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Abstract

Our primary purpose in this paper is to a) outline the heretofore limited investigation and understanding of dyslexia in adults and b) assess the impact of coaching as ‘reasonable’ adjustment for this significant proportion of the working population, who receive little attention in the coaching, work performance and indeed disability literature. A  Social Cognitive Learning Theory-based coaching intervention was implemented with an opportunistic sample of 95 dyslexic coachees who, along with 41 line managers, provided independent ratings of work performance both before and after the coaching was conducted. Analysis of the coaching topics revealed a higher prevalence of working memory, organisational skills and time management than literacy difficulties. Paired samples t-tests revealed significant differences between the time intervals and large effect sizes (coachees: t (92) = 19.35, p < .001, d = 1.94; line managers: t(40) = 10.72, p < .001, d = 0.85) indicating that work performance improved over time.  The study supports the definition of dyslexia as a life-long, cognitive condition; the group comparisons demonstrated that coaching can address occupational performance deficits in executive functions as well as literacy.  
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Is coaching an effective adjustment for dyslexic adults?

Abstract

Our primary purpose in this paper is to a) outline the heretofore limited investigation and understanding of dyslexia in adults and b) assess the impact of coaching as reasonable adjustment for this significant proportion of the working population, who receive little attention in the coaching, work performance and indeed disability literature.. A  Social Cognitive Learning Theory-based coaching intervention was implemented with 95 dyslexic coachees who, along with 41 line managers, provided independent ratings of work performance both before and after the coaching was conducted. Analysis of the coaching topics revealed a higher prevalence of working memory, organisational skills and time management than literacy difficulties. Paired samples t-tests revealed significant differences between the time intervals and large effect sizes (coachees: t (92) = 19.35, p < .001, d = 1.94; line managers: t(40) = 10.72, p < .001, d = 0.85) indicating that work performance improved over time.  The study supports the definition of dyslexia as a life-long, cognitive condition; the group comparisons demonstrated that coaching can address occupational performance deficits in executive functions as well as literacy.  
Practice points:
1. The discrepancy between public awareness of what dyslexia means and the workplace difficulties arising from the cognitive profile, as reported here, highlight that we cannot expect dyslexic employees and their employers to be ‘informed consumers’ of support services.  They therefore may not make discerning choices in the style of coaching that they request, for example choosing an appropriately qualified coach or coaching style.  It is thus beholden upon coaching professionals to act with integrity and practise within our own ability, making referrals where necessary, as well as evaluating and disseminating evidence about ‘what works’ for dyslexia in the workplace. 
2. Coaching, when delivered from a person-centred approach, encouraging the individual to self-reflect and develop autogenic strategies, is effective as an adjustment for adults with dyslexia in the workplace.
3. In general, all coaching professionals interacting with employees who struggle with memory, time management and organisational skills should be aware that such difficulties may be part of a dyslexic profile, possibly compensated.  Support and further advice can be sought from the major charities and the British Psychological Society’s working group on neurodiversity and employment.
