external scores from the sum of the identification and intrinsic scores. To measure goal-related affect, 10 positive adjectives (αpre = .92; αpost = .92; e.g., “I feel happy about my goal”) and 13 negative adjectives (αpre = .92; αpost = .87; e.g., “I feel unhappy about my goal”) were chosen from the Pleasure and Displeasure, Activated Pleasure and Deactivated Displeasure, Pleasant Activation, and Unpleasant Deactivation subscales of the 12-Point Affect Circumplex (12-PAC) Scale (Yik, Russell, & Steiger, 2011). Clients rated these adjectives on how much they fit their feelings regarding their goals. In a further step, we subtracted the mean score of the negative items from the mean score of the positive items to get a measure of overall goal-related more positive and less negative affect (rpre = -.48, ppre < .001; rpost = -.45, ppost < .001). This is essential, as the combination of positive and negative feelings only reveals if there is a more positive affect toward the goal (e.g., you can have a goal you are happy with but also afraid of) (Weber, 2013). To assess goal commitment, five items from the self-report Hollenbeck–Williams–Klein scale were used (Klein, Wesson, Hollenbeck, Wright, & DeShon et al., 2001; αpre = .61; αpost = .71; e.g., “It is hard for me to take this goal seriously”). Finally, we assessed self-regulation with the Self-Regulation subscale from the short version of the Self-Regulation Inventory (Kuhl & Fuhrmann, 2004; 12 items; αpre = .88; αpost = .89; e.g., “I feel like I pursue this goal voluntarily”).[footnoteRef:4] [4: 		 We also measured self-control, the opposite of self-regulation, with the Self-Regulation Inventory (12 items; αpre = .55; αpost = .71; e.g., “Before I start working on my goal, I think about the single steps”/“Now, before I start working on my goal, I think about the single steps”) but did not include it in the analysis (see also coaching with compassion versus coaching for compliace (Boyatzis et al., 2012) and self-regulation versus self-control in coaching (Barato & Moneo, 2021; Baumann & Kuhl, 2013). The results of these variables can be found in Appendix C.] 

