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The impact of formal workplace coaching on employee 
outcomes: a matched sample analysis
Jesse William Mowat , Jarrod Haar and Darryl Forsyth

School of Management, Massey University Business School, Albany, New Zealand

ABSTRACT
The manager-as-coach model, where supervisors enhance the 
development and performance of their direct reports (employees) 
by adopting a ‘coaching’ leadership style, has grown in popularity. 
For human resource development (HRD), the purported benefits 
include improved employee performance, organisational commit
ment, and reduced turnover intentions. Guided by Social Exchange 
Theory and Leader-Member Exchange Theory, we compared 
a matched sample (n = 412) of New Zealand-based employees 
across diverse sectors and industries, half who received formal 
workplace coaching from their supervisor (coached group) and 
half who did not (no-coach group). After conducting a multi- 
group confirmatory factor analysis and comparing latent means, 
we found that the formally coached group experienced stronger 
meaningful work and organisational citizenship behaviours (indivi
dual and organisational). Unexpectedly, turnover intentions and 
counter-productive work behaviours (CWB) did not differ between 
groups. This suggests that whilst formally coached employees felt 
obliged to improve positive work-related outcomes (i.e. meaningful 
work and OCB), the effect was too weak to reduce negative work- 
related attitudes and behaviours (i.e. turnover intentions and 
CWBs). Consequently, we discuss alternative explanations to 
account for this inconsistency, along with recommendations for 
HRD practitioners and future research.
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Introduction

Workplace coaching has gained significant traction as organisations attempt to 
improve employee development and performance (Kapoutzis et al., 2024; 
Schermuly et al., 2022). This upward trend may be a response to increasing 
competition, necessitating enhanced organisational performance (Pousa & 
Mathieu, 2015; Wang, 2013). According to Hagen and Peterson (2014), there 
are three main types of workplace coaching. 1) executive coaching, where an 
external coach guides executives. 2) managerial coaching, where supervisors 
coach their direct reports, and 3) peer coaching, where colleagues coach each 
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other. This study focuses on managerial coaching (hereafter referred to as work
place coaching), exploring the difference in work-related outcomes between two 
groups, where one received formal coaching from their supervisor and the other 
did not.

The literature strongly supports workplace coaching (Al Nahyan et al., 2024; Ellinger 
et al., 2003; Park et al., 2021; Schermuly et al., 2022). Some describe it as a ‘powerful 
approach to leadership’, noting that roughly three-quarters of UK-based managers are 
expected to coach their direct reports (McCarthy & Milner, 2020, p. 249). Matsuo (2018) 
highlights workplace coaching as an integral skill for supervisors, and Hagen and 
Peterson (2014) similarly note its potential to improve performance across multiple 
levels. There are a number of important work-related attitudes and behaviours linked 
with workplace coaching, including higher job satisfaction and performance (Ellinger 
et al., 2003), as well as stronger organisational commitment (S. Kim et al., 2013), and 
reduced turnover intentions (Ali et al., 2018).

Despite general support for workplace coaching, a body of literature also highlights 
the complexities and challenges. Milner et al. (2023) note that it is demanding work, and 
sessions can stray off-course, moving into non-coaching areas such as psychological 
counselling and self-disclosed misconduct, areas a supervisor-coach may be ill-equipped 
to manage. Others draw attention to the complexities and dilemmas of workplaces, 
including interpersonal relations and the power distance between employees and super
visors (Spaten & Flensborg, 2013). Additionally, poorly executed workplace coaching 
may do harm (Weer et al., 2016). For example, Dahling et al. (2016) found that low- 
skilled coaching delivered frequently may hinder employee performance.

A major complexity is how workplace coaching is implemented. Echeverri (2020) 
describes a unique approach in the Netherlands, where company-appointed coaches 
disguised as tram passengers observe drivers before initiating formal one-on-one coach
ing conversations. More broadly, Grant (2017) differentiates between kinds of coaching 
conversations from the short and informal (one to five minutes in duration) to the long 
and formal (up to one hour or more), ranging from ‘corridor conversations’ (p. 45) to 
formal coaching sessions. Similarly, Dixey (2015) distinguishes day-to-day conversations 
from less frequent formal coaching sessions. This study focuses on the distinction 
between formal coaching and alternative approaches, arguing that formal coaching offers 
the greatest potential to improve employee workplace attitudes and behaviours.

Building on the work of Gregory and Levy (2010); and Raza and Ahmed (2020), we 
define a formal coaching event as a structured one-on-one meeting between a supervisor 
and employee to discuss and improve performance on the job. Formal coaching events 
typically last up to an hour or more (Grant, 2017), making them distinct and memorable. 
For this reason, they can be recalled with reasonable accurately. In contrast, informal 
coaching events are typically shorter and less structured (Grant, 2017), making them 
routine and harder to distinguish from general supervision. As noted by Dixey (2015), 
some supervisors embed coaching into everyday conversations, meaning employees may 
not always realise they are being coached. Accordingly, our participants were categorised 
into ‘coached’ or ‘no-coach’ groups based on their formal coaching experience over the 
past six months. Those who participated in at least one formal coaching event were 
assigned to the coached group, whilst those who did not participate in any formal 
coaching events were assigned to the no-coach group.
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Our study makes four key contributions to HRD. First, we leverage Social Exchange 
Theory (SET) and Leader-Member Exchange Theory (LMX) to explain formal coaching’s 
impact on work-related attitudes and behaviours, critiquing these frameworks and 
proposing alternatives. Second, we enhance the generalisability of our findings by 
using propensity score matching (PSM), an advanced statistical technique that mimics 
random group assignment in non-random samples like ours (Hammack-Brown et al.,  
2024). Third, instead of taking a summed average approach and using a t-test or ANOVA 
to estimate the statistical significance of between-group difference, we apply latent mean 
modelling, which accounts for measurement error and produces more precise and valid 
estimations (Müller & Schäfer, 2017). Finally, we compare formal coaching with alter
native approaches (informal coaching and no coaching), addressing implications for 
practice (i.e. which approach is more effective?). In sum, this study offers theoretical and 
methodological insights for HRD academics and practical guidance for HRD 
practitioners.

Social exchange and LMX theories

When hypothesising the differences in work-related outcomes between employees who 
receive formal coaching from their supervisor versus those that do not, we draw on Social 
Exchange Theory (Blau, 1964) and the related Leader-Member Exchange Theory 
(Dansereau et al., 1975) because workplace coaching for improved performance can be 
understood as a social exchange between an employee and their supervisor (Ali et al.,  
2018; Wagstaff et al., 2018). SET and LMX are widely used in the literature to explain how 
workplace coaching enhances work-related attitudes and behaviours (e.g. S. Kim & Kuo,  
2015; Tanskanen et al., 2019).