Introduction
Coaching is a wide ranging facilitative activity suitable for varied groups of individuals including younger as well as older people, healthy individuals as well as those presenting with specific difficulties (Newnham-Kanas et al., 2011). This paper focuses on coaching to accommodate disability, specifically dyslexia in adults. Developmental dyslexia is a hidden disability affecting individuals throughout their lifespan; estimates for prevalence are up to 10% for the UK workforce (Snowling, 2010). Employers are duty-bound to make ‘reasonable adjustments’ for disabled employees; for individuals with mental health needs, such adjustments have been found to relate to length of tenure (Corbiere et al., 2014). ‘Access to Work’, a UK based, government-funded support system to prevent unemployment as a direct result of disability, conducts assessments to establish whether the individual could continue to work with a compensatory adjustment for their disability and to recommend such adjustments.  Dyslexia accounts for approximately 3000 referrals annually to Access to Work, making it the third most common referral (Gifford, 2011). For muscular-skeletal difficulties, Access to Work provides free assessment resulting in advice on interventions such as modifying workload, environment, schedules, duties or the provision of assistance (Shaw et al., 2014).  For dyslexia, Access to Work provides part-funding for ‘coping strategy coaching’, and assistive technology. However, the need for evaluation of such adjustments has been identified to build a commensurate evidence base (McLoughlin & Leather, 2013; Gerber et al., 2012) without which coaching may be ineffective, which has been argued to hold true for varied coaching contexts (McDowall & O'Broin, 2014).  There is also a need to educate employers, to provide better information about the effectiveness of any adjustments (Shaw et al., 2014) and affected employees who may be at serious risks for job retention if any activities fail.  Our primary purpose in this paper is to (a) outline the heretofore limited investigation and understanding of dyslexia in adults and (b) assess the impact of coaching as reasonable adjustment for this significant proportion of the working population, who receive little attention in the coaching, work performance and indeed disability literature (Gerber et al., 2012) 
The evidence on dyslexia in adulthood
Very little is understood about dyslexic difficulties post-education, for instance to what extent these relate to occupational outcomes such as productivity, sustainability of employment and absenteeism (McLoughlin & Leather, 2013).  A broad search for the term ‘dyslexia’ within the EBSCO hosted databases in June 2014 revealed 11,117 research papers on the topic of dyslexia since 1995.  When the terms ‘treatment’ and ‘intervention’ were added, limiting sample populations to adults, the same databases produced only 82 of papers, of which only 27 were peer-reviewed, related to work or career, and only four of these were intervention evaluations. The lack of a commonly agreed definition limits the research scope and has contributed to the dearth of adult-focused studies.  For example, the current definition used by the British Psychological Society, refers only to the educational process of literacy acquisition (BPS, 2005).  Conversely, McLoughlin and Leather (2013, p28) define dyslexia as symptomatic of a life-long condition affecting cognition:
“Developmental dyslexia is a genetically inherited and neurologically determined inefficiency in working memory, the information processing system fundamental to learning and performance in conventional education and work settings.  It has particular impact on verbal and written communication as well as organisation, time management, planning and adaption to change.”
Given the prevalence of the condition, coaches in the realm of work may be working with coachees who have succeeded in their careers to date but have now reached a barrier beyond which cognitive difficulties impede performance.  The approach outlined in this paper has implications for both coaching as part of a formal process of implementing adjustments and for coachees who present for coaching independently, who may have dyslexia related difficulty as a feature of their broad workplace needs.  We will now outline a cognitive approach to understanding occupational dyslexia-related difficulty and present a case study evaluation of a social cognitive coaching method delivered as a primary intervention to prevent loss of employment in a sample of 95 dyslexic adults.
The Cognitive Profile of the Dyslexic Adult
Dyslexic adults have usually achieved a level of literacy commensurate with the form of employment they seek; across a full range of mental ability; this is sometimes known as the ‘compensated dyslexic’ (Shaywitz, 1996) where individuals have developed literacy skills despite an underlying neurocognitive deficit. For example, the 5% of nurses who are dyslexic (Illingworth, 2005) will need to have achieved a literacy level above GCSE standard English, in order to have passed their A Levels and Degree courses.  Such neurocognitive deficits are encompassed in the umbrella term “executive function issues”, which Varvar et al. (2014, p. 120) define as: “selectively processing information in the environment, retaining task-relevant information in an accessible state over time, making a plan by selecting a sequence of actions to achieve a goal, inhibiting a verbal or motor response, successfully adapting responses to changes in situations and environments, problem solving and self monitoring”.  This definition includes Working Memory and the processing of phonological and visual short term memory. Thus the delayed acquisition of literacy arises from a cognitive difficulty that perpetuates after education, for example impacting on work performance. Dyslexia practitioners working with adults report persistent poor performance in the following areas, compared to an otherwise acceptable / exemplary work record: (a) organisation skills (Bartlett & Moody, 2010) (McLoughlin & Leather, 2013); (b) Time management and estimation (Bartlett & Moody, 2010) (McLoughlin & Leather, 2013); (c) Goal-setting and prioritisation (Bartlett & Moody, 2010) (McLoughlin & Leather, 2013); (d) Coping with distractions (Bartlett & Moody, 2010) (McLoughlin & Leather, 2013); (e) Self-regulation (Bartlett & Moody, 2010) (McLoughlin & Leather, 2013).  This list of observed difficulties relates to several aspects of executive functioning all of which are strongly dependent on ‘Working Memory’ (Leather et al., 2011) 
	‘Working Memory’ (Baddeley, 2000) is a cognitive, executive function requiring individuals to retain information in short-term memory, either via phonological repetition or visual/spatial imagery, while they compute or analyse relevant information.  Working memory deficits has long been highlighted as a marker for diagnosing dyslexia (Wagner & Muse, 2006) and, while it is not considered a definitive factor in the assessment of children (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014) it is a strong indication within the diagnosis of adults (Baker & Ireland, 2007) where early literacy difficulties may have been overcome (Shaywitz S. A., 1996). Grant (Grant, 2009) highlights the following cognitive profile as indicative of dyslexia, using the Weschler Adult Intelligence Scale (Wechsler, 2008) for assessment (see Figure 1). The profiles below, would both produce full scale IQs of within one standard deviation of the average IQ of 100, yet the workplace performance for the two profiles would be markedly different in practice.  
