When Coaching
Meets Toxicity

Engineering the Organizational Greenhouse
for Internal Coaching to Thrive




The Rise of the
Internal Coach

Internal coaching is no longer
an informal secondary duty;
it is a structured, peer-delivered

driver of enterprise performance.

Practitioner Implication: Internal coaching
generates highly contextualized,
hard-to-imitate competitive advantages
(Barney, 1991). It is an asset class
requiring strategic management.
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Defining the Boundaries of
Internal Coaching

External Coaching

High Cost

Low Context

Internal Coaching

High Context

Shared Culture

No Formal Authority

No Formal Authority

Managerial Feedback

High Context
Evaluative

High Formal Authority

The classic formulation (Frisch, 2001; Ebrahimi, 2024) dictates that internal coaches must operate
without direct hierarchical power over the coachee. This structural absence of authority is the exact
mechanism that enables psychological safety and behavioral experimentation.




The Coaching Paradox e
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Coaching does not occur in a vacuum. When employees invest trust in a coaching relationship, only | H
to return to a work environment shaped by initiation or abuse of power, the transfer of learning stalls. J HH
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Quantifying the Toxicity Tax B
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Practitioner Implication: Toxic leadership does not immediately destroy the value of coaching—it
attenuates it. Organizations experience a progressive, silent leakage of ROI. The financial argument

for addressing toxic leadership is a strategic asset-protection imperative.
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Decoding the Climate:
High Expectations vs. Toxicity

Demanding Leadership Toxic Leadership (Schmidt, 2008)
v Focus on task excellence @ Abusive Supervision
v' Rigorous feedback @ Authoritarian Leadership
v’ Psychological safety intact € Narcissism
v Predictable standards O Self-Promotion
@ Unpredictability

Destructive leadership is a systematic process of influence (Krasikova et al., 2013),
not a single bad day. It structurally reshapes the relational climate over time.
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- risk, employees withdraw into organizational silence. The coaching session produces insights,
- but the fear-based environment makes applying them dangerous.
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Pillar I: Ethical Leadership Architecture

= 360-degree assessments

= Behavioral codes defining

= Safe, independent reporting

specifically screening for Schmidt’s

ek = ) The Microsoft Shift
5 toxic dimensions.

Action: Replaced internally
combative stack-ranking with

unacceptable conduct. continuous feedback.

Framework: “Model, Coach, Care”

channels. embedded directly into

= Structured debriefs post- promotion/reward criteria.
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leadership transition.

Practitioner Implication: Ethical culture must be operationalized into

| compensation and promotion systems, not just corporate values statements.




Pillar 1l: Psychological Safety Infrastructure

The Google Ecosystem

Data: Project Aristotle proved
psychological safety is the #1
team performance driver.

Action: Built the g2g (Googler-to-
Googler) Coaching program.
2,000+ volunteer peers.

Result: 25,000 employees reached,

strictly separated from formal
®  Confidentiality protocols, strict separation authority structures.
of coaching from performance evaluation,
leader-led vulnerability modeling.

(Based on Edmondson, 1999)




Pillar lll: Governance & Quality Assurance

Lifecycle of a governed internal coach

Ethical

Validated Guidelines Supervised sy

Consultation /
Supervision

Selection (Dual loyalty Practice
boundaries)

Without boundaries, internal coaching risks being perceived as
organizational surveillance (Teixeira et al., 2026).

Data: ICF International Prism
Award winner (2022).

Impact: Coaching program
contributes ~$1 Billion USD
annually in operating margin.

Driver: Strict quality assurance
and alignment with business
strategy across all business units.
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The Engine: Accountability & Capability Systems

1. Upward Feedback:
Employees evaluate
leadership behavior.

2. Calibration: Senior
leaders review behavior
data alongside
business results.

4. Capability Building:
Coaching integrated into
broad leadership curricula
(McLean et al., 2005).

3. Consequence:
Transparent sanctions
for sustained toxic
behavior.

Practitioner Implication: Accountability systems must assess relational and behavioral

contributions to the organization, not solely task outcomes (Sonnentag & Frese, 2002).
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Long-Term Resilience: Distributed Leadership
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Key insight: The 2026 Teixeira study revealed that the managerial role did not moderate the coaching-
performance benefit. Internal coaching works equally well for individual contributors.

Practitioner Implication: Distributing leadership and coaching competencies across all levels
isolates the damage of individual toxic actors, creating systemic resilience.




The Continuous Learning Ecosystem

Core Layer: Internal Coaching & Mentoring

Protection Layer: Psychological Safety, Confidentiality Protocols.

Governance Layer: Capability Training, Supervision, Ethical Codes.

Feedback Layer: 360-Assessments, Safe Reporting, Leadership Calibration.

Redundancy equals resilience. If one development pathway is temporarily contaminated by a toxic
leader, other learning channels in the ecosystem remain viable.
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Recalibrating the Psychological Contract

Investing in coaching signals a commitment
to employee development. Tolerating toxic
leadership signals the exact opposite.
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The Broken Contract The Resilient Contract //////’ /
We invest in your growth, We expect high performance, IIIIIIII’/
but we will not protect we invest in your capability, e
you from harmful leaders. and we guarantee an ethical |‘r"~
climate in which you can
execute.

Coaching is not a panacea for poor management. But when deployed within a rigorously engineered,
psychologically safe architecture, it remains the ultimate multiplier of human capital. (Teixeira et al., 2026).
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