According to SET, when an employee perceives coaching from their supervisor as 
a valuable job resource, they experience a ‘felt obligation’ (Haar & Spell, 2004, p. 1041), 
motivating the employee to reciprocate with positive attitudes, behaviours, (i.e. increased 
effort) (Batson & Yoder, 2012; Ribeiro et al., 2021). Such exchanges benefit the employee, 
their supervisor, and the organisation alike. Unlike economic exchanges, where work is 
done for payment, SET explains voluntarily reciprocity (Blau, 1964). Similar to economic 
markets, social goods and services (e.g. loyalty, support, information, and status) are 
negotiated through interpersonal interaction, with reciprocity as the foundation (Weer 
et al., 2016). Mutual respect and satisfaction strengthen social exchange relationships, 
making ongoing reciprocity more likely (Blau, 1964). In the workplace, SET reflects the 
employee’s obligation to repay valued support from their organisation or supervisor 
(Haar & Spell, 2004).

LMX (a branch of SET), describes the exchange relationship between supervisors and 
each of their direct reports (Dansereau et al., 1975). At its core, LMX suggests leadership 
operates through vertical dyadic relationships, where leaders exchange job resources (e.g. 
inside information, interesting work assignments, or workplace coaching) for employee 
support and loyalty (Ali et al., 2018; Dansereau et al., 1975). Workplace coaching relies on 
an exchange dynamic between supervisors and employees (Hagen & Peterson, 2014). 
Wang (2013) supports this, noting that workplace coaching can foster high-quality LMX, 
as employees perceive their supervisor’s investment in their development. Similarly, 
Batson and Yoder (2012) suggest employees may deliver superior performance in 
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exchange for workplace coaching. In sum, using SET and LMX as our framework, we 
posit that formal coaching surpasses informal coaching and no coaching because formal 
coaching is extraordinary, intimate, and encourages ongoing reciprocation, leading to 
enhanced work-related outcomes.

Hypotheses

Fundamentally, we compare two groups: (1) participants who have received formal 
coaching with (2) participants who have not. Our hypotheses are driven by SET and 
LMX, proposing that formal coaching has a greater impact on employee attitudes and 
behaviours compared with alternative approaches. Formal coaching sessions are salient 
events, signalling to employees that their supervisor is investing in their development. 
SET and LMX predict that when employees view formal coaching as a valuable job 
resource, they develop a felt obligation (Haar & Spell, 2004) and reciprocate with positive 
work attitudes and behaviours.

Our hypotheses focus on positive and negative outcomes. The positive set includes 
meaningful work, defined by Spreitzer (1995, p. 1443) as ‘the value of a work goal or 
purpose, judged in relation to an individual’s own ideals or standards. Meaning involves 
a fit between the requirements of a work role and beliefs, values, and behaviours’. 
Meaningful work promotes outcomes including creativity (e.g. Ghafoor & Haar, 2019) 
and well-being (e.g. Lips-Wiersma et al., 2023). Prior research supports a positive 
relationship between workplace coaching and meaningful work (e.g. B. Kim & Lee,  
2024). We also examine Organisational Citizenship Behaviours (OCBs), defined by 
Organ et al. (2006, p. 3) as ‘an individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or 
explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and in the aggregate promotes the 
efficient and effective functioning of the organization’. These behaviours typically target 
(1) individuals (e.g. co-workers) and (2) the organisation. Nguyen and Haar (2024) note 
that OCBs are ‘a critical determinant of organizational effectiveness and performance’ 
(p. 3). Additionally, S. Kim and Kuo (2015) previously reported a positive relationship 
between workplace coaching and OCBs.

Under SET and LMX, we expect that compared with participants not formally 
coached, those that have experienced formal coaching will report significantly higher 
levels of meaningful work as they recognise and reciprocate the effort their supervisor 
invests in them. Formal coaching enhances an employee’s experience, making work more 
meaningful. Similarly, OCBs should be influenced by the supervisor under LMX because 
employees who receive formal coaching should respond with greater OCBs, reciprocat
ing the value of coaching. LMX predicts that supervisory attention via formal coaching 
promotes extra-role behaviours, encouraging employees to contribute more to the 
organisation. This leads to our first hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1: Employees receiving formal coaching will report significantly higher levels of 
(a) meaningful work, and (b) OCBs compared with those who are not formally coached.

Our second set of outcomes examines negative work factors, which are detrimental to the 
organisation. Turnover intentions refer to thoughts of quitting (Dwivedi, 2015), which 
pose high costs for organisations (Haar, 2023). Previous research has shown a negative 
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relationship between workplace coaching and turnover intentions (see Ali et al., 2018). 
The other negative outcome we explore is counterproductive work behaviours (CWBs), 
which are defined as ‘intentional employee behavior that is harmful to the legitimate 
interests of an organization’ (Dalal, 2005, pp. 1241–1242). A meta-analysis by Dalal 
(2005) found only a modest negative relationship between OCBs and CWBs, confirming 
that CWBs are distinct rather than simply the opposite of OCBs. Moreover, and sig
nificantly, CWBs may harm workplace outcomes and employee wellbeing (Robinson & 
Bennett, 1995). Raza and Ahmed (2020) previously reported a negative relationship 
between workplace coaching and employee deviance. Under SET and LMX, employees 
who have not received formal coaching should report higher levels of negative outcomes 
because they feel deprived, leading to greater turnover intentions and deviant workplace 
behaviours. Conversely, employees who have received formal coaching should report 
lower negative work-related attitudes and behaviours because they recognise the value 
they have been given. This leads to our second hypothesis.

Hypothesis 2: Employees receiving formal coaching will report significantly lower levels of 
(a) turnover intentions, and (b) CWBs compared with those who are not formally coached.

Method

Along with our deductive approach to theory, the following sub-sections confirm our 
ontological (objectivist) and epistemological (positivist) worldview.

Sampling and participants

Data from 601 employees from Aotearoa New Zealand was collected via a QualtricsXM 

panel, where participants receive compensation and remain anonymous. Prior research 
supports panels as effective sampling methods (e.g. Haar et al., 2022). The participants in 
our study were all 18 years or older, engaged in paid employment across three sectors and 
20 industries. They worked for organisations of varying sizes, ranging from fewer than 
ten employees to over 1,000.

Measures

We selected four outcome variables and modelled them as latent constructs. Unlike 
variables that can be observed directly (e.g. age, gender, eye colour) latent constructs are 
abstract concepts (e.g. happiness, and loyalty). To quantify these, researchers develop 
scales comprising multiple observable variables (items) (Bell et al., 2019). This section 
identifies the scales, and a sample of items used to capture and quantify the four outcome 
variables.

Except where otherwise noted, all items were coded 1 = strongly disagree to 5 =  
strongly agree. As an indicator of internal reliability, we report construct relia
bility (CR). Traditionally, Cronbach’s alpha (α) has been used, but it assumes 
equal factor loadings across indicators (tau-equivalence). Given factor loadings 
typically vary in structural equation models, construct reliability (CR) is preferred 
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(Cheung et al., 2023). CR for all variables exceeded the recommended cut-off 
of ≥ .70 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2014), confirming the internal 
reliability of our measures.