**Note to editor: Insert Figure 1 about here
  
A Systematic Review of work participation for dyslexic adults highlighted executive functions, which include working memory as pervasive in job tasks, work participation and communication at work (de Beers et al., 2014).  Working memory difficulties are not limited to dyslexic individuals, but are also experienced by those with dyspraxia, ADHD (Grant, 2009) and many long term health conditions such as Multiple Sclerosis (Shevil & Finlayson, 2010).

Working memory is not a concept which is well understood by the line managers or coachees, given that it refers to cognitive processes which may not be explicit, unlike difficulties with reading or spelling, which are observable and have face validity as a disability stereotype (Colella et al., 1998). Given the bias in disability stereotype towards dyslexia as a purely literacy-based difficulty (Colella et al., 1998), and the influence of disability-job fit stereotypes in judgements about future performance (Colella & Varma, 1999), it is important to report the difficulties associated with dyslexia in occupational settings. Increased awareness on the part of employers, or indeed coaches, will prevent unnecessary negative assumptions and promote adoption of appropriate adjustments, where a ‘literacy only’ understanding could lead to conflicting beliefs over the origins of performance issues. Performance issues with time management and organisational skills risk being interpreted by employers as attitude, motivation or personality factors rather than dyslexia. Indeed these may be the presenting complaints for coachees in literate roles, while dyslexia may in fact be the underlying, unidentified cause. We contend that the working memory deficit is responsible for a significant amount of occupational dyslexia-related difficulty, just as it may predict initial literacy acquisition issues (Swanson & Siegel, 2001) and that any reasonable adjustment interventions, including coaching, should include strategies to manage working memory-related behaviour.  
Interventions for Dyslexia in the Workplace
Evaluative research on the effectiveness of learning interventions to support adults with dyslexia is sparse, and mainly based on students in Further and Higher Education (Gerber, 2012). Research to date into improving working memory ability through neuro-cognitive computer training has so far failed to identify an intervention that will generalise to behaviour outside the training context (Dunning et al., 2013).  A small collection of studies have examined the development of ‘higher-level thinking skills’, for example comprehension, argument development, planning and prioritising, as opposed to word recognition and rote-learning (Hock, 2012; Swanson, 2012; Swanson & O’Connor, 2009; Swanson & Zheng, 2013; Leather et al., 2011).  These studies highlight the need for interventions to be based on ‘dialectic, Socratic engagement’, as opposed to didactic literary instruction, in order to develop executive function control and influence comprehension.  Hock (2012) highlighted the need to be ‘client-led’ when coaching dyslexic students, and both Leather et al.(2011) and Zimmerman (2002) espoused the use of metacognition, a process by which one becomes self- aware of one’s own thought processes, to increase self-regulation (Flavell, 1979).  