Coaching outcome. Before and after the coaching session, the goal itself was assessed and goal attainment was measured using three questions formulated on the basis of Greif’s (2008) remarks on coaching evaluation. As mentioned before, goal attainment at the end of coaching is a quantitative coaching outcome, as coaching goals are set and, therefore, should be achieved during coaching. Clients were asked about the degree of goal attainment (“To what extent have you reached this goal so far?”) and their satisfaction with this degree (“How satisfied are you with your current degree of goal attainment?” with the ratings ranging from extremely unsatisfied to extremely satisfied), as well as their confidence in reaching the respective goal (“How confident are you about whether you can reach this goal?” with the rating ranging from very low to very high). The items were analyzed separately, as they assess quite different aspects of goal attainment. Satisfaction with coaching was measured using eight items adapted from Mäthner et al. (2005; e.g., “I would recommend my coach to others”; “I believe that I will be able to transfer my coaching experiences to everyday life”). In reference to the theory of social exchange (e.g., Rusbult & Van Lange, 2003), a further item was added to check for the perceived benefit of the coaching: “The coaching session was a mere waste of time.” Participants had the chance to further explain these ratings in an open-format area, giving them the opportunity to explain any conspicuously deviant ratings (no disturbing factors were detected). Moreover, items from the Goal-Focused Coaching Skills Questionnaire (Grant & Cavanagh, 2007) were added and adapted to reflect the client’s perspective (instead of the coach’s) and to refer to one session instead of a whole coaching process (10 items; e.g., “After this coaching session I have a clear overview of the things that I need to address”); these 10 items correlated highly with the other nine items (r = .73; p < .001). Thus, the total coaching satisfaction scale consisted of 19 items (α = .89).
Control measures for coach’s and client’s traits. We also measured the client’s and coach’s personality with the German adaptation of the Ten-Item Personality Inventory (Muck, Hell, & Gosling et al., 2007), the client’s trait self-access (Self-Access Form; Quirin & Kuhl, 2018), and the coach’s trait empathy (Saarbrückener Persönlichkeitsfragebogen; Paulus, 2009, the German version of the IRI by Davis, 1983; Teachers Report Version of the Relationship Inventory; Barrett-Lennard, 2015). These trait measures did not influence the results and are, therefore, are not mentioned in the Results section.
Additional measure: The coaching relationship. To measure the client’s perception of the coaching relationship, we used the Client Hour Questionnaire (Grawe & Braun, 1994). Because of low reliability (α = .36), we excluded the reverse-coded item (final: three items; α = .77; e.g., “I felt good regarding the relationship with the coach”).
[bookmark: _Hlk49761803]Data analysis. Data analyses were done using the software IBM SPSS Statistic 20, with an alpha level of .05 for statistical significance. We ran mediation analyses aAs not only the coaches’ perspective taking strategy may influence the outcomes but also how clients perceived this perspective taking may influence the outcomes, we further ran mediation analyses. For these 14 mediation analyses, we used Bonferroni correction, leading to an alpha level of pcorrected = p/14 = .004 for statistical significance. Thereby wWe inserted the clients’ perceived IO and IS behavior as mediators for the relationship between the coaches’ IO vs. IS perspective taking and the dependent variables. This way, we can report both the total effect of the IO and IS manipulation as well as the effect of the perceived IO and IS with consideration of the manipulation as an independent variable. The criteria for the mediation analyses were computed using a 99% bias-corrected bootstrap confidence interval (99% BCCI) and 1,000 bootstrap samples (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). 
Results
[bookmark: _Hlk49763086]Perception of the coach’s IO or IS behavior. A repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) showed a main effect of the client’s perception of the coach’s IO or IS behavior, F(1,55) = 43.55, p < .001, ηp2 = .44, indicating that overall, clients perceived more IO (M = 7.70, SD = 1.38) than IS behavior (M = 4.99, SD = 2.91). There was also a significant interaction between condition and the client’s perception of the coach’s IO or IS behavior, F(1,55) = 7.89, p = .007, ηp2 = .13. Pairwise comparisons showed that clients in the IS condition perceived more IS perspective taking (M = 5.82, SD = 2.63) by their coach than clients in the IO condition (M = 4.14, SD = 2.99), p = .029. Although, the comparison of the clients’ perception of IO perspective taking in the IO condition and IS condition did not reach significance, p = .078, the means point in the right direction, indicating that clients in the IO condition perceived marginally more IO perspective taking by their coach (M = 8.02, SD = 1.02) than clients in the IS condition (M = 7.38, SD = 1.61). Looked at differently, in the IO condition, clients perceived more IO behavior (M = 8.02, SD = 1.02) than IS behavior (M = 4.14, SD = 2.99), p < .001. HoweverAlso in the IS condition, clients also perceived more IO behavior ((M = 7.38, SD = 1.61) than IS behavior (M = 5.82, SD = 2.63), p = .009 in the IS condition. Summarized, in both conditions, clients perceived more IO than IS behavior by their coach in both conditions.
H2a: The effect of IO and IS empathy on coaching satisfaction. A between-subjects ANOVA showed a significant difference between the IS and IO conditions, F(1,55) = 6.11, p = .017, η² = .10, with the IO clients being more satisfied (M = 7.89, SD = 0.70) than the IS clients (M = 7.31, SD = 1.03). A further mediation analysis showed a significant total effect of condition and the mediator, meaning that IO behavior, p = .017, and perceived IO,  p = .010, had a positive influence on coaching satisfaction. Due to Bonferroni correction, however, this result cannot be perceived as significant (see Table 2).
H2b: The effect of IO behavior on the client’s developmentchange factors. As both the coach’s actual expressed empathy (actual manipulation) and the client’s perception of the coach’s empathy (perceived manipulation) were important (Wynn & Wynn, 2006), we looked at both the coach’s actual behavior and the client’s perception of the coach’s behavior with mediation analyses via Process 2.11 (Hayes, 2013; Model 4). In other words, we computed mediation analyses with the coach’s actual IO versus IS behavior as the independent variable, the client’s perception of the coach’s IO or IS behavior as the mediator, and the client’s developmentchange factors as the dependent variables. Note, most developmentchange factors were increased via coaching, regardless of condition (IO or IS).[footnoteRef:5] However, the mediation analyses revealed that even after Bonferroni correction, IO significantly positively influenced the client’s implicit self-insight, goal-related positive affect, self-regulation, and goal attainment (see Table 2). Contrarily, IS showed no positive influence and even significantly negatively influenced the client’s explicit self-insight and self-congruence (see Table 2). [5: 		 A repeated measures ANOVA showed an overall increase in self-access, F(1,55) = 66.39, p < .001, ηp2 = .55, self-reflection, F(1,55) = 69.33, p < .001, ηp2 = .56, explicit self-insight, F(1,55) = 62.45, p < .001, ηp2 = .53 (implicit self-insight was only measured afterward), goal congruence, F(1,55) = 21.18, p < .001, ηp2 = .28, goal-related affect, F(1,55) = 102.59, p < .001, ηp2 = .65, goal commitment, F(1,55) = 7.32, p = .009, ηp2 = .12, self-regulation, F(1,55) = 87.41, p < .001, ηp2 = .61, and the three goal attainment items, F1(1,55) = 9.02, p = .004, ηp2 = .14, F2(1,55) = 16.13, p < .001, ηp2 = .23, F4(1,55) = 44.02, p < .001, ηp2 = .45 (the contribution of coaching to goal attainment was only measured afterward).] 