Formal coaching status was measured using a single item: ‘In the past six months, how 
many one-on-one meetings (coaching conversations) has your direct supervisor had with 
you to discuss/improve your performance on the job?’ Participants scoring 1 or more 
were assigned to the coached group (formally coached). Participants scoring 0 were 
assigned to the no-coach group (i.e. informal coaching and no coaching). This measure 
differentiates between formal and informal coaching events because the wording empha
sises structured, one-on-one meetings and is specifically focused on discussing and 
improving job performance. This aligns with the characteristics of formal coaching 
which is planned, has a clear purpose, and is conducted in a dedicated setting, making 
it memorable. Also, because the measure asks for a count of discrete, identifiable 
coaching conversations over a six-month period, it suggests an expectation of scheduled 
events rather than casual, ad-hoc guidance. In contrast, informal coaching tends to be 
more spontaneous and weaved into everyday interactions without a set structure, making 
events harder to recall.

OCB Organisational and OCB Individual were measured using four items each from 
Lee and Allen (2002), coded 1 = never to 5 = almost always. Sample items include ‘I 
defend the organisation when other employees criticise it’ (organisational, CR = .80) and 
‘I assist co-workers with their duties’ (individual, CR = .80).

Meaningful Work was measured using three items from Spreitzer (1995). A sample 
item is ‘The work I do on this job is meaningful to me’ (CR = .94).

Turnover Intentions was measured using four items from Kelloway et al. (1999). 
A sample item is ‘I am thinking about leaving my organisation’ (CR = .95).

Counterproductive Work Behaviours was measured using three items developed by 
Bennett and Robinson (2000) (from Labban & Bizzi, 2022), coded 1 = never to 5 = almost 
always. A sample item is ‘I put in little effort at work’ (CR = .80).

Propensity score matching

When comparing two groups, where one receives treatment (e.g. formal workplace 
coaching) and the other does not, it is ideal when both groups are equivalent on 
characteristics other than the treatment. This ensures any between-group difference 
can be attributed solely to the treatment effect (Hammack-Brown et al., 2024). To 
strengthen confidence that the difference between our coached and no-coach groups 
resulted from coaching status alone we applied propensity score matching (PSM), an 
advanced statistical technique that reduces the risk of selection bias in non-random 
samples. PSM is used in other fields including medicine and education. For example, 
Wang et al. (2021) used PSM to compare hospital patients with severe COVID-19 on 
clinical improvement rates, finding no difference between the treatment group (treated 
with traditional Chinese medicine and normal care) and the control group (normal care 
only). Similarly, Melguizo et al. (2011) applied PSM when estimating differences in 
higher education outcomes, showing that the treatment group (community college 
path students) experienced lower educational achievement compared with the control 
group (4-year college path students).

6 J. W. MOWAT ET AL.



As noted by Pousa and Mathieu (2015), most social science studies rely on non- 
random sampling. However, the use of PSM remains infrequent (Melguizo et al., 2011). 
In the work-place coaching literature, we found just one study where PSM had been used 
(see Hammack-Brown et al., 2024), where the authors highlight PSM as an ideal 
approach when an experimental design is not feasible (e.g. when researching organisa
tions in their natural state). Keiffer and Lane (2016) agree, noting in HRD research, 
experimental designs can be problematic due to ethical and economic concerns, and the 
physical environment. In our quasi-experimental design, data was sourced from panel
lists that were not randomly assigned to groups, so PSM was a logical choice.

PSM utilises observed variables (i.e. participant characteristics) to balance two or more 
non-random groups, mimicking random group assignment (Keiffer & Lane, 2016). The 
result is groups containing an equal number of cases, closely matched on the propensity 
scores of the observed variables (as one would expect from random group assignment). 
A limitation of PSM is that the sample size can be reduced during matching because cases 
that cannot be closely matched are discarded. Despite this, we adopted PSM to ensure 
that differences between the two groups in our study were due to coaching status only.

Prior to score matching, we examined our initial sample (n = 601) for between-group 
differences on age, gender, tenure, and level of education. A series of t-tests (p ≤ .05) 
showed statistical differences in age, tenure, and level of education, indicating selection 
bias. PSM produced a matched sample (n = 412, 205 per group), ensuring statistical 
equivalence (p > .05) across age, gender, tenure, and level of education, effectively 
eliminating the selection bias.

The matched sample had an average age of 47.31 years (SD = 12.56) and was pre
dominantly female (64%). Average tenure was 9.22 years (SD = 6.66), with 48% holding 
a bachelor’s degree or higher. Participants worked in the private sector (60%), public 
sector (34%), or not-for-profit sector (6%).

Measurement model

To ensure a consistent factor structure and acceptable model fit across our two groups, 
we followed Pousa et al. (2018), estimating a separate confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 
for each. Factor structures were identical, with standardised factor loadings of similar 
magnitude, statistically significant, and exceeding the accepted threshold ( >.05) (Bagozzi 
& Yi, 1988). Model fit was evaluated using commonly accepted thresholds: comparative 
fit index (CFI) ≥.95, root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA) ≤.08, and the 
standardised root mean square residual (SRMR) ≤.10 (Williams et al., 2009). 
Independent CFA results were acceptable. Coached group fit indices were χ2(df) =  
196.47(125), CFI = .97, RMSEA = .05, and SRMR = .05. No-coach group fit indices were 
χ2(df) = 206.61(125), CFI = .97, RMSEA = .06, and SRMR = .07.

Measurement invariance testing

MI confirms that different groups interpret latent variable scales equivalently (Throuvala 
et al., 2021) and is a necessary precondition for group comparison. We conducted 
measurement invariance testing (MI) to ensure that the work-related outcome compar
isons between our two groups were valid. MI testing examines group equivalence in 
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factor structure, magnitude of factor loadings, measurement scale, and residual invar
iance (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). MI progresses stepwise through four increasingly 
stringent levels: configural, metric (weak), scalar (strong), and residual (strict) (Pousa 
et al., 2018). MI is established when the chi-squared difference between each progres
sively constrained model is non-significant (p > .05) and the model fit indices remain 
stable (Hammack-Brown et al., 2024). MI testing is common in workplace coaching 
research. For example, Pousa et al. (2018) conducted MI testing when exploring whether 
managerial coaching’s impact on performance was stronger for females compared with 
males. Since our goal was to compare the latent means of work-related outcomes across 
two groups, achieving MI to the scalar level was a necessary precondition (Cheung & 
Rensvold, 2002; Müller & Schäfer, 2017).

Following Hammack-Brown et al. (2024) and Pousa et al. (2018), we conducted 
a multi-group confirmatory factor analysis (MGCFA). We first tested configural invar
iance (no model constraints), then metric (weak) invariance, where factor loadings were 
constrained to be equal across groups, and finally scalar (strong) invariance, where both 
factor loadings and intercepts were constrained to be equal across groups. The chi- 
squared difference test between progressively constrained models was non-significant 
(p > .05) at both metric and scalar levels, with model fit indices remaining acceptable and 
stable. As per Table 1, for the matched sample, MI was achieved to the scalar (strong) 
level.

Having met the requirement for comparing latent means (i.e. MI to the scalar level) 
(Tsaousis & Alghamdi, 2022), we proceeded to test our hypotheses by comparing latent 
mean difference between the coached and no-coach groups.

