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If there is a leadership image that today carries more positive connotations than the word “Coach,” I do not know it. Think of a leadership word: leader, manager, supervisor, trainer, teacher: all of these have both positive and negative connotations. We could add to this observation even stronger negatively loaded images like boss, executive, CEO, or president. Even consider the words leader or pastor: they carry both positive and negative associations: “the out-of-touch pastor who doesn’t lead anyone” or the “self-proclaimed leader who always needs to be in charge.” But the word coach seems to evoke fairly positive images. 

So now everyone seems to have, or at least need, a life coach. Senior leaders in business need executive coaches. The recent movie Hitch celebrates the story of a dating coach for grateful men who learn hygiene and pickup strategies to land the women of their dreams. Reality fixer-upper TV shows employ coaches to do the work that a surgeon cannot to improve the life and prospects of their people projects. People who were last on a sports team decades ago now have personal trainers and fitness coaches—not to help them succeed in varsity sports but simply to enforce a workout strategy aimed at maintaining muscle tone. This trend has been well documented in the media: “The International Coach Federation says its membership has doubled to 9,500 personal and business coaches since 2001, 56 percent of them in the United States.”
 What the self-help book was to the 80s and 90s, the coach is to people on the move today—the vehicle for helping them make progress against the onslaught of the increasing complexity of life in the new millennium.


Centuries ago, a coach was a vehicle: a horse-drawn vehicle that moved people from place to place. That image has carried forward: today, a coach is someone who helps another person get where he or she wants to be, whether in athletics or in life. Here are a few definitions from recent books:
· “Coaching is the process of equipping people with the tools, knowledge, and opportunities they need to develop themselves and become more effective. Coaches don’t develop people—they equip people to develop themselves.”

· “Coaching is the art and practice of guiding a person or group from where they are toward the greater competence and fulfillment that they desire.”

· “Coaches are change experts who help leaders take responsibility to and act to maximize their own potential.”

· “Coaching: a process used to encourage employees to accept responsibility for their own performance, to enable them to achieve and sustain superior performance, and to treat them as partners in working toward organizational goals and effectiveness.”

As I have considered these various definitions, a few things stand out:

· Coaching is a relational process: Every coaching book and definition emphasizes the relational nature of the coaching process. Consider movies about successful teams (Hoosiers, Remember the Titans, Coach Carter come to mind): the team’s relationship with the coach is a prime ingredient in stirring up the motivation needed to achieve.
· Coaching is a relational process: While I can be “trained” in a one-day seminar, I cannot be “coached” in a single workout—it is a process over time. 

· Coaching is focused on the future and the need for change: Coaches are not counselors trying to tease out the mysteries of one’s past but change activists focusing on what can be done now to improve the future.

· Coaching is focused on equipping: While a trainer may simply tell someone how to do an activity, a coach fans into flame the person’s own motivational embers and then ensures that the person has the skills and resources to achieve at the highest level they are able.
One main distinction between what some of the books emphasized and what I am focusing on is the question of “client centeredness” of the coaching process. Some authors write with what seems to be a “life coach” or “executive coach” model: the coach is contracted by the “person being coached” (or PBC, or client) to offer coaching toward improvement in areas outlined by the client. The coach is responsive to the client, who by deciding whether or not to continue the relationship ultimately calls the shots. I will denote this type of coaching as enhancement coaching. But other authors assume that the coaching process is a normal part of the supervisory role, and the supervisor/coach may decide to attend to a supervisee’s job performance through a coaching strategy without the initiative of the supervisee. The literature refers to this type of coaching as performance coaching. This relationship has very different dynamics. 

The situation in InterVarsity is relatively clear-cut: few leaders in IVCF have either spare organizational or personal funds to set aside to engage a private “life coach” or “executive coach” to enhance their personal effectiveness and life satisfaction. But the nature of the ministry is complex enough that many supervisors need to operate as coaches to help steepen the learning curve and improve employee performance. So it is, rather, this second type of relationship that I will be examining. This has some implications:

1) The relationship of supervisor/coach-to-supervisee is not a discretionary one for the supervisee. It comes with the job, and is operated at the discretion of the supervisor.

2) In a missional non-profit like InterVarsity, both employee and supervisor are fairly committed to the mission of InterVarsity. The job is not sufficiently well compensated to be attractive to people who aren’t committed and in some sense called to the ministry. The supervisor and the supervisee both deeply want the supervisee to be effective in the mission.

