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ABSTRACT

To remain competitive, organisations increasingly rely on human resources (HR) to operate as a strategic business partner re-

sponsible for developing employee capability. Although prior research highlights the centrality of supervisor-employee rela-

tionships for effective coaching, little is known about whether employees’ perceptions of the quality of the coaching relationship

(PQECR) change over time and how such change shapes work outcomes. This gap is consequential for HR because organisations

depend on HR systems, training and ongoing support to build and sustain coaching capability. Guided by social exchange the-

ory, this study investigates whether within-person changes in PQECR correspond with changes in job satisfaction and turnover

intentions, two outcomes of concern for HR. Using residual-change-modelling on two waves of data from 187 formally coached
employees in New Zealand, results show that fluctuations in PQECR meaningfully predict changes in both work outcomes.
The findings extend social exchange theory by positioning the coaching relation as a valuable yet dynamic relational resource.

Practically, the study highlights a strategic opportunity for HR to strengthen employee wellbeing and retention by designing sys-

tems that enable supervisors to develop coaching expertise and sustain high-quality coaching relationships over time.

1 | Introduction

Contemporary organisations increasingly expect human re-
sources (HR) to operate as a strategic business partner, building
workforce capabilities that contribute toward the organisation
gaining a competitive advantage (Stone 2017). As part of this
strategic mandate, it is anticipated that HR professionals will
design, implement and maintain agile people management sys-
tems that develop employees and support supervisors, thereby
aligning HR strategies with the organisation's business strategy
(Ananthram and Nankervis 2013). One such system is employee
coaching, where supervisors work one-on-one with their direct
reports to support their development and performance goals
(Ellinger et al. 2003). Employee coaching reflects a broader
shift in leadership practice from directive, control-based ap-
proaches towards models that emphasise equipping, enabling

and developing employees (Grant 2017; Pousa et al. 2018).
Researchers have highlighted employee coaching's potential to
strengthen organisational competitiveness by motivating and
empowering employees (David and Matu 2013), developing
talent (Lin et al. 2017), fostering innovation (Wang 2013) and
improving in-role performance (Huang and Hsieh 2015). As or-
ganisations embed coaching into supervisory roles (Koskinen
and Anderson 2023), HR's responsibility is to ensure that su-
pervisors have the capability, support and organisational con-
ditions required to coach effectively (Dainty 2011; Kapoutzis
et al. 2024).

Despite employee coaching's strategic relevance, a central HR
question remains insufficiently addressed: how do coaching
practices translate into meaningful employee work outcomes and
what role does the supervisor-employee coaching relationship
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Key Points

« Supervisor-employee coaching relationships func-
tion as a dynamic relational resource that fluctuates
over time, highlighting the need for HR systems that
help maintain consistently high-quality coaching
relationships.

« Within-person improvements in PQECR are associ-
ated with higher job satisfaction and reduced turnover
intentions, underscoring the importance of relational
quality for HR-relevant employee outcomes.

« HR can fulfil its strategic role by designing and im-
plementing systems that enable supervisors to sustain
high-quality coaching relationships through formal
training, protected coaching time and ongoing sup-
port for coaching capability.

play in this process? Although coaching is inherently relational
(Batson and Yoder 2012), prior research has largely focused
on technical skills and behaviours, often overlooking the rela-
tional context in which coaching occurs (Tanskanen et al. 2019).
The employee's perceived quality of the coaching relationship
(PQECR) represents a promising yet underexamined construct
that may explain why coaching efforts succeed or fail (Gregory
and Levy 2010). PQECR captures employees' evaluations of the
genuineness, supportiveness and developmental value of the
coaching relationship (Gregory and Levy 2010). Employees re-
spond more favourably to coaching practice when they perceive
the coaching relationship to be authentic, supportive and aligned
with their interests (Koskinen and Anderson 2023). However,
because supervisors must balance coaching with competing
managerial responsibilities (Lawrence 2017), relational quality
is unlikely to remain stable over time.

This gap is consequential for HR. Job satisfaction and turn-
over intentions are two of the most widely studied indicators
of employee wellbeing (Judge and Klinger 2008) and retention
(e.g., Wilkinson and Haar 2023), and both fall squarely within
HR's strategic responsibility (Ananthram and Nankervis 2013;
Stone 2017). Prior research shows that PQECR predicts both
outcomes (Mowat et al. 2025), but existing studies rely on cross-
sectional designs, preventing insight into whether changes in job
satisfaction and turnover intentions correspond with changes in
PQECR. Given that the frequency and quality of coaching inter-
actions fluctuate due to time pressures, inconsistent supervisory
behaviours and organisational constraints (Chen et al. 2019;
McCarthy and Milner 2020), employees continuously update
their perceptions of the coaching relationship. Understanding
whether these fluctuations matter for work outcomes is essen-
tial for designing and maintaining effective coaching systems.