Additional finding: The effect of IO behavior on perceived coach’s empathy. The mediation analysis showed that the total effect of IO behavior on perceived empathy was not significant, b = .68, SE = 0.47, p = .151, 95% BCCI [-0.25, 1.61]. However, the effect decreased when the potential mediator perceived IO behavior was added, b = .37, SE = 0.45, p = .415, [-0.53, 1.27]. IO behavior marginally significantly positively influenced the mediator perceived IO behavior, b = .64, SE = 0.36, p = .078, [-0.07, 1.36]. The mediator had a positive influence on perceived empathy, b = .48, SE = 0.16, p = .005, [0.15, 0.81]. The bootstrapped indirect effect of IO behavior on perceived empathy via perceived IO behavior was significant, b = .31, SE = 0.24, 95% BCCI [0.02, 1.11].
*Figure 1Discussion
In Study 2, we aimed to compare the effect of IO and IS perspective taking on coaching clients. In light of the theoretical and empirical knowledge on empathy as a developmentchange factor in psychotherapy, we hypothesized that coaches would be seen as more empathetic and would facilitate the coaching process bettermore effectively when they tried to perceive the client’s world through the client’s eyes (IO) instead of referring to their own experiences and ideas (IS). To investigate this hypothesis, we asked coaches either to imagine themselves in the client’s position (IS) or to imagine how the clients felt in their specific situation (IO) during a coaching session. 
In line with our hypothesis, IO perspective taking by the coach positively affected the client’s developmentchange in self-awareness, goal-related developmentchange, and coaching outcome. These findings indicate that IO does facilitate successful coaching. The results also show that the client-perceived IO behavior was an essential mediator, underlining previous findings where the coach empathy as perceived by the client was highly related to the coaching outcome, whereasand coach empathy as perceived by the coach was not (de Haan & Duckworth, 2012; Gregory & Levy, 2011; Will et al., 2016). In conclusion, the coach’s IO behavior supports the client in the identification of relevant self-aspects. Furthermore, IO behavior led to higher perceived coach’s empathy and a better coaching relationship, corresponding to the findings from therapy research. 
General Discussion
The focus of coaching research is on the identification of self-developmentchange factors in the coaching process. This identification is crucial, as coaching can only be applied to the right person at the right point in time if one knows under whichat circumstances coaching is successful (e.g., Grover & Furnham, 2016). To date, research has suggested that it is not so much specific coach behaviors or techniques that makes coaching effective but common factors such as a good coaching relationship (Behrendt & Greif, 2018; de Haan et al., 2011). The two studies reported here show that the coach taking an IO perspective is positively related to perceived coach’s empathy and supports the client’s self-developmentchange. More precisely, the coach’s IO perspective taking enhances the client’s self-awareness, facilitating the exploration of personal wishes and the implementation of resources. As a consequence, the coach’s IO perspective taking leads to more goal-related change and a better coaching outcome. 
IO Empathy Positively Effecting the Self-developmentChange Process
As we and others (e.g., de Haan et al., 2012) have noted, empathy can help the coaching relationship. Our results indicate that this positive influence on the coaching relationship is only shown if the coach shows IO empathy. This finding is similar to the results of previous therapy research, in which IO empathy was found to positively influence the therapeutic relationship (Bachelor, 1988; Kazdin, 2007; Lambert & Barley, 2001). However, empathy may benefit more than just the relationship: Empathy may also facilitate self-insight, self-developmentchange, and self-regulation (Watson, 2001; Watson et al., 2013), as it can help the client better reflect on their goals, thoughts, and feelings (Behrendt, 2004; Schiemann et al., 2018; Schmidt & Thamm, 2008). With regard to our results, as hypothesized, this self-developmentchange can be better supported with IO than with IS empathy. In other words, clients are better supported in their self-developmentchange when coaches show cognitive empathy by paraphrasing and verbalizing the client’s thoughts and feelings instead of by exploring their own thoughts and feelings. Thus, as shown by the results, IO is a favored coaching strategy for supporting the client’s self-developmentchange (Study 1) and seems to lead to a better coaching outcome (Study 2).
Limitations
As mentioned in the Discussion of Study 1, there are some limitations when asking coaches about their empathy and the client’s self-developmentchange. These limitations include self-assessments overall: Both coach (Study 1) and client (Study 2) self-scored their experiences instead of working with video-raters or other more objective measures. In addition, besides the coaches’ general coaching training, we have no information about any kind of training in cognitive empathy, their ususal coaching topics, andor specializations.; fFurthermore, coaches were not asked about a their clients in general rather than a specific client but in general, leaving out questions about their typical client’s gender, age, position, or other client information. This is why Study 2 was added to haveinclude specific client coachings with equally trained coaches and the client’s perspective in a randomized design. Another limitation of Study 1 is that the self-developmentchange items are single items that were only derived from the definition of each construct but are not validated scales. This could mean that the construct was measured too simply.