3) Therefore, the broad goals of the coaching relationship are given by the organization’s missional purpose: to establish and advance witnessing communities of students and faculty that follow Jesus Christ as Lord and Savior. The heart of this purpose statement is to establish and advance witnessing communities. If a fellowship is not being advanced (in size and depth) then IVCF is not accomplishing its purpose in this instance. The coaching relationship is then engaged as a means by which to better fulfill IVCF’s purpose. All secondary goals for the relationship need to contribute to the fulfillment of the missional purpose, either directly or by removing barriers to such a fulfillment. Any ancillary goals that are identified (such as improving the marital prospects of a young staff person) are either subordinate to or supportive of the primary goal of the supervisor/coach relationship.

However, I want to suggest a more InterVarsity-friendly term for this kind of coaching. Rather than performance coaching, I would like to suggest the term missional coaching. This term recognizes that it is overall mission effectiveness, and not simply employee performance, which is in view in the coaching relationship. The coach needs to be able to address issues of supervisee poor performance, but to go beyond that to other contextual factors. Sometimes the mission fails to advance not because of the supervisee’s poor performance, but because of factors beyond the control of the supervisee. The coach’s role in this case is to help identify these factors and address them in ways that the supervisee can contribute to missional success. This may involve changing tactics and strategies which previously had been effective. Of course, the result of this is that the employee’s performance will improve, but fundamentally, the desired result is greater missional success. Hence I offer the term, missional coaching. 

IVCF’s Need for Missional Coaching Now
InterVarsity is in need of a return to its core purpose (and has been moving in that direction for months). The movement enjoyed a period of relatively slow and steady growth for about five years until 2001. During the last five years we have been plateaued and even experienced a slight decline in many of the key data we measure on the size and strength of the work, most notably the number of students involved in the roughly 720 campus fellowships on 550 campuses around the country (This number is currently at 30,000, but has been as high as 32,500 four years ago, about 8% higher than it is today.)

In the last five or more years, InterVarsity supervisors and teams have been pressed to focus on secondary goals in support of the primary mission, and this has shifted focus away from mission effectiveness to accomplishing these secondary goals, such as raising the level of funding support our staff achieve, or pursuing strategies that increase the multi-ethnic awareness and skill level of our staff teams. It is easy to argue that the accomplishment of these secondary goals will serve to bring energy to the primary purpose of the ministry, but in fact this has not proven to be so. While measures of these secondary goals are moving in a positive direction during the last four years, overall numbers of fellowships and students involved are on a slight decline, as was mentioned above. The linkage between these secondary goals and primary mission effectiveness has not been established.

It is widely acknowledged in InterVarsity that the ministry of InterVarsity thrives on complexity, and this has made the job of the young Campus Staff Member (CSM—the front line worker of the organization) an almost impossible one to do well. IVCF provides training in a variety of settings for the skills needed to perform the job, and IVCF provides a supervisor that is supposed to help coach the young CSM to success, either a Team Leader (TL) or an Area Director (AD) who ideally comes alongside the CSM with support, training, coaching and shepherding to help the young staff thrive. But often this TL or AD is himself or herself in the middle of a complex job that makes impossible demands with no end in sight. So coaching, a relationally intensive process that is often undefined, falls to the bottom of the priority list. To use Stephen Covey’s terminology, it is a typical Quadrant II issue: important but not urgent. Coaching young staff can be the most rewarding work an AD can do, but often it doesn’t get done because it never seems as urgent as managing declining fund development efforts or preparing for the next team meeting or area conference.

Finally, coaching that focuses on interchangeable strategy and tactics has suffered from an organizational cultural barrier in the past that I believe is now abating significantly. InterVarsity staff members greatly prize the organization’s value for contextualization: no two campus contexts are alike, hence there exists no one-size-fits-all solution to growth and development of campus fellowships. Strategies and tactics that work one place famously don’t someplace else—or at least have been readily dismissed by a concern for contextualization masking a bias of the not-invented-here syndrome. I believe this toxic attitude towards new strategies learned from others within or without the movement has lessened in recent years, and again makes IVCF ripe for a renewed focus on missional coaching.