Latent mean comparison

Comparing group differences is a central analysis in HRD (Keiffer & Lane, 2016) and 
social sciences generally (Müller & Schäfer, 2017). Researchers typically use t-tests and 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) to estimate between-group differences (Müller & Schäfer,  
2017). For example, when estimating the difference in workplace coaching skill between 
male and female supervisors, Hsieh and Huang (2018) estimating the summed average of 
a 20-item latent measure, and then conducted a t-test. However, compared with summed 
average approaches (i.e. t-test and ANOVA), structured means modelling (i.e. latent 
mean comparison) is more robust because it accounts for measurement error, enhances 
statistical power, and predicts more precise results (Müller & Schäfer, 2017). HRD 
researchers have previously been encouraged to adopt more advanced statistical methods 
(Keiffer & Lane, 2016). Since the four outcome variables in this study were modelled as 

Table 1. Tests of measurement invariance.
Propensity Score Matched Sample (n = 412)

Model df χ2 p RMSEA SRMR CFI ∆χ2 p

Configural 250 403.08 <.01 .055 .055 .967 – –
Metric 263 423.23 <.01 .054 .059 .966 20.15 .09
Scalar 276 440.29 <.01 .054 .059 .965 17.05 .20

Note(s): df = degrees of freedom. RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation. SRMR = standardised root mean 
square residual. CFI = comparative fit index.

8 J. W. MOWAT ET AL.



latent constructs, it made sense to adopt latent mean modelling and compare latent 
means (Müller & Schäfer, 2017).

Latent mean comparison has been used in health science and education. For example, 
Throuvala et al. (2021) estimated smartphone distraction differences across gendered 
groups, and Tsaousis and Alghamdi (2022) did the same when estimating differences in 
general academic ability. In workplace coaching, the only study we found using latent 
mean comparison was Hammack-Brown et al. (2024), which found no difference in 
coaching support between remote and office-based workers.

To estimate the latent mean difference between the two groups on our work-related 
outcomes, we followed Müller and Schäfer (2017). First, we conducted an MGCFA 
within a structural equation modelling framework. When specifying the model, we 
fixed the latent factor means for the no-coach group to zero, establishing it as the 
reference group against which the coached group could be compared. Additionally, 
factor loadings and intercepts were constrained to be equal across groups. Once these 
constraints were applied, we freely estimated the latent factor means for the coached 
group, interpreting the results as the latent mean difference between the no-coach group 
and the coached group.

Analytical software

We used the propensity score matching function in SPSS (version 29) to create a matched 
sample (n = 412) from our initial sample (n = 601). To assess MI and test our hypotheses, 
we used R statistical software (version 4.3). Specifically, we applied the R measureQ 
package (Cheung et al., 2023), and the R lavaan package (version 0.6.17) for structural 
equation modelling (Rosseel, 2012).

Results

Descriptive statistics for the initial sample are not reported but were comparable to the 
matched sample. Table 2 presents descriptive statistics and correlations for the matched 
sample only.

Propensity score matching

Table 3 presents results of the PSM process, comparing the initial and matched samples 
and highlighting the between-group differences.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics.
Propensity Score Matched Sample (n = 412)

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5

1. Meaningful Work 3.60 .82 (.94)
2. OCB (Organisation) 2.71 .72 .29† (.80)
3. OCB (Individual) 3.22 .60 .15* .69† (.80)
4. CWBs 1.79 .61 −.46† −.18† −.17† (.80)
5. Turnover Intentions 2.50 1.22 −.46† −.01 .09 .43† (.95)

Notes: †=p < .01, *=p < .05.
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In the initial sample (n = 601), the group sizes were unequal (coached n = 206; no- 
coached n = 395) and showed statistically significant differences (p≤.05) in age, tenure, 
and level of education. After PSM, the matched sample contained an equal number of 
cases (n = 206 per group) and showed no statistical differences in age, gender, tenure, or 
level of education. This result mimics random group assignment (Hammack-Brown 
et al., 2024) and ensures that between-group differences are likely due to the coaching 
status rather than age, gender, tenure, or level of education.

Latent mean comparison

Table 4 illustrates the latent mean difference between the no-coach group (reference 
group) and the coached group on the outcome variables.

Table 3. The differences between the coached and no-coach groups comprising the initial and 
matched samples.

Initial Sample n = 601 Propensity Score Matched Sample n = 412

No Formal 
Coaching

Formally 
Coached

No Formal 
Coaching

Formally 
Coached

n = 206 n = 395 n = 206 n = 206

Variables n % n % p-value n % n % p-value

Age <.01 .48
18–30 20 9.71 70 17.72 20 9.71 22 10.68
31–45 68 33.01 180 45.57 68 33.01 73 35.44
46–60 81 39.32 108 27.34 81 39.32 77 37.38
Over 61 37 17.96 37 9.37 37 17.96 34 16.50

Gender .66 .41
Male 71 34.47 129 32.66 71 34.47 79 38.35
Female 135 65.53 266 67.34 135 65.53 127 61.65

Tenure <.01 .54
< 1–4 years 73 35.44 180 45.57 73 35.44 73 35.44

5–10 years 60 29.12 131 33.16 60 29.12 66 32.03
11–16 years 31 15.05 43 10.89 31 15.05 31 15.05
17 years or more 42 20.39 41 10.38 42 20.39 36 17.48

Level of Education <.01 .93
High School 59 28.64 68 17.21 59 28.64 58 28.16
Technical College 47 22.82 89 22.53 47 22.82 52 25.24
Bachelor’s Degree 73 35.43 157 39.75 73 35.44 64 31.07
Post-Grad 27 13.11 81 20.51 27 13.11 32 15.53

Table 4. Latent mean difference between coached and no-coach 
groups on the dependent variables.

Propensity Score Matched Sample (n = 412)

Variables Group Difference β p-value

1. Meaningful Work .31 .01
2. OCB (Individual) .30 .01
3. OCB (Organisation) .47 <.01
4. Turnover Intentions −.07 .48
5. CWBs −.08 .49

Note(s): Group Difference β is the standardised latent mean difference between the 
no-coach (reference group) and the coached group.
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As hypothesised, participants who received formal coaching reported significantly 
higher levels of meaningful work (β = .31, p = .01) and OCBs individual (β = .30, p = .01) 
and organisational (β = .47, p < .01), supporting Hypothesis 1(a) and (b). Conversely, 
formally coached participants exhibited weaker turnover intentions and CWBs, but the 
latent mean differences were not statistically significant (p > .05for both). Thus, 
Hypothesis 2(a) and (b) were not supported.

Discussion

Results indicate that formally coached participants exhibited stronger positive attitudes 
and behaviours (i.e. meaningful work and OCBs) compared to those without formal 
coaching. This supports our position that formal workplace coaching is a more effective 
approach for strengthening workplace attitudes and behaviours compared with informal 
coaching and no coaching. Our findings align with prior research. Using SET, S. Kim and 
Kuo (2015) found a positive relationship between workplace coaching, OCBs, and in-role 
performance. Similarly, using LMX, Tanskanen et al. (2019) reported that workplace 
coaching enhances individual and team level performance, particularly when leader- 
member exchange relationships are strong.