[bookmark: _Hlk49763202]With regard to Study 2, one limitation is that only one coaching session was conducted, whereas developmentchange may needrequire more timesessions.; tThis limitation may explain the missing findings regarding IO and IS behavior and some change mechanisms, as time is needed for self-access (Quirin & Kuhl, 2018), self-reflection, and self-regulation (Kuhl & Fuhrmann, 2004), as well as for goal commitment (Klein et al., 2013). Thus, further research should look longitudinally atexamine the whole coaching process. Such a longitudinal perspective can also help to seeclarify reciprocal interactions between coach and client and the interplay between them (e.g., Li et al., 2014). For instance, a study on empathy in the coaching process shows that the client-perceived coach empathy increased with every coaching session (Diller et al., 2021). In addition, a study on empathy and reciprocity found that both one’s own and the other’s trait empathy positively influenced cooperative behavior (Bieberstein et al., 2021). A second limitation of Study 2 is the client sample, as it consists of students instead of employeesworking people. Thus, career goals and age may vary in a working adult sample. Moreover, we did not haveinclude a real manipulation check for the coaches’ perspective taking behaviors. Coaches simply noted their perspective taking behaviors (for the IO condition, onlyfor IO behaviors and for the IS condition, or only for IS behaviors). A count of how often coaches use both, IO and IS behaviors, conducted by a study-unrelated observer via audio-tape / video-tape would serve as a more valid manipulation check. This observer would further be able to give a more process-oriented perspective, as IO or IS behavior can affect subsequent behavior, maybepossibly leading to different types of conversations.  Thus, further research should observe the process in order to help understand the results that were found.
Theoretical and Practical Implications
For future research, it would be interesting to investigateBased on the limitations of self-assessments, a first theoretical implication regards is about the clients’ development processes as initiated by a coach’s perspective taking by using not only self-description data but also video data (Will et al., 2016), neuroimaging data (e.g., Lamm et al., 2007), or other more objective measures. FurthermoreSecondly, future investigations should look at whole coaching processes with workingemployed clients instead of students, as this may make a difference in terms of goals and goal attainment. AdditionallyThirdly, coaches of this study not only adopted an IO or IS perspective but were also asked to specifically articulate this perspective. As there may be a difference between thinking in IO or IS terms and articulating IO or IS behavior, further research should examine what happens when, for instance, coaches think about IO but articulate IS empathy, think about IS but articulate IO empathy, or think about IO or IS empathy but do not articulate any perspective taking. A fourth theoretical implication is the inclusion of a other experimental groups: In our research, we have only investigated two different kinds of empathy (two experimental groups) but did not haveinclude a condition in which no empathy was shown (control group). This decision was based on our Ethics Committee, as a coaching offer should always include empathy. However, it would be very interesting to take a look at whether no empathy or too much empathy would make a difference in coaching. A fifth theoretical implication comprises the definition of empathy. In our research, we have mainly looked at the situational empathy the coach is motivated to show towards a client based on recent research that empathy should be seen in the situative context (Cameron et al., 2019; Fabi et al., 2019; Zaki, 2017). However, empathy can also be seen as an individual trait or disposition (Aw et al., 2020; Davis, 1983, 2018; Beadle et al., 2012). In addition, we have not yet talked about empathic accuracy as the ability to be accurate in the empathic understanding or on how well this mental simulation in terms of imagining the other’s situation works (Packard & Burnham, 2021). In other words, what happens when emotions do not match or are not mirrored due to, for instance, lack of information or misinformation (Wondra & Elsworth, 2015)? Thus, future research should investigate the role of trait empathy and empathic accuracy in coaching.
Practical Implications
Regarding practical implications, our findings highlight that there is a difference between a coach trying to understand a client by referring to his or her own self (IS) as compared to referring to the client’s self (IO). The findings illustrate that referring to the client can enable a much more successful coaching process. Thus, coaches should be aware of this positive effect of the IO perspective on the client’s perception of the coach and their relationship, self-developmentchange, goal attainment, and coaching satisfaction. As people in general are more likely to apply the IS than the IO perspective (Vorauer & Sasaki, 2014), coaches may face difficulties in applying the IO instead of the IS perspective. As perspective taking is a skill that can be trained (e.g., Atkins, 2013) and was able to be trained in Study 2, an IO perspective training for coaches should be considered. In Study 2, the IO perspective training trained coaches to articulate IO in terms of paraphrasing and verbalizing the client’s thoughts and feelings as well as to avoid articulating own opinions and experiences in terms of IS behavior. 
Conclusion
As outlined in the Introduction, practitioners as well as researchers have stressed the importance of empathy in coaching, but have not investigated which kind of empathy is bestpreferrable. The present findings yield initial evidence that IO empathy supports the client’s self-change and coaching satisfaction, goal attainment, and self-development. These results should inspire further comparisons of different coaching strategies and their effects on client processes and coaching success. Importantly, the results suggest that coaches should try to imagine the other in terms of recognizing their clients’ subjective inner and outer world.
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Table 1 
The Influence of the Clients’ DevelopmentChange Factors on Empathy and IO/IS Behavior
	