Coaching Models and Proposal for IVCF
I have been thinking a great deal about sports coaching as I have been reading books about leadership coaching. Of course, one of the books I read (Shula and Blanchard’s Everyone’s a Coach) explicitly made the analogy repeatedly, but honestly most of them did not. Yet most of what I know about coaching comes from media images of actual sports coaches. I have never been on a team nor had anything other than a Little League coach, often just a parent with a little more than average athletic skill and who was good with boys of that age. By the time I was in high school, I had long since given up thinking of myself as a budding athlete, and had chosen to specialize in other forms of organized activity.

With that (large) caveat in mind, let me suggest a “coaching continuum”. It seems, on the one side of the continuum, that to coach 8-12 year old boys in a sport is a very different coaching activity than that of an enhancement executive coach working with 50-year old CEOs. So I suggest recognizing that coaching emphasizes different components at different stages of complexity of the coaching task. A little league coach needs to focus a great deal on the basics, helping develop hand-eye coordination in players, helping them be able to field and throw and hit in the most basic ways. Following this pathway of development seems fairly well-marked out. The difference between two teams is not so much the difference between coaching strategies as the difference between the raw talent of the players, at least to a certain extent. Whereas on the other side of the continuum, with “life” or “executive” coaches, basic task skills are not the focus, but people skills, emotional intelligence and deep character work. (See Table 1.)

My sense with coaching in InterVarsity, we are somewhere in the middle of this continuum. There are a number of basics that need to be trained and reinforced, but campus ministry is also not simply a paint-by-numbers affair. I suggest that it is possible to make two types of errors on both extremes of the continuum in a coaching situation in InterVarsity, either 1) to assume that coaching Campus Staff Members is like coaching Little League, with well-marked out rules of the game, principles of success, and skills to be trained, or 2) to assume that coaching CSMs is more like coaching executives, where each person and context is unique, where the people skills and character issues of the client predominate and no fixed agenda or curriculum could possibly be delineated. In fact, my guess is that coaches could begin with a great deal of expectation of fixed curriculum, a focus on the basics that would be more than remedial for a great many CSMs, while acknowledging that repeatedly character will trump skills and context-specific wisdom trump simple platitudes. It is a tender balance we are trying to achieve, I believe.
	Table 1: Coaching Continuum

	Little League
 
High School/College/Pro Ball  
                       Life Coach

	Basics
	
	Complexity

	Well marked out path
	steadiness under pressure
	No well-marked path

	Task skills predominate
	Consistency, experience
	people skills predominate

	Manual intelligence
	Concentration
	emotional intelligence

	Muscle work
	mental work
	character work


A hopeful direction in which to proceed, beyond the scope of this paper, is to try to build a model for the coaching curriculum that acknowledges a need to train in the basics while addressing issues across the spectrum as outlined above. 

Again, I found models for coaching that follow two distinct lines: the enhancement coaching model which follows a client-centered, open-ended, “listen, then speak” approach, and the performance coaching model which follows a coach-centered, task-focused, “analyze, then discuss” approach. Let me illustrate these two models before delineating my own, blended approach.

	Table 2: Enhancement Coaching Models

	Four Steps Model (COACH):

1. Contract

2. Observe and Assess

3. Constructively Challenge
4. Handle resistance

	Stoltzfus’ Leadership Coaching Model
Relationship Based

· Client Centered

· Goal Driven
· Listen-Ask-Act-Support Conversation model. (See Figure 1)
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Enhancement Coaching Models.  Table 2 delineates two instances of what I have termed enhancement coaching models. Each assumes that the client is at the center, and that the client’s concerns drive the process. I prefer Stoltzfus’ model,
 in part because I am (I must acknowledge) biased against convenient acronymic schemes that seem cumbersome for the sake of being memorable, which often means that they fail to be so. Stoltzfus puts his model together with two dynamics: 1) a system that is centered in the client’s needs, built on relationship, and directed toward the goals, and 2) a cyclical conversational model built on listening and mutual agreement.
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A third enhancement coaching model is described by Collins in his Christian Coaching: Helping Others Turn Potential into Reality.
 Figure 2 illustrates this model, which again puts the client in the driver seat and assumes that the role of the coach is to ask insightful questions in a meaningful process that will yield fruitful discovery. The process begins with the client’s Issues (“What concerns you?”) and ends with Obstacles (“What gets in the way?”). Note the centrality of Jesus Christ, which (I guess) makes this a Christian coaching model.