Regarding negative work-related outcomes (i.e. turnover intentions and CWBs), we 
hypothesised that formally coached participants would exhibit weaker negative attitudes 
and behaviours than those without formal coaching. While the latent means for turnover 
intentions and CWBs were both comparatively weaker (as expected), the between-group 
difference was not statistically significant, challenging our assumption. This result mis
aligns with past findings. Ali et al. (2018) reported a negative relationship between 
workplace coaching and turnover intentions, and Raza and Ahmed (2020) did the 
same for employee deviance. However, turnover intentions are shaped by various factors, 
including counterproductive work behaviours (see Carpenter & Berry, 2017), and job 
dissatisfaction, career stagnation, and economic conditions (Hom et al., 2017; Stone,  
2017). Additionally, in developing a scale for turnover intentions, Dwivedi (2015) notes 
that employees leave for diverse, non-standard reasons. Similarly, CWBs may be influ
enced by thrill seeking tendencies (Bennett & Robinson, 2000), or personality factors like 
narcissism (Grijalva & Newman, 2015) that counterbalance the felt obligation generated 
by formal coaching (Haar & Spell, 2004). Moreover, OCBs are more visible to super
visors, while CWBs are harder to detect, possibly making employees less inclined to 
reduce them. We further acknowledge that the non-significant result may be due to 
participant non-self-disclosure of turnover intentions and CWBs. However, our 
approach was consistent with the literature, and participants were anonymous, so there 
was no advantage to be untruthful. Ultimately, our findings suggest the felt obligation 
created by formal coaching was too weak to overcome the complex drivers of turnover 
intentions and CWBs, leading to important theoretical implications, which we explore 
next.

Implications for theory

Based on SET and LMX, we hypothesised that formal coaching would be superior to 
alternative approaches (i.e. informal and no coaching), and that a supervisor’s offer of 
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formal coaching would create a felt obligation in employees (Haar & Spell, 2004), leading 
to reciprocity in the form of improved work-related attitudes and behaviours (S. Kim & 
Kuo, 2015; Tanskanen et al., 2019). While SET and LMX successfully predicted between- 
group differences in positive outcomes (i.e. meaningful work and OCBs), they did not 
account for the absence of difference in negative outcomes (i.e. turnover intentions and 
CWBs). This suggests the need to explore alternative theories that may explain why offers 
of formal coaching did not reduce negative work-related attitudes and behaviours.

Psychological Reactance Theory (PRT) (Brehm, 1966) argues that individuals view 
themselves as autonomous agents, free to act as they choose. When this freedom is 
threatened, they tend to resist (Steindl et al., 2015). In our study, participants offered 
formal coaching may have viewed the implied obligation to reciprocate to be an unwel
come constraint on their autonomy, motivating them to resist by preserving their 
negative work-related attitudes and behaviours.

Implications for research

To advance HRD research, we have responded to the call by Keiffer and Lane (2016) by 
adopting best practice methods when comparing non-randomly assigned groups on 
work-related outcomes. Whilst random sampling remains the gold standard for gener
alisability (Bell et al., 2019), a significant strength of our quasi-experimental design is the 
application of PSM to transform our non-random initial sample into two equally sized 
groups, matched on age, gender, tenure, and level of education. As a result, our matched 
sample of n = 412 mimicked random group assignment (Hammack-Brown et al., 2024), 
minimising sampling bias and enhancing confidence in the generalisability of the find
ings. Although non-random sampling is common in organisational research (Pousa & 
Mathieu, 2015), researchers can still take steps to reduce sampling bias, and we advocate 
PSM as a method for achieving this.

Another strength of our study is that we adopted latent means modelling when 
comparing the difference between our groups. Because we modelled our outcome vari
ables as latent constructs, it made sense to compare latent mean difference rather than 
take a summed average approach (Müller & Schäfer, 2017). We found just one other 
workplace coaching study among the literature where latent means were compared (see 
Hammack-Brown et al., 2024). This suggests the use of structured means modelling is 
underutilised, and we recommend HRD researchers consider this method when compar
ing groups measured with latent variables because it can produce more precise and 
reliable results (Müller & Schäfer, 2017).

Implications for practice

Formal workplace coaching is distinct from no coaching, but we also suggest it is distinct 
from informal coaching which is typically more frequent, shorter in duration, and less 
structured (Dixey, 2015). Compared with informal coaching, formal coaching is extra
ordinary because it extends beyond routine supervision, sending a strong signal that 
employees are valued, and have potentially reached insider status (Zhao & Liu, 2020). 
When supervisors dedicate extended one-on-one time to coach employees for improved 
performance, it is unsurprising that employees recognise it as a valuable job resource. In 
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contrast, informal coaching is often opportunistic, routine, and immediate (Grant, 2017), 
which some employees appraise as general supervision (Dixey, 2015).

Some supervisors prefer informal coaching because it requires less time and aligns 
with organisational constraints (Grant, 2017, p. 39). Others perceive formal coaching as 
more confrontational and potentially less effective (Dixey, 2015). However, our findings 
suggest otherwise. We found that employees receiving formal coaching view their work 
as more meaningful and demonstrate stronger OCBs. Therefore, we recommend that 
HRD practitioners integrate formal coaching as a core leadership competency and train 
supervisors to be experts.

It is acknowledged that effective workplace coaching requires time, effort, and com
mitment (Milner et al., 2023). However, HRD practitioners could help by ensuring 
supervisors receive ongoing training in best practices (Ellinger, 2013). Additionally, 
HRD practitioners could foster a coaching culture by developing organisational policies 
that encourage employees at all levels (coaches and coahees) to take an active role in the 
process (Koskinen & Anderson, 2023). For example, HRD practitioners could advocate 
for investment in digital platforms that streamline coaching efforts, such as tracking 
sessions, monitoring goal progress, and providing feedback. This would ensure super
visors are better equipped to balance their role as leader and coach, something recom
mended in the literature (B. Kim & Lee, 2024).

Limitations

Our data was collected using a self-reported instrument, at a single point in time, from 
employees only, not the supervisors who do the coaching. Whilst this practice is common 
in workplace coaching research (Dahling et al., 2016), it introduces the risk of common 
method variance, a systematic error which can may affect reliability and validity of results 
(Podsakoff et al., 2012). Also, we captured formal coaching events only, so cannot say 
whether participants also received informal coaching or not. Certainly, the literature 
acknowledges informal coaching (see Dixey, 2015; Grant, 2017), but its unstructured, 
spontaneous nature makes informal coaching challenging to measure accurately. 
Therefore, we deliberately focused on estimating differences in work-related outcomes 
between those who received formal coaching versus those who did not.

Future research

We chose a quantitative approach to examine the difference in work-related outcomes 
between two groups because it is systematic, allows for the statistical analysis of large data 
samples, producing precise results and findings that are generalisable to larger popula
tions. However, some readers may prefer a deeper exploration of individual participant 
motivations and experiences, which a qualitative approach could provide. For example, 
comparing the perspectives of individual employees and their supervisors on the out
comes of workplace coaching sessions.