	Importance of empathy
	Showing empathy
	IO behavior
	IS behavior

	
	R2
	b
	SE
	R2
	b
	SE
	R2
	b
	SE
	R2
	b
	SE

	Independent variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Self-access
	.10
	.31**
	.04
	.07
	.27**
	.06
	.04
	.21*
	.04
	.01
	-.07
	.07

	  Self-reflection and self-insight
	.06
	.25**
	.04
	.04
	.21*
	.07
	.14
	.37**
	.04
	.00
	.06
	.08

	  Self-congruence (1 item)
	.12
	.35**
	.04
	.06
	.24**
	.07
	.07
	.26**
	.05
	.00
	.04
	.08

	  Self-congruence (Scale)
	.12
	.35**
	.10
	.05
	.21*
	.15
	.06
	.25**
	.10
	.00
	.06
	.17

	  Goal congruence
	.07
	.27**
	.04
	.05
	.21*
	.06
	.04
	.20*
	.04
	.00
	-.04
	.07

	  Goal-related positive affect
	.19
	.43**
	.05
	.10
	.31**
	.08
	.11
	.33**
	.06
	.01
	.10
	.09

	  Goal commitment
	.02
	.15
	.04
	.03
	.18*
	.07
	.03
	.19*
	.05
	.00
	-.00
	.07

	  Self-regulation
	.08
	.28**
	.04
	.04
	.19*
	.07
	.05
	.22*
	.05
	.02
	-.13
	.07

	   Goal attainment
	.05
	.22*
	.05
	.03
	.18*
	.08
	.08
	.29**
	.05
	.00
	.03
	.09


Note. IO = Imagine-other; IS = imagine-self; b = standardized coefficient beta; R2 = R Square for b; SE = standard error for b;*p < .006 (Bonferroni corrected p-value). **p < .001.


Table 2 
The Influence of IO/IS Behavior as the Independent Variable on the Dependent Variables With Perceived IO/IS Behavior as Mediator
	
	Manipulation

	
	IO
	IS

	
	Perceived IO  DVs
	IO  DVs total / direct / indirect effect
	Perceived IS  DVs
	IS  DVs total / direct / indirect effect

	
	b
	t
	995% CI
	b
	t
	995% CI
	b
	t
	995% CI
	b
	t
	995% CI

	Dependent variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Self-access
	.33
	2.00
	[-0.00, 0.66]
	.42
/.20
/.21
	0.92
/0.45

	[-0.48, 1.31]
/[-0.70, 1.10]
/[-0.02, 0.76]
	.10
	1.20
	[-0.07, 0.26]
	-.42
/-.58
/.16
	-0.92
/-1.23

	[-1.31, 0.48]
/[-1.51, 0.35] 
[bookmark: _Hlk31704526]/[-0.04, 0.61]

	  Self-reflection
	.13
	0.76
	[-0.21, 0.46]
	.43
/.34
/.08
	0.97
/0.75

	[-0.46, 1.31]
/[-0.57, 1.26] 
/[-0.07, 0.57]
	-.05
	-0.63
	[-0.21, 0.11]
	-.43
/-.34
/-.09
	-0.97
/-0.74

	[-1.31, 0.46]
/[-1.27, 0.59] 
/[-0.52, 0.11]

	  Implicit self-insight
	.29*
	2.75
	[0.08, 0.50]
	.33
/.14
/.19
	1.10
/0.49

	[-0.27, 0.92]
/[-0.44, 0.72] 
/[0.01, 0.77]
	.06
	1.10
	[-0.05, 0.17]
	-.33
/-.43
/.10
	-1.10
/-1.38