All three models assume that the client is in charge, contracting for services or spelling out broad goals (even if the coach helps the client to fine-tune or to pinpoint measurable goals toward which the two of them, in a contracted relationship, will work). In each model the coach assumes an active role, but as one who listens well and drives the client toward ownership of their own problems and issues, rather than the one who drives performance to the standards set by the coach. The coach is a servant to the needs of the client, even when in the role of confronting the client, helping him or her to see the client’s own self-sabotaging habits or failure to face the facts.

Performance Coaching Models. The business leadership models that emphasize performance to a set of standards and supervisory coaching toward organizational goals put forward a different set of priorities for the relationship. While in the enhancement coaching models the client and the listening process were central, in the performance coaching model the goals and needs of the organization and the capability and character of the leader/coach are central. Blanchard and Shula emphasize the strengths and assets the leader brings to the process. Gilley and Boughton emphasize the great store of information, experience, training and wisdom that managers have and supervisees need. Coaching, in these cases, is a relationally textured means of delivering the highest quality leadership a leader has to offer. (See Table 3 for an outline of the two models, and Figure 3 for a diagram of the second model.
) 
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	Table 3: Performance Coaching Models

	Ken Blanchard and Don Shula’s model (COACH)

1. Conviction Driven: Effective Leaders stand for something.

2. Overlearning: Effective leaders help their teams achieve practice perfection.

3. Audible-Ready: Effective leaders, and the people and teams they coach, are ready to change their game plan when the situation demands it.
4. Consistency: Effective leaders are predictable in their response to performance.
5. Honesty-Based: Effective leaders have high integrity and are clear and straightforward in their interactions with others.
	Four Phases of Performance Coaching: 

1. Training: Managers should be the ones most qualified to provide the training employees need.
2. Career Coaching: Managers help employees by sharing insight about the organization and the employees fit and future. 
3. Confronting: Managers help employees improve upon success as well as remediate unsatisfactory performance.

4. Mentoring: Managers help employees through sharing lessons learned over the years in the organization.


Table 4 summarizes the two types of coaching models and some of their distinctions. I believe these distinctions are in emphasis, not absolute. (In other words, you’d find organizational goals in enhancement coaching discussions, and performance coaching offering wise counsel and accountability. But the broad emphases, as I’ve discerned them, are readily identifiable as outlined.)

	Table 4: Enhancement Coaching vs. Performance Coaching

	
	Enhancement Coaching
	Performance Coaching

	Key Participant
	Client
	Coach

	Top focus
	Client’s goals
	Organization’s Goals

	Verbal Process
	“Listen, then speak”

Self-discovery and learning
	“Analyze, then discuss”

Training and Motivation

	Coach’s role
	Wise listener and accountability provider
	Expert and teacher

	Chief weakness
	Missional success is underemphasized
	Mutual discovery is underemphasized


InterVarsity needs missional coaching, an organizationally tuned blend of the best of enhancement coaching (a conversational model based on listening and discovery) and performance coaching (where the organization’s missional success is given priority). Let me illustrate with an example from one performance coaching discussion. After defining the process of coaching, DeSimone et alia spoke of the process as “done by performing two distinct activities: 1) coaching analysis, which involves analyzing performance and the conditions under which it occurs, and 2) coaching discussions, or face-to-face communication between employee and supervisor both to solve problems and to enable the employee to maintain and improve effective performance.” 
 This description makes it sound like the analysis is done solely by the supervisor, outside of the “face-to-face communication” which is done simply to deliver the analysis in the best and most fruitful manner possible. The problem with this is that I believe it is rarely obvious to a supervisor/coach what is the problem before the face-to-face conversation is had with a supervisee. In the case of InterVarsity ministry, very little of what a Campus Staff Member (CSM) does is observable by the supervisor. Of course, supervisors need time actually super-vising, watching over, their CSM supervisees. But the nature of the ministry is such that much of the time a CSM is doing his or her job the CSM is alone with a student or a small group of students, and supervisory presence at those times is not only impractical but it would be downright disruptive. It is (as a function of Heisenberg’s Uncertainty principle) impossible to observe staffwork without changing it. 