These three client centred and non-directive elements are congruent with traditional adult learning frameworks, such as Kolb’s learning cycle (Kolb, 1984), in which one continually reflects on one’s own performance to develop new strategies and Social Cognitive Learning Theory (SCLT) (Bandura, 1989), in which the individual is an active participant in developing new behaviours based on observation of self and peers.  The active participant develops self efficacy (Bandura, 1989) which can support the wider development of learning skills and emotional resilience for dyslexic people (Ponton et al., 2005; Werner, 1993).  Active participants are also able to develop metacognition, the ability to be self-aware of one’s performance, which also leads to higher levels of self-efficacy (Bono & Judge, 2003) and this in turn can affect job satisfaction (Leather et al., 2011).  The coaching approach discussed in this paper is therefore aimed at creating self-management of difficulties in executive functioning.  The approach detailed here stands in contrast to the idea of coping strategy ‘tuition’, where the coping mechanisms are taught as explicit instructions, thus reinforcing a dynamic of ‘novice’ and ‘expert’ and inhibiting the development of self-efficacy and indeed perhaps preventing a successful alliance between coachee and coach (O'Broin & Palmer, 2006). It is necessary to make this distinction, since much of the current practice via Access to Work would be considered tuition.  Our definition of coaching in this context is congruent with the definition forward by McLoughlin and Leather (2013, p43):

"Coaching: this is a partnership and more androgogical approach, in which the learner ultimately takes control of their own learning and progression.  The aim is to help and increase the individuals' awareness of what they need to do to improve their performance or develop a particular skill."

In order to measure the effect of coaching as a reasonable adjustment for adult dyslexics, we implemented and evaluated a tailored coaching programme. Our evaluation focused on (a) the topics put forward by dyslexic employees and how these were addressed through coaching, and (b) to what extent any improvements on these topics would be noted by line managers.  If improvements are observable by third parties this could provide further evidence for potential transfer of learning and enhanced meta-cognition. In summary, the present study addressed the following research questions:
Question 1: What kind of cognitive issues are raised by dyslexic adults as a topic for targeted coaching sessions?  
Question 2: To what extent does participation in coaching facilitate an improvement in workplace performance for relevant issues?
Question 3: To what extent are any observed improvements limited to self-report coachee experience, or are improvements also observable by line managers?
Method

Participants
The study participants were 95 coachees from the UK, ranging in age from 23 – 55 years old, 45 women and 50 men, working in a wide range of employment roles, covering both the public and private sector. The coachees’ coaching programmes were paid for and commissioned by the employer except for self-employed workers and those from some small organisations, where Access to Work provided funding directly.  They were working full time and volunteered to take part a) in the coaching process and b) in the evaluation presented here.  The first author is a director in the third sector organisation who provides the coaching and recruited the participants through random sampling of the organisation’s evaluation programme, which is offered to all coachees and managers routinely. 
The coaching intervention
Eleven coaches provided an average of 9.86 hours of coaching per employee, over an average of 4.6 sessions. The number of sessions was pre-determined by an independent workplace needs assessor, separate to the coaching organisation and research.  This represents an accurate model of common industry practice.  All coaches had a background in professional workplace coaching, occupational psychology, or both with varying years of experience.  We did not recruit for specific experience with this client group, instead identified coaches who shared a pedagogical understanding of self-directed learning that would be congruent with McLoughlin and Leather’s (2013) ‘androgogical approach’. Dyslexia specific awareness training was delivered to the coaches by a Chartered Psychologist with over a decade’s experience in the field, to ensure they fully understood key concepts such as working memory. 
Each coach undertook coaching with between seven and fifteen coachees, over a period of two to six months.  The coachees were allocated to the coaches by geographical boundaries and all agreed to take part in the evaluation. In the introductory session, a meeting was held with the manager and coachee, where confidentiality boundaries were discussed as well as expectations around performance improvement.  During the meeting, the topics for focus during the intervention were chosen, based on a discussion around the employee’s current performance and the potential difficulties, drawn from the work of Bartlett and Moody (2010), shown in figure 2 (below – results section).  Please note that the term ‘memory’ was used on the actual form, rather than ‘working memory’ and the coach explored with the coachee examples of difficulty that we have then categorised as working memory, organisation or time management related. Examples are detailed in table 1:
Note to editor  insert table 1 about there
The coachee, manager and coach developed a coaching brief which was then refined, through discussion and feedback facilitated by the coach, to fit between three and seven topics collectively considered to be the most salient to performance improvement overall in the current job role.  