	[-0.92, 0.27]
/[-1.05, 0.20] 
/[-0.08, 0.43]

	  Explicit self-insight
	.22
	1.45
	[-0.09, 0.53]
	1.10*
/.96
/.14
	2.68
/2.29

	[0.28, 1.91]
/[0.12, 1.79] 
/[-0.01, 0.44]
	.02
	0.26
	[-0.13, 0.17]
	-1.10*
/-1.13
/.03
	-2.68
/-2.62

	[-1.92, 0.28]
/[-2.00, 0.26] 
/[-0.19, 0.33]

	  Self-congruence
	.25
	1.74
	[-0.04, 0.54]
	.94
/.77
/.16
	2.39
/1.95

	[0.15, 1.72]
/[-0.02, 1.57] 
/[-0.02, 0.67]
	.14
	2.00
	[-0.01, 0.28]
	-.94
/-1.17*
/.23
	-2.40
/-2.92

	[-1.72, -0.15]
/[-1.96, -0.37] 
/[0.01, 0.74]

	  Goal congruence
	1.12
	2.19
	[0.09, 2.15]
	.50
/-.22
/.72
	0.35
/-0.16

	[-2.33, 3.33]
/[-3.04, 2.59] 
/[-0.03, 2.84]
	.22
	.87
	[-0.29, 0.74]
	-.50
/-.87
/37
	-0.35
/-0.59

	[-3.33, 2.33]
/[-3.84, 2.09] 
/[-0.45, 1.85]

	  Goal-related positive affect
	.60*
	2.93
	[0.19, 1.01]
	.63
/.25
/.39
	1.09
/0.44

	[-0.53, 1.80]
/[-0.87, 1.37] 
/[-0.01, 1.21]
	.10
	.97
	[-0.11, 0.31]
	-.63
/-.81
/.17
	-1.09
/-1.33

	[-1.80, 0.53]
/[-2.02, 0.41] 
/[-0.12, 0.74]

	  Goal commitment
	.09
	0.94
	[-0.10, 0.27]
	-.05
/-.11
/.06
	-0.20
/-0.42

	[-0.54, 0.44]
/[-0.61, 0.40] 
/[-0.03, 0.24]
	.01
	.27
	[-0.08, 0.10]
	.05
/.03
/.02
	0.20
/0.11

	[-0.44, 0.54]
/[-0.50, 0.55] 
/[-0.11, 0.27]

	  Self-regulation
	.42*
	3.01
	[0.15, 0.69]
	.33
/.06
/.27
	0.85
/0.17

	[-0.45, 1.11]
/[-0.68, 0.81] 
/[0.00, 0.69]
	.11
	1.62
	[-0.03, 0.25]
	-.33
/-.52
/.19
	-0.85
/-1.30

	[-1.11, 0.45]
/[-1.33, 0.28] 
/[-0.02, 0.61]

	  Goal attainment 1
	-.17
	-0.85
	[-0.56, 0.22]
	.45
/.56
/-.11
	0.87
/1.04

	[-0.59, 1.48]
[-0.51, 1.62] 
/[-0.52, 0.09]
	.08
	.87
	[-0.11, 0.27]
	-.45
/-.59
/.14
	-0.87
/-1.08

	[-1.48, 0.59]
/[-1.67, 0.5] 
/[-0.13, 0.63]

	  Goal attainment 2
	-.07
	-0.33
	[-0.50, 0.36]
	.29
/.33
/-.05
	0.50
/0.56

	[-0.85, 1.43]
/[-0.85, 1.52] 
/[-0.34, 0.12]
	.02
	0.21
	[-0.19, 0.23]
	-.29
/-.32
/.04
	-0.50
/-0.54

	[-1.42, 0.85]
/[-1.52, 0.88] 
/[-.36, 0.40]

	  Goal attainment 3
	-.05
	1.43
	[-0.31, 0.20]
	.29
/.32
/-.03
	0.86
/0.93

	[-0.38, 0.95]
/[-0.37, 1.01] 
/[-0.27, 0.17]
	.01
	0.23
	[-0.11, 0.14]
	-.29
/-.31
/.02
	-0.86
/-0.88

	[-0.95, 0.38]
/[-1.01, 0.40] 
/[-0.16, 0.31]

	  Goal attainment 4
	.61*
	2.69
	[-3.35, 3.61]
	.31
/-.09
/.40
	0.48
/-0.14

	[-0.97, 1.59]
/[-1.34, 1.17] 
/[-0.03, 1.01]
	.07
	0.58
	[-0.17, 0.30]
	-.31
/-.42
/.11
	-0.48
/-0.63