Therefore, the coach/supervisor must work with a non-defensive, missionally committed CSM to together identify the part played by poor performance in the subpar results that they both can see. The coaching analysis and the coaching discussion happen in the same, conversational, two-way process. The coach does not know the answers a priori, but must rather listen and learn along with the supervisee, upon whose insight as well as whose truthfulness the coach will depend for discerning the correct diagnosis and corrective strategies. No roadmap or checklist exists to which a coach can handily refer a CSM—they together must discuss and discern what is really going on. 
Another example of the need for a blended coaching process is Fournies’ Nine Questions
, built around an unsatisfactory performance incident or observed pattern. (See Table 5.) The supervisor begins by identifying the employee’s unsatisfactory performance and then begins to analyze it (at least initially without the benefit of talking it through with the employee) to determine what the correct response should be. For example, it may be unsatisfactory performance, but not worth supervisory time to address because it is of minimal consequence to the organization’s success. The problem with Fournies’ questions is that they assume that you can identify unsatisfactory employee performance. They begin with a performance problem at the outset. But all a campus staff supervisor usually has to work with is a ministry results problem. For example, the CSM may have been expecting (based on fellowship size and history) to bring 10 students to an area conference, but only is able to recruit two. This result is unsatisfactory, and probably related to employee performance, but not in a linear fashion. The poor results could be due to a combination of inextricably linked issues:

· The CSM may lack good recruitment skills (a trainable skill issue)

· The CSM may have good recruitment skills but didn’t believe in the value of this particular event (a motivation and team player issue)

· The CSM may have been discouraged after a couple of negative conversations with students (a character—persistence—issue)

· The CSM may have never had a plan to recruit students for the conference, and only done so in a haphazard way (a planning issue)

· The successful campus sports team might have a crucial home game that weekend (obstacles beyond the CSM’s control)

	Table 5: Fournies’ Nine Questions

	1. Identify the unsatisfactory employee performance.
2. Is it worth your time and effort to address?
3. Do subordinates know that their performance is not satisfactory?
4. Do subordinates know what is supposed to be done?
5. Are there obstacles beyond the employee’s control?
6. Does the subordinate know how to do what must be done?
7. Does a negative consequence follow effective performance?
8. Does a positive consequence follow non-performance?
9. Could the subordinate do it if he or she wanted to?


In fact, most of these could have been going on to some extent (motivation, character, planning issues) but the CSM’s ready and unreflective explanation, upon being asked by his or her supervisor, is the one that absolves the CSM of responsibility, “The team had a home game this weekend that will determine their eligibility for a bowl game spot. No one wanted to miss the game.” 


So Fournies’ questions, which can be helpful once the unsatisfactory performance issue has been addressed, are useless to ascertain the real performance issue, because they assume that it is observable. In an InterVarsity setting, only a small fraction of a CSM’s job is viewed by his or her supervisor. Instead of Fournies’ list, I have suggested a first draft of questions for a Missional Coaching Analysis Discussion, to be discussed together as coach and the employee. (See Table 6.) The crucial usage of these questions is NOT NOT NOT to apportion blame, but rather simply to learn, both the employee and the coach. The coach will need to emphasize this many times, in order to help the employee remain undefensive. The coach and the employee have the same interest—to help the employee become as proficient as possible in his or her job, thus enjoying the success and feelings of competence and fruitfulness that that proficiency brings. 
	Table 6: Questions for a Missional Coaching Analysis and Discussion

	1. Identify recent unsatisfactory mission results (either the coach or the CSM). Consider this as a case study.
2. Talk together about the possible ways employee performance and behavior contributed to the unsatisfactory results. Refuse to allow all the blame to go to external circumstances or other people, for then there is no hope of improvement. Discuss behavioral patterns, habits and motivations that serve as barriers to success in this aspect of the mission. Did employee behavior limit the success of the effort? How?
3. Talk together about strategies and tactics that were employed but did not achieve the desired results. Did poor or misguided strategic or tactical choices themselves contribute to a lack of success? How?
4. Talk about the resources that may have been lacking. Did time, money or tool allocation issues put success out of the reach of the employee? What could be done differently to make these resources available?

5. Talk about the possible need for further training or practice on the part of the employee. Did the employee’s lack of skill or ability to carry out the plan or strategy limit the success of the effort? How?
6. What changes need to be made to increase the likelihood of a successful outcome of the next opportunity? –behavior, training, practice, planning, tactics, strategy