We proposed that employees offered formal coaching would reciprocate with 
stronger work-related attitudes and behaviours compared to those not formally 
coached. While our hypotheses held for positive attitudes and behaviours (i.e. mean
ingful work and OCBs) they did not hold for negative work-related attitudes and 
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behaviours (i.e. turnover intentions and CWBs). This suggests that negative work- 
related factors may be more complex, with additional unknown influences counter
acting the effects of felt obligation generated by formal coaching. Replication and 
further theoretical exploration (e.g. Reactance Theory) may help explain why the 
negative work-related attitudes and behaviours for our coached and no-coach groups 
were equivalent.

We also encourage research into measuring informal coaching events accurately, 
allowing for a tri-group comparison of formally coached, informally coached, and no 
coaching groups on work related outcomes. Finally, future research could examine how 
formal coaching, informal coaching, and no coaching impacts on supervisors, exploring 
factors such as job demands, role conflict, and job satisfaction.

Conclusion

The practice of workplace coaching continues to expand (Ellinger, 2013; Schermuly et al.,  
2022). Guided by SET and LMX and employing advanced statistical techniques, this 
study develops HRD by demonstrating that formally coached employees exhibit stronger 
positive work-related attitudes and behaviours compared with those not formally coa
ched. To achieve the highest level of accuracy and reliability of results, we encourage 
HRD academics to adopt advanced statistical techniques (i.e. PSM and latent mean 
modelling) when estimating the difference between non-randomly assigned groups. 
For HRD practitioners, we advocate for formal workplace coaching as a core leadership 
competency and recommend that supervisors at all levels be trained and empowered to 
formally and effectively coach their employees.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

ORCID

Jesse William Mowat http://orcid.org/0009-0008-1047-9728
Jarrod Haar http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8935-4953
Darryl Forsyth http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0359-3716

Ethical declaration

This research meets the ethical standards prescribed by Massey University, Auckland, New 
Zealand. A low-risk notification was acknowledged by the Human Ethics Committee on 
30 April 2024. Application ID: 4000028883.

References

Ali, M., Lodhi, S., Orangzab, Raza, B., & Ali, W. (2018). Examining the impact of managerial 
coaching on employee job performance: Mediating role of work engagement, leader-member- 
exchange quality, job satisfaction, and turnover intentions. Pakistan Journal of Commerce and 
Social Sciences, 12(1), 253–282.

14 J. W. MOWAT ET AL.



Al Nahyan, M., Al Suwaidi, M., Al Zaabi, N., Al Qubaisi, F., & Jabeen, F. (2024). Managerial 
coaching and innovative work behavior: Mediating role of psychological empowerment and 
moderating role of task interdependence. Evidence-Based HRM, 13(1), 49–67. https://doi.org/ 
10.1108/EBHRM-12-2022-0293  

Bagozzi, R., & Yi, Y. (1988). On the evaluation of structure equation models. Journal of the 
Academy of Marketing Science, 16(1), 74–94. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02723327  

Batson, V., & Yoder, L. (2012). Managerial coaching: A concept analysis. Journal of Advanced 
Nursing, 68(7), 1658–1669. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2011.05840.x  

Bell, E., Bryman, A., & Harley, B. (2019). Business research methods (5th ed.). Oxford University 
Press.

Bennett, R., & Robinson, S. (2000). Development of a measure of workplace deviance. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 85(3), 349–360. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.3.349  

Blau, P. (1964). Exchange and power in social life. Wiley.
Brehm, J. (1966). A theory of psychological reactance. Academic Press.
Carpenter, N., & Berry, C. (2017). Are counterproductive work behavior and withdrawal empiri

cally distinct? A meta-analytic investigation. Journal of Management, 43(3), 834–863. https:// 
doi.org/10.1177/0149206314544743  

Cheung, G., Cooper-Thomas, H., Lau, R., & Wang, L. (2023). Reporting reliability, convergent and 
discriminant validity with structural equation modelling: A review and best-practice 
recommendations. Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 41(2), 745–783. https://doi.org/10. 
1007/s10490-023-09871-y  

Cheung, G., & Rensvold, R. (2002). Evaluating goodness-of-fit indexes for testing measurement 
invariance. Structural Equation Modeling, 9(2), 233–255. https://doi.org/10.1207/ 
S15328007SEM0902_5  

Dahling, J., Taylor, S., Chau, S., & Dwight, S. (2016). Does coaching matter? A multilevel model 
linking managerial coaching skill and frequency to sales goal attainment. Personnel Psychology, 
69(4), 863–894. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12123  

Dalal, R. (2005). A meta-analysis of the relationship between organizational citizenship behavior 
and counterproductive work behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(6), 1241–1255. https:// 
doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1241  

Dansereau, F., Graen, G., & Haga, W. (1975). A vertical dyad linkage approach to leadership within 
formal organizations: A longitudinal investigation of the role making process. Organizational 
Behavior & Human Performance, 13(1), 46–78. https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(75)90005-7  

Dixey, A. (2015). Managerial coaching: A formal process or a daily conversation? International 
Journal of Evidence Based Coaching & Mentoring, 9, 77–89.

Dwivedi, S. (2015). Turnover intentions: Scale construction & validation. Indian Journal of 
Industrial Relations, 50(3), 452–468.

Echeverri, P. (2020). Value-forming micro-practices of managerial coaching. Coaching, 13(2), 
191–208. https://doi.org/10.1080/17521882.2019.1707245  

Ellinger, A. (2013). Supportive supervisors and managerial coaching: Exploring their intersections. 
Journal of Occupational & Organizational Psychology, 86(3), 310–316. https://doi.org/10.1111/ 
joop.12021  

Ellinger, A., Ellinger, D., A, E., & Keller, S. (2003). Supervisory coaching behavior, employee 
satisfaction, and warehouse employee performance: A dyadic perspective in the distribution 
industry. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 14(4), 435–458. https://doi.org/10.1002/ 
hrdq.1078  

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable 
variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1), 39–50. https://doi. 
org/10.1177/002224378101800104  

Ghafoor, A., & Haar, J. (2019). Organisational-based self-esteem, meaningful work, and creativity 
behaviours: A moderated mediation model with supervisor support. New Zealand Journal of 
Employment Relations, 44(3), 11–31.

HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT INTERNATIONAL 15

https://doi.org/10.1108/EBHRM-12-2022-0293
https://doi.org/10.1108/EBHRM-12-2022-0293
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02723327
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2011.05840.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.3.349
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314544743
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314544743
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-023-09871-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-023-09871-y
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12123
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1241
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1241
https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(75)90005-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/17521882.2019.1707245
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12021
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12021
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.1078
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.1078
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104


Grant, A. (2017). The third ‘generation’ of workplace coaching: Creating a culture of quality 
conversations. Coaching: An International Journal of Theory, Research & Practice, 10(1), 37–53.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/17521882.2016.1266005  

Gregory, J., & Levy, P. (2010). Employee coaching relationships: Enhancing construct clarity and 
measurement. Coaching: An International Journal of Theory, Research & Practice, 3(2), 109–123.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/17521882.2010.502901  

Grijalva, E., & Newman, D. (2015). Narcissism and counterproductive work behavior (CWB): 
Meta-analysis and consideration of collectivist culture, big five personality, and narcissism’s 
facet structure. Applied Psychology, 64(1), 93–126. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12025  

Haar, J. (2023). What are the odds of burnt-out risk and leaving the job? Turnover intent 
consequences of worker burnout using a two sample New Zealand study. International 
Journal of Selection and Assessment, 31(1), 189–197. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12393  

Haar, J., O’Kane, C., & Daellenbach, U. (2022). High performance work systems and innovation in 
New Zealand SMEs: Testing firm size and competitive environment effects. International 
Journal of Human Resource Management, 33(16), 3324–3352. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
09585192.2021.1894213  

Haar, J., & Spell, C. (2004). Programme knowledge and value of work-family practices and 
organizational commitment. International Journal of Human Resource Management, 15(6), 
1040–1055. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585190410001677304  

Hagen, M., & Peterson, S. (2014). Coaching scales: A review of the literature and comparative 
analysis. Advances in Developing Human Resources, 16(2), 222–241. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
1523422313520203  

Hair, J., Black, W., Babin, B., & Anderson, R. (2014). Multivariate data analysis (7th ed.). Prentice 
Hall.

Hammack-Brown, B., Nimon, K., & Ellinger, A. (2024). Examining measurement invariance of 
a managerial coaching scale across traditional and virtual employee groups: Implications for 
expanding managerial coaching research. Human Resource Development International, ahead of 
print. 1–26. https://doi.org/10.1080/13678868.2024.2361181  

Hom, P., Lee, T., Shaw, J., & Hausknecht, J. (2017). One hundred years of employee turnover 
theory and research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 102(3), 530–545. https://doi.org/10.1037/ 
apl0000103  

Hsieh, H., & Huang, J. (2018). Exploring factors influencing employees’ impression management 
feedback-seeking behavior: The role of managerial coaching skills and affective trust. Human 
Resource Development Quarterly, 29(2), 163–180. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.21311  

Kapoutzis, N., Whiley, L., Lewis, R., & Yarker, J. (2024). Developing coaching cultures: An 
exploration of the enacting practitioner perspective. Journal of Work-Applied Management, 
ahead of print. https://doi.org/10.1108/JWAM-06-2024-0079  

Keiffer, G., & Lane, F. (2016). Propensity score analysis: An alternative statistical approach for 
HRD researchers. European Journal of Training & Development, 40(8/9), 660–675. https://doi. 
org/10.1108/EJTD-06-2015-0046  

Kelloway, E., Gottlieb, B., & Barham, L. (1999). The source, nature, and direction of work and 
family conflict: A longitudinal investigation. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 4(4), 
337–346. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.4.4.337  

Kim, B., & Lee, J. (2024). The safety implications of work overload: The sequential mediating roles 
of the meaningfulness of work and perceived organizational support, and the moderating effect 
of coaching leadership. Current Psychology, 43(41), 31933–31954. https://doi.org/10.1007/ 
s12144-024-06710-1  

Kim, S., Egan, T., Kim, W., & Kim, J. (2013). The impact of managerial coaching behavior on 
employee work-related reactions. Journal of Business & Psychology, 28(3), 315–330. https://doi. 
org/10.1007/s10869-013-9286-9  

Kim, S., & Kuo, M. (2015). Examining the relationships among coaching, trustworthiness, and role 
behaviors: A social exchange perspective. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 51(2), 
152–176. https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886315574884  

16 J. W. MOWAT ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1080/17521882.2016.1266005
https://doi.org/10.1080/17521882.2016.1266005
https://doi.org/10.1080/17521882.2010.502901
https://doi.org/10.1080/17521882.2010.502901
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12025
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12393
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2021.1894213
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2021.1894213
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585190410001677304
https://doi.org/10.1177/1523422313520203
https://doi.org/10.1177/1523422313520203
https://doi.org/10.1080/13678868.2024.2361181
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000103
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000103
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.21311
https://doi.org/10.1108/JWAM-06-2024-0079
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-06-2015-0046
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-06-2015-0046
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.4.4.337
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-024-06710-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-024-06710-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9286-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9286-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886315574884


Koskinen, K., & Anderson, K. (2023). Managerial mind-set and behaviours that shape effective 
relationship building in employee coaching: An integrative literature review. International 
Journal of Evidence Based Coaching & Mentoring, 21(1), 129–146.

Labban, A., & Bizzi, L. (2022). Are social media good or bad for employees? It depends on when 
they use them. Behaviour & Information Technology, 41(4), 678–693. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
0144929X.2020.1830174  

Lee, K., & Allen, N. (2002). Organizational citizenship behavior and workplace deviance: The role 
of affect and cognitions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(1), 131–142. https://doi.org/10.1037/ 
0021-9010.87.1.131  

Lips-Wiersma, M., Haar, J., & Cooper-Thomas, H. (2023). Is meaningful work always a resource 
toward wellbeing? The effect of autonomy, security and multiple dimensions of subjective 
meaningful work on wellbeing. Personnel Review, 52(1), 321–341. https://doi.org/10.1108/PR- 
10-2020-0754  

Matsuo, M. (2018). How does managerial coaching affect individual learning? The mediating roles 
of team and individual reflexivity. Personnel Review, 47(1), 118–132. https://doi.org/10.1108/ 
PR-06-2016-0132  

McCarthy, G., & Milner, J. (2020). Ability, motivation and opportunity: Managerial coaching in 
practice. Asia Pacific Journal of Human Resources, 58(1), 149–170. https://doi.org/10.1111/ 
1744-7941.12219  

Melguizo, T., Kienzl, G., & Alfonso, M. (2011). Comparing the educational attainment of com
munity college transfer students and four-year college rising juniors using propensity score 
matching methods. Journal of Higher Education, 82(3), 265–291. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
00221546.2011.11777202  

Milner, J., Milner, T., McCarthy, G., & da Motta Veiga, S. (2023). Leaders as coaches: Towards 
a code of ethics. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 59(3), 448–472. https://doi.org/10. 
1177/00218863211069408  

Müller, P., & Schäfer, S. (2017). Latent mean (comparison). The International Encyclopedia of 
Communication Research Methods, 1–7. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118901731.iecrm0132  

Nguyen, V., & Haar, J. (2024). When work-life balance fails to boost organizational citizenship 
behaviors: The moderating role of leader-member exchange. Evidence-Based HRM: A Global 
Forum for Empirical Scholarship. ahead of print. https://doi.org/10.1108/EBHRM-02-2024-0043  

Organ, D., MacKenzie, S., & Podsakoff, P. (2006). Organizational citizenship behavior: Its nature, 
antecedents, and consequences. Sage.