The coaching intervention itself was based on developing self-awareness through reflective, qualitative interviewing to avoid transferring ‘expertise’ from the coach to the coachee (Tosey, Lawley, & Reese, 2014) and the development of behavioural strategies to self-manage problems. The coaches used a Social Cognitive Learning theory approach of modelling exemplary colleagues, critical incident analysis, and prompting feedback from outside the coaching relationship.  Coaching models such as ‘symbolic modelling’ (Tompkins & Lawley, 2000) were used to assist the coachees in developing positive models of their experience.  It was not the purpose of this paper to evaluate one specific method over another, but to ensure that the intervention followed a pedagogy consistent with Social Cognitive Learning Theory (Bandura, 1989).
As an example of the approach taken, the coaching question “When you are organised at your best, it’s like what..?” (Walker, 2014) was used to facilitate a review of the scenarios and contexts in which the coachee can organise to address negative self-beliefs about organisational capacity and we can also elicit the principles by which the person organises.  One coachee responded that they were organised at his best when cooking, and described a process by which he took several items out of the cupboard to look at how they might fit together for a meal.  This then translated into a workload prioritisation process where they spread their notes and files across the desk in order to view the ‘ingredients’, and decipher the order in which they must be addressed as well as how they related to each other.  Viewing everything at once reduced the working memory load because they were no longer using short-term memory (such as the phonological loop or the visual spatial scratch-pad, see Baddeley, 2000) to retain the number of workload items.  
Through this iterative, dialogic process, the coachees developed a metacognitive understanding of their own thought and behaviour patterns, before co-creating individual strategies with their coach. The strategies were practised between sessions and the results reviewed in the subsequent session in order to facilitate a cyclical learning process.
Data collection and design
A within-participant, longitudinal evaluation was designed to compare self and manager performance ratings before (time 1) and after the coaching intervention (time 2).  Before measures were collected from the coachee and their managers independently, during or immediately following the introductory session.  At least one month after the coaching, and in some cases as many as four months after the coaching (due to logistical difficulties in contacting some participants) coachees and managers were telephoned personally, by an independent researcher, to provide ‘after’ measures of performance on the topics covered.  Of the 125 people who completed ‘before’ scores, 95 coachees (76%) responded to the telephone request and 41 managers (33%). There was no control group within this opportunistic case study sample.  
Measures
Coachees and their line managers gave a performance rating on a 10-point scale (ranging from 1 as ‘poor’, to 10 as ‘excellent’) at each time interval for the topics identified in the introductory session (for example ‘memory’ or ‘organisation’).  For the purpose of this research, we analysed four sets of ratings (time 1 and time 2; managers and coachees) for the five most popular topics as well as the overall means of each group, as follows; memory; organisational skills; time management; spelling; stress management.  Although planning and prioritising as topics were as popular as stress management (see figure 2, below) these topics were closely related to managing time and organisational skills, hence not investigated further in this study.  
Results
The data were analysed using SPSS 21 using only datapoints with a complete pair of before and after scores (13 cases with missing time 2 scores were excluded, for example where a manager did not provide an after score for organisation, but did provide scores for other topics).  The data sets met parametric assumptions and were analysed using paired samples t-tests (before and after for both coachees and managers) and independent samples t-tests to compare the coachees’ and managers’ overall scores.  A Bonferroni Correction was applied to control for the number of comparisons (24 means).  Cohen’s d was calculated for the paired samples results to gauge effect size.

With regards to the first research questions regarding the topics for coaching sessions, Figure 2 shows the percentage of coaching programmes featuring topic areas as requested by managers during the initial session.  The coachees’ requests varied slightly, providing more importance to spelling than time management, but resulting in no further differences to the top five topics.
Note to editor: take in Figure 2 about here
In order to test our second research question regarding performance improvements, we conducted by group comparisons. Table 2 (below) shows the before and after mean scores overall, and for each of the selected topics for coachees.  This demonstrated an improvement overall (mean of all topics reported by all coachees) and for the top five priority topics selected by coachees and their managers in the introductory coaching session.  All topics showed a differential effect, with a Bonferroni Correction setting the alpha level to p = .002.
Note to editor: take in Table 2 about here. 