7. Agree upon a few specific and measurable goals and deadlines for the changes to be made.


My proposal of a Missional Coaching Analysis model is not meant to imply that the entire coaching relationship will consist of debriefing negative examples as case studies. I think much good can come from the exploring and understanding the best examples of ministry, at least as comparison studies. But if the CSM has confidence in the capability and good intentions of the coach, almost nothing could be more useful to the CSM than thorough analysis and diagnosis of the divergence between desired results and actual ministry outcomes, for the sake of learning and growth.
How Coaching Relates to Other Supervisory Roles in IVCF
I suppose my proper study of coaching ends here, but as I was preparing this paper I produced a table, seen on the next page, of the relationship between various roles a supervisor can sometimes play in the life of a supervisee. I did this for my own growth in understanding of the role of coach, vis-à-vis the roles of trainer, manager, shepherd and mentor. All of these roles are arguably within the domain of the role of supervisor, though probably only manager is rightly viewed as a synonym. Still, when I am coaching a supervisee I am playing a certain kind of role, and when I am serving as a manager I may be playing a different kind of role. Often these roles are in tension; sometimes at odds. For example, as a manager I may be eager to see that work is finished in a timely way, but as a shepherd, I also need to watch the work/family balance of the person I supervise, for the sake of the person and also for the sake of the mission.

The table became longer and more filled out as I tried to organize it. Do coaches challenge while shepherds and mentors only encourage? No, that’s not it. Rather, it is that coaches and mentors both challenge and support, but their challenge and support looks different, depending on the role they are playing. So as I asked certain questions of my understanding of the role of coach, the table grew. At least as a conversation starter for my colleagues in InterVarsity, it has already proven fruitful. 

	Table 7: The Multiple Potential Roles of a Supervisor

	Supervisory Role
	Coach
	Trainer
	Manager
	Shepherd
	Mentor

	Top-line focus
	Mission Effectiveness
	Job Skills, Knowledge, Abilities (SKAs), habits
	Performance Goals and Standards
	Spiritual and emotional health
	Career and Future Wisdom and Guidance

	Rel/Task Orientation
	High Rel

High Task
	Low Rel

High Task
	Low Rel

High Task
	High Rel

Low Task
	High Rel

Low Task

	Key Questions
	What works? What does not? How do we become more effective?
	What SKAs are needed? How can we ensure they will be put into use?

	What are your expectations and requirements? How are you accomplishing the tasks we’ve agreed you’ll do?
	How are you, really? How can you become more healed and whole?
	How can we think through your growth & development?

	Examples
	How can you work toward increasing leadership team retention?
	How can you improve your training for student leaders?
	What things have you done to shore up your deficit? 
	How does your family feel about your travel?
	What is your next growth opportunity?

	Key Skills of role
	Analysis, vision, motivation;  emotional intelligence
	High Impact training and teaching
	Attention, accountability, follow-through
	Compassion and thoughtfulness
	Listening and Wisdom

	Resources offered
	Tactics & strategies
	Insights and paradigms
	Systems and tools
	Prayer and support
	Experience and networking

	Faithfulness is expressed as
	Patience and Persistence: I will keep at it with you until we discover keys to effective ministry in your context.
	Servanthood: I care more that you learn what you need and act on it than that I teach what I want.
	Integrity: We both will do what we say we’ll do.
	Care: I value you more than just for the work you do.
	Loyalty: I care more for your development than I do for how the goals of the organization are met by you.

	Challenge is expressed as
	Courageous and dogged analysis
	Drills and practice
	Accountability w/consequences but w/o shame
	Speaking the truth in love
	Enlarging vision and elongating horizon 

	Support is expressed as
	Confidence in supervisee’s ability to succeed
	Noticing and acknowledging improvement
	Frequent,  specific, timely Affirmation
	Prayerful sharing of burdens and celebration of joys
	Sponsorship and investment for the journey

	Helping the supervisee to:
	Do the right things successfully
	Do the right things proficiently
	Keep priorities & commitments
	Do ministry in a healthy way
	Pursue life in a developmental way

	Another way to put it:
	Discover together what it takes to “win” or succeed.
	Train toward proficiency in those tasks
	Manage progress in the accomplishment of those tasks
	Ensure that other things do not hinder progress
	Think beyond the present tasks to what lies further ahead

	When it is going well…
	The supervisee is becoming more fruitful
	The supervisee is learning and applying it
	The supervisee is making progress
	The supervisee is growing spiritually and relationally
	The supervisee has vision for his/her future and is pursuing it well.

	Contribution to Morale
	Ministry Vision and practical help
	Ministry Competence
	Organizational Consistency
	Personal Health and Relational Community
	Personal Empowerment
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Figure 3: The Performance Coaching Process (Gilley and Boughton)
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Figure 2: Collins’ Christian Coaching Model
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Figure 1: Stoltzfus’ Model
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