Park, S., McLean, G., & Yang, B. (2021). Impact of managerial coaching skills on employee 
commitment: The role of personal learning. European Journal of Training & Development, 45 
(8/9), 814–831. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-07-2020-0122  

Podsakoff, P., MacKenzie, S., & Podsakoff, N. (2012). Sources of method bias in social science 
research and recommendations on how to control it. The Annual Review of Psychology, 63(1), 
539–569. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452  

Pousa, C., & Mathieu, A. (2015). Is managerial coaching a source of competitive advantage? 
Promoting employee self-regulation through coaching. Coaching: An International Journal of 
Theory, Research & Practice, 8(1), 20–35. https://doi.org/10.1080/17521882.2015.1009134  

Pousa, C., Richards, D., & Trépanier, C. (2018). Managerial coaching of frontline employees: The 
moderating role of gender. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 29(3), 219–241. https:// 
doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.21322  

Raza, B., & Ahmed, A. (2020). Linking managerial coaching and workplace deviance: The 
mediating role of thriving at work. Iranian Journal of Management Studies, 13(3), 467–494.

Ribeiro, N., Nguyen, T., Duarte, A., Torres de Oliveira, R., & Faustino, C. (2021). How managerial 
coaching promotes employees’ affective commitment and individual performance. 
International Journal of Productivity & Performance Management, 70(8), 2163–2181. https:// 
doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-10-2018-0373  

Robinson, S., & Bennett, R. (1995). A typology of deviant workplace behaviors: 
A multidimensional scaling study. Academy of Management Journal, 38(2), 555–572. https:// 
doi.org/10.2307/256693  

HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT INTERNATIONAL 17

https://doi.org/10.1080/0144929X.2020.1830174
https://doi.org/10.1080/0144929X.2020.1830174
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.131
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.131
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-10-2020-0754
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-10-2020-0754
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-06-2016-0132
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-06-2016-0132
https://doi.org/10.1111/1744-7941.12219
https://doi.org/10.1111/1744-7941.12219
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2011.11777202
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2011.11777202
https://doi.org/10.1177/00218863211069408
https://doi.org/10.1177/00218863211069408
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118901731.iecrm0132
https://doi.org/10.1108/EBHRM-02-2024-0043
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-07-2020-0122
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452
https://doi.org/10.1080/17521882.2015.1009134
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.21322
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.21322
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-10-2018-0373
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-10-2018-0373
https://doi.org/10.2307/256693
https://doi.org/10.2307/256693


Rosseel, Y. (2012). Lavaan: An R package for structural equation modeling. Journal of Statistical 
Software, 48(2), 1–36. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02  

Schermuly, C., Graßmann, C., Ackermann, S., & Wegener, R. (2022). The future of workplace 
coaching - an explorative Delphi study. Coaching: An International Journal of Theory, Research 
& Practice, 15(2), 244–263. https://doi.org/10.1080/17521882.2021.2014542  

Spaten, O., & Flensborg, W. (2013). When middle managers are doing employee coaching. 
International Coaching Psychology Review, 8(2), 18–39. https://doi.org/10.53841/bpsicpr.2013. 
8.2.18  

Spreitzer, G. (1995). Psychological empowerment in the workplace: Dimensions, measurement, 
and validation. Academy of Management Journal, 38(5), 1442–1465. https://doi.org/10.2307/ 
256865  

Steindl, C., Jonas, E., Sittenthaler, S., Traut-Mattausch, E., & Greenberg, J. (2015). Understanding 
psychological reactance. Zeitschrift für Psychologie, 223(4), 205–214. https://doi.org/10.1027/ 
2151-2604/a000222  

Stone, R. (2017). Human resource management (9th ed.). John Wiley & sons.
Tanskanen, J., Mäkelä, L., & Viitala, R. (2019). Linking managerial coaching and leader-member 

exchange on work engagement and performance. Journal of Happiness Studies, 20(4), 
1217–1240. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-018-9996-9  

Throuvala, M., Pontes, H., Tsaousis, I., Griffiths, M., Rennoldson, M., & Kuss, D. (2021). Exploring 
the dimensions of smartphone distraction: Development, validation, measurement invariance, 
and latent mean differences of the smartphone distraction scale (SDS). Frontiers in Psychiatry, 
12, 1–21. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2021.642634  

Tsaousis, I., & Alghamdi, M. (2022). Examining academic performance across gender differently: 
Measurement invariance and latent mean differences using bias-corrected bootstrap confidence 
intervals. Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 1–12. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.896638  

Wagstaff, C., Arthur, C., & Hardy, L. (2018). The development and initial validation of a measure 
of coaching behaviors in a sample of army recruits. Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 30(3), 
341–357. https://doi.org/10.1080/10413200.2017.1384937  

Wang, Y. (2013). R & amp;D employees’ innovative behaviors in Taiwan: HRM and managerial 
coaching as moderators. Asia Pacific Journal of Human Resources, 51(4), 491–515. https://doi. 
org/10.1111/j.1744-7941.2012.00049.x  

Wang, Y., Liu, Y., Lv, Q., Zheng, D., Zhou, L., Ouyang, W., Ding, B., Zou, X., Yan, F., Liu, B., 
Chen, J., Liu, T., Fu, C., Fang, Q., Wang, Y., Li, F., Chen, A., Lundborg, C. S.Guo, J. & Wen, Z. 
(2021). Effect and safety of Chinese herbal medicine granules in patients with severe corona
virus disease 2019 in Wuhan, China: A retrospective, single-center study with propensity score 
matching. Phytomedicine, 85, 1–9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.phymed.2020.153404  

Weer, C., DiRenzo, M., & Shipper, F. (2016). A holistic view of employee coaching. The Journal of 
Applied Behavioral Science, 52(2), 187–214. https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886315594007  

Williams, L., Vandenberg, R., & Edwards, J. (2009). 12 Structural equation modeling in manage
ment research: A guide for improved analysis. Academy of Management Annals, 3(1), 543–604.  
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520903065683  

Zhao, H., & Liu, W. (2020). Managerial coaching and subordinates’ workplace well-being: 
A moderated mediation study. Human Resource Management Journal, 30(2), 293–311.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12280

18 J. W. MOWAT ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
https://doi.org/10.1080/17521882.2021.2014542
https://doi.org/10.53841/bpsicpr.2013.8.2.18
https://doi.org/10.53841/bpsicpr.2013.8.2.18
https://doi.org/10.2307/256865
https://doi.org/10.2307/256865
https://doi.org/10.1027/2151-2604/a000222
https://doi.org/10.1027/2151-2604/a000222
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-018-9996-9
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2021.642634
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.896638
https://doi.org/10.1080/10413200.2017.1384937
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-7941.2012.00049.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-7941.2012.00049.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.phymed.2020.153404
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886315594007
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520903065683
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520903065683
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12280
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12280

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Social exchange and LMX theories
	Hypotheses

	Method
	Sampling and participants
	Measures
	Propensity score matching
	Measurement model
	Measurement invariance testing
	Latent mean comparison
	Analytical software

	Results
	Propensity score matching
	Latent mean comparison

	Discussion
	Implications for theory
	Implications for research
	Implications for practice
	Limitations
	Future research

	Conclusion
	Disclosure statement
	ORCID
	Ethical declaration
	References