We undertook further group comparisons to ascertain the extent to which performance improvements were noted by line managers. Table 3 (below) shows differences on the same topics as reported by managers.  The performance improvements were all but one still statistically significant, after applying the Bonferroni Correction. The effect sizes were, on average, less than for the coachees, though still large.  This pattern appears due to managers reporting higher time 1 scores, rather than managers reporting lower time 2 scores.
Note to editor: take in Table 3 about here
Independent samples t-tests were used to test the differences between manager and coachee’s rating scores at time 1 and time 2. The coachees’ average ‘before’ rating scores were significantly lower than their managers’. However after the coaching, there was no difference between the managers and coachees; both reported similar levels of mean performance, which shows that the performance at the second interval was perceived equally by both parties.  
Note to editor: take in table 4 about here
Discussion
The analysis of the coaching topics chosen by coachees and managers shows that memory and organisational skills are the most frequently requested, which supports our assertion that executive functioning is a prominent feature of adult-based occupational dyslexia-related difficulty, as opposed to a literacy only understanding. Workplace coaches may find that their coachees have undiagnosed dyslexia, or may benefit from improved awareness of how their diagnosed dyslexia is affecting them beyond educational experience.  Specialist coaches working specifically with dyslexia as part of a reasonable adjustment package should ensure that these topics are investigated as potential causes of poor performance.  Coaches may also need to advise supervisors or human resource professionals on how compensated dyslexia manifests in a workplace to promote understanding and ultimately better and more effective accommodation strategies.
Dyslexia is often referred to as reading disability. However, the accuracy of this label has been questioned, since many people struggle to acquire reading, not just dyslexic people (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014). The adults in our study were working in roles necessitating basic literacy ability. As literacy was not amongst the top two issues as a focus for coaching, and as reading did not feature in the top five topics for coachees or managers, working memory appears more relevant to the defining difficulties presented for coaching support experienced by our sample. Reading issues may be more suited to technological adjustments, such as specialist software that reads written text out loud, for example. While more work is required to establish a definitive diagnostic guideline for dyslexia, the prevalence of the above topics supports the life-long, working definition of dyslexia used by McLouglin and Leather (2013).
An unexpected result is the development of spelling ability, the sole literacy item in the top five topics.  It is possible that this improvement resulted in a reduction in self-doubt, or an enhanced confidence to ask, check and then use memory strategies to retain.  The use of working memory and / or self-efficacy as mediating variables in the development of other skills is a subject for future research.  Additionally it is of interest to explore the combination of assistive technology and coaching, as is often recommended (McLoughlin and Leather, 2013).
Implications for Coaching Theory, Research and Practice
It is important to further our understanding of the extent to which coaching is directly affecting underlying working memory capacity or whether the coachee becomes a more competent self-manager of an unchanging deficit. Working memory capacity is potentially malleable, as demonstrated by research on children using computer-based interventions in laboratory conditions, which has proved effective at a neurological level, yet has little transferability to real life settings (Dunning et al., 2013). There may be a meta-cognitive process that the coachees have learned to employ, which is improving memory as highlighted by Bor et al. (2014) or it may be that a self-efficacy improvement is leading to greater confidence in managing memory capacity, both self rated and observed.  Further studies would benefit from directly measuring meta-cognition in addition to perceptions of output, or standardised memory output.
In line with Social Cognitive Learning Theory (Bandura, 1989), we interpret the lower rating of performance in the before interval and subsequent increase in self-rating of ability, as indicative of coachees’ improved self-efficacy. Ponton et al. (2005) asserted that self-efficacy mediates all forms of cognitive motivation to learn, which is in itself a key factor in improving outcomes from adjustments.  Werner (1993) found that self-efficacy was a protective measure in dyslexic students attaining similar employment rates to neuro-typical controls, which would indicate a moderating effect.  In addition, Leather et al. (2011) who found that self-efficacy was correlated with job satisfaction for dyslexic adults. Gerber (2012) stated that self-efficacy is key in the ultimate goals of independence and autonomy, which would mediate the impact of the workplace self-management that a dyslexic adult must address, unlike the experience of the child in an education system.  Thus, self-efficacy becomes both an outcome measure of the dyslexia coaching intervention and a mediating variable in workplace performance improvement, consistent with existing research on self-efficacy in the general population (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998); the existing literature and this study demonstrate that the dyslexic adult is equally susceptible to the mediating variable of self-efficacy.