	[-1.60, 0.97]
/[-1.77, 0.93] 9
/[-0.25, 0.77]

	  Coaching
     satisfaction
	.22
	2.65
	[0.05, 0.39]
	.58
/.43
/.14
	2.47
/1.91

	[0.11, 1.05]
/[-0.02, 0.90] 
/[-0.03, 0.58]
	.04
	0.99
	[-0.04, 0.13]
	-.58
/-.65
/.07
	-2.47
/-2.65

	[-1.05, 0.11]
/[-1.14, 0.16] 
[bookmark: _Hlk31702884]/[-0.07, 0.47]


Note. IO = Imagine-other; IS = imagine-self; DVs = dependent variables; b = coefficient; CI = confidence interval for b; There is a positive influence of IO behavior (independent variable) on the perceived IO behavior (mediator), b = .64, SE = 0.36-0.37, p = .078-.084, t(1,55) = 1.80-1.76, 95% CI = [-0.07 - -0.09, 1.36-1.38]. Also, there is a positive influence of the IS behavior (independent variable) on the perceived IS behavior (mediator), b = 1.67, SE = 0.74, p = .029, t(1,55) = 2.25, 95% CI = [0.18, 3.17]. Significant indirect effects are printed in bold. *p < .004 (Bonferroni corrected p-value). **p < .001.  The p-values were corrected by the number of tests (14) using Bonferroni.
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Appendix A


	Measure
	Item(s): “How much do your clients want to…
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	1. Self-access
	…gain access to themselves and their thoughts and feelings.”
	7.32
	2.13
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Self-reflection
	...reflect about their goal.“
	7.39
	2.03
	.60***
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Self-congruence
	...be more autonomous and feel more in line with their values and themselves.“
	7.66
	2.00
	.51***
	.45***
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	+ Scale (ranging from 1-5)
	4.52
	0.89
	.31***
	.33***
	.44***
	-
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Goal congruence
	... determine their own goal with personal importance.”
	7.50
	2.11
	.39***
	.42***
	.35***
	25***
	-
	
	
	
	

	5. Goal-related positive affect
	…have positive feelings regarding their goal.”; …feel less inhibited, nervous, and anxious.” (-); …feel more relaxed, goal oriented, and energized.“
	7.60
	1.64
	.62***
	.56***
	.68***
	.42***
	.43***
	-
	
	
	

	6. Goal commitment
	…develop more commitment to the goal.”
	7.01
	2.08
	.35***
	.44***
	.48***
	.19***
	.37***
	.59***
	-
	
	

	7. Self-regulation
	…find their own way to reach their goal.”
	7.32
	2.08
	.38***
	.38***
	.46***
	.33***
	.36***
	.49***
	.40***
	-
	

	8. Goal attainment
	…achieve concrete self-chosen goals.”
	7.83
	1.73
	.36***
	.45***
	.48***
	.35***
	.42***
	.51***
	.40***
	.58***
	-
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Note. M = Mean; SD = standard deviation; *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.  
Appendix B

	Variable
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16

	1. Self-access Diff.
	1.82
	1.69
	 - 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Self-reflection Diff.
	1.83
	1.66
	.10
	 - 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Implicit self-insight
	8.00
	1.12
	.33*
	.22
	 - 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Explicit self-insight 
    Diff.
	1.61
	1.63
	.01
	.34**
	.13
	 - 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Self-congruence Diff.
	-0.30
	1.54
	.28*
	.34**
	.47**
	.30*
	 - 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Goal congruence Diff.
	3.25
	5.29
	.28*
	-.10
	.10
	.18
	.21
	 - 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Goal-related positive 
    affect Diff.
	2.93
	2.19
	.18
	.25
	.26
	.18
	.34**
	.41**
	 - 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Goal commitment 
    Diff.
	0.33
	0.92
	.17
	.07
	.14
	-.07
	-.05
	.12
	-.03
	 - 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Self-regulation Diff.
	1.82
	1.47
	.22
	.29*
	.30*
	.27*
	.44**
	.28*
	.53**
	-.11
	 - 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Goal attain. 1 Diff.
	0.77
	1.95
	.22
	-.20
	.00
	.07
	-.01
	.19
	-.04
	-.13
	-.10
	 - 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Goal attain. 2 Diff.
	1.14
	2.13
	.25
	.01
	.03
	-.12
	-.11
	.07
	.02
	-.14
	.12
	.43**
	 - 
	
	
	
	
	

	12. Goal attain. 3 Diff.
	1.11
	1.25
	-.04
	.08
	.19
	.06
	.01
	-.06
	.15
	.12
	.05
	-.17
	 -.39**
	 - 
	
	
	