Further research could focus on replication of results and improved research design, for example comparing an intervention to control groups.  More targeted research using a wider range of measures will contribute to theoretical development as above, perhaps exploring the impact of an effective coaching relationship (O'Broin & Palmer, 2006) or analysis of the specific techniques used.  Strategy coaching / tuition is diverse in delivery and many people receive technological support in addition. Longitudinal design is needed to assess the impact of these varying adjustments on job retention and career potential.   We also need to define success in coaching in this context.  Is retention an effective measure of success? Since job-fit is an issue for dyslexics, with their ‘spiky cognitive profiles’ (Grant, 2009) it may be that a beneficial outcome of meta-cognitive awareness is to retrain, or find a different job that is more suited to their strengths.  
	Our research also has clear practical implications for coachees seeking coaching as a reasonable adjustment.  While we have demonstrated that coaching can be successful in this context, there are many different approaches and strategy coaching is often referred to as teaching or tuition(for example Dyslexia Action, 2015) indicating a different pedagogical approach.  These have not been evaluated and may or may not be as effective, depending on the context of the coachee and the support they require, for example tuition may be appropriate for literacy based issues where coaching is preferable when dealing with general executive functions and their impact on time management and organisation. Dyslexic employees and their employers are not ‘informed consumers’ of such services and cannot therefore make discerning choices in the style of adjustment that they request. More work is therefore needed to disseminate the nuances of our findings through relevant dyslexia practitioner networks, and encourage further evaluation of different pedagogies.  
In general, all coaching professionals interacting with employees who struggle with memory, time management and organisational skills should be aware that such difficulties may be part of a dyslexic profile, possibly compensated.  Advice on the extent of how dyslexia is contributing to workplace performance should be the subject of a workplace needs assessment, and Access to Work can be contacted for advice on this in the UK.  
Limitations and strengths of the current study.
The evaluation presented has several pragmatic limitations, including the opportunistic sample of coachees already seeking coaching support via Access to Work without a corresponding control group and any likely differentials in their diagnostic profile not being included as a control variable. We were further unable to control for line manager support, which was highlighted as a significant predictor of tenure in a sample of people with mental health needs (Corbiere et al., 2014). We were also unable to maintain contact with this group to assess their employment status further than the collation of the after coaching measures; hence can only speculate about longevity of outcomes.  
Nevertheless, a significant change from ‘before’ to ‘after’ was demonstrated in both the line manager and coachee rating scores, with large effect sizes. In answer to our second and third research questions, this is encouraging as the pattern shows that a coaching intervention can provide a reasonable improvement in workplace performance. Our strong dyad data is an addition to the current literature base for studies into both (a) occupational dyslexia and (b) coaching evaluation.  Although the data is self-reported, the line manager element enhances the robustness of the assessment since line managers will be responsible for making future employment decision, on which adjustments are predicated.   The comparatively low response rate from managers might represent a lack of investment in the coaching on their part and further research is needed to expand on this critical element of the adjustment process. Nevertheless, we also hope that by outlining the difficulties typically experienced by dyslexic adults, we may make coaches and employers more aware of potential symptoms.
We conclude that our evaluation offers support for coaching as an effective adjustment for occupational difficulty experienced by dyslexics, but that further research is needed to understand how the adult dyslexic profile encompasses a range of cognitive symptoms beyond literacy. The next logical step is to design a controlled study and to assess the impact of coaching when compared to dyslexic individuals who do not receive an intervention.  Additionally, the topics of concern could be compared to non-dyslexic individuals who are seeking workplace coaching, to establish the extent to which these issues are experienced as a distinct feature of dyslexia.   Coaching support for dyslexia is a common practice, delivered under the UK Equality Act (2010) label of ‘reasonable adjustment’.  What constitutes reasonable must be defined by time, costs and efficacy and, without robust longitudinal analysis psychologists cannot state confidently that an adjustment is effective.  This paper is presented as a primary study in the ongoing development of such an evidence base.
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