	

	13. Goal attainment 4
	4.81
	2.40
	.34**
	.06
	.23
	-.04
	-.06
	-.02
	.22
	.19
	.23
	-.04
	.19
	.07
	 - 
	
	
	

	14. Coaching 
    satisfaction
	7.60
	0.92
	.39**
	.32*
	.60**
	.21
	.49**
	.01
	.36**
	-.18
	.32*
	-.03
	-.02
	.15
	.35**
	 - 
	
	

	15. Perceived IO
	7.70
	1.38
	.28*
	.13
	.37*
	.26
	.29*
	.29*
	.39**
	.12
	.42**
	-.08
	-.03
	-.03
	.35**
	.39**
	 - 
	

	16. Perceived IS
	4.99
	2.91
	.12
	-.12
	.10
	-.07
	.15
	.10
	.08
	.04
	.17
	.08
	.01
	.00
	.06
	.03
	-.06
	 - 


Note. Diff. = Difference score (after manipulation – before manipulation); M = Mean; SD = standard deviation; IO = Imagine-other; IS = imagine-self; attain. = attainment; *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. Goal attainment 1: “To what extent have you reached this goal so far?”, Goal attainment 2: “How satisfied are you with your current degree of goal attainment?”, Goal attainment 3: “How confident are you about whether you can reach this goal?”, Goal attainment 4: “What is the impact of coaching on your goal attainment?”


Appendix C
	
	Manipulation

	
	IO
	IS

	
	Perceived IO  DVs
	IO  DVs total / direct / indirect effect
	Perceived IS  DVs
	IS  DVs total / direct / indirect effect

	
	b
	t
	99% CI
	b
	t
	99% CI
	b
	t
	99% CI
	b
	t
	99% CI

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Competence need
	.16
	1.10
	[-0.23, 0.55]
	.53
/43
/.10
	1.37
/1.08

	[-0.50, 1.56]
/[-0.63, 1.49]
/[-0.12, 0.57]
	-.08
	-1.10
	[-0.26, 0.11]
	-.53
/-.66
/.13
	-1.37
/-1.63

	[-1.56, 0.50]
/[-1.74, 0.42] 
/[-0.28, 0.54]

	Relatedness need
	-.04
	-0.20
	[-0.52, 0.44]
	-.17
/-.15
/-.02
	-0.36
/-0.30

	[-1.45, 1.10]
/[-1.47, 1.18] 
/[-0.33, 0.40]
	-.14
	-1.65
	[-0.37, 0.09]
	.17
/-.07
/.24
	0.36
/-0.13

	[-1.10, 1.45]
/[-1.38, 1.25] 
/[-0.09, 0.71]

	Self control
	.16
	1.08
	[-0.24, 0.56]
	.26
/.15
/.10
	0.65
/0.38

	[-0.80, 1.32]
/[-0.94, 1.24] 
/[-0.14, 0.68]
	-.09
	-1.29
	[-0.28, 0.10]
	-.26
/-.41
/.15
	-0.65
/-1.00

	[-1.32, 0.80]
/[-1.52, 0.69] 
/[-0.12, 0.57]
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Note. IO = Imagine-other; IS = imagine-self; DVs = dependent variables; b = coefficient; CI = confidence interval for b; There is a positive influence of IO behavior (independent variable) on the perceived IO behavior (mediator), b = .64, SE = 0.36, p = .078, t(1,55) = 1.80, 99% CI = [-0.31, 1.60]. Also, there is a positive influence of the IS behavior (independent variable) on the perceived IS behavior (mediator), b = 1.67, SE = 0.74, p = .029, t(1,55) = 2.25, 99% CI = [0.31, 3.66]. There were no significant effects.

Supplemental Material
Supplemental Material A
The Coaches’ Training
	Theoretical foundation 
	Percentage

	Psychoanalytical and deep psychology
	5.2

	Systemic coaching
	37.1

	Career coaching
	2.6

	Hypnoanalytic
	2.6

	Psychodrama
	2.1

	Neurolinguistic programming
	8.3

	Work and organizational psychology
	3.1

	Transactional analysis
	2.6

	Humanistic psychology
	1.5

	Communication and conversation techniques
	3.6

	Other
	31.4





Supplemental Material B
The Coaching Clients’ Fields of Study
	Field of study
	Percentage

	Natural sciences and IT
	5.3

	Humanities
	28.1

	Law
	17.5

	Social sciences
	36.8

	Sports
	3.5

	Music and dance
	1.8

	Total
	93.0

	Missing
	5.3
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