Strategic human resource management requires HR to translate
business strategy into people management strategy (Stone 2017),
design systems that support strategic agility (Ananthram and
Nankervis 2013), and develop the relational and developmen-
tal conditions that shape employee attitudes and behaviours
(Dainty 2011). Coaching systems are a mechanism HR can
leverage to enact its strategic partner role. However, the effec-
tiveness of coaching practices depends on the relational quality

experienced by employees. Therefore, if PQECR fluctuates and
these fluctuations shape employee outcomes then HR must ac-
count for relational variability when designing coaching sys-
tems, training supervisors and allocating resources. In this
study, we conceptualise PQECR as a dynamic relational re-
source that evolves as employees interpret their ongoing inter-
actions with their supervisor. Accordingly, we examine whether
PQECR fluctuates meaningfully over time and whether such
fluctuations correspond with changes in job satisfaction and
turnover intentions.

This study makes three contributions. First, it advances the em-
ployee coaching literature by positioning PQECR as a dynamic
relational construct that, together with coaching skills, supports
employee development and performance. Second, it provides the
first empirical test of whether within-person changes in PQECR
predict corresponding changes in job satisfaction and turnover
intentions. Third, it offers a clear HR contribution by demon-
strating that HR people management systems can be more ef-
fectively designed to support and sustain employee coaching
capability, highlighting the need for HR to invest not only in
coaching skills training but also in the relational conditions that
enable supervisors to maintain high-quality coaching relation-
ships that enhance employee wellbeing and retention.

2 | Theory and Hypotheses
2.1 | Social Exchange Theory (SET)

SET provides the primary theoretical lens for understanding
how relational experiences between employees and their super-
visors shape employee attitudes and behaviours. SET proposes
that when individuals perceive they have received valuable so-
cioemotional resources from another party, offered in goodwill,
they experience a strong sense of gratitude that motivates recip-
rocation through helpful attitudes and behaviours (Blau 1964).
In workplace contexts, employees continuously evaluate their
interactions with their supervisors, assessing whether they feel
genuinely supported, valued, and thus motivated to reciprocate.
This is particularly the case in coaching contexts where power,
trust, role clarity and relational quality are constantly monitored
and interpreted (Spaten and Flensborg 2013).

Within this framework, the supervisor-employee coaching re-
lationship can be conceptualised as a relational job resource,
signalling supervisory investment, care and developmental
support. When employees perceive the coaching relationship
to be high-quality, they are more likely to reciprocate positively
(Koskinen and Anderson 2023). Conversely, when relational
quality deteriorates, employees may withdraw or reduce their
commitment. SET therefore provides a compelling basis for ex-
amining how changes in PQECR correspond with changes in
employee work outcomes.

2.2 | Supervisor-Employee Coaching Relationships
as Relational Resources

Supervisor-employee coaching relationships are defined as
collaborative partnerships focused on supporting employees'
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development and performance needs (Gregory and Levy 2010).
High-quality coaching relationships are characterised by au-
thenticity, empathy and genuine supervisory investment (Batson
and Yoder 2012; Koskinen and Anderson 2023), and genuine
supervisor-coaches derive intrinsic satisfaction from support-
ing employee growth (McCarthy and Milner 2020; Spaten and
Flensborg 2013). While related to constructs such as leader-
member exchange (LMX) and perceived supervisor support
(PSS), coaching relationships are conceptually distinct because
their foundational purpose is employee development rather than
transactional exchange or organisational benefit. In this sense,
coaching relationships contrast with LMX, which is conceptu-
ally grounded in reciprocal exchange of resources (Graen and
Uhl-Bien 1995), and are less instrumental than PSS, which ul-
timately serves the organisation's talent retention and competi-
tiveness goals (Kottke and Sharafinski 1988).

Relational experiences with supervisors are often classified as
job resources within the job demand-resources (JD-R) model
(Bakker and Demerouti 2017). Job resources broadly include
aspects of an employee's job that buffer against job stressors
such as physical work and compulsory citizenship behaviours
(Zhang et al. 2026). Within this category, relational resources,
such as the supervisor-employee coaching relationship, rep-
resent a distinct subset of socioemotional job resources that
arise from high-quality interpersonal exchanges. In this con-
text, the JD-R model and SET overlap. However, for clarity,
we conceptualise employees' perception of the coaching rela-
tionship as a relational resource rather than a job resource,
which is consistent with SET's emphasis on reciprocal socio-
emotional exchanges.

Despite the centrality of relational quality to coaching effec-
tiveness, PQECR remains underexamined (Koskinen and
Anderson 2023). Existing studies have relied on cross-sectional
designs, limiting insight into whether PQECR is stable or dy-
namic. Yet, coaching interactions are likely to be inherently
variable. Supervisors differ in their availability, relational be-
haviours and developmental focus (Grant 2017; Ladyshewsky
and Taplin 2017; Lawrence 2017) and employees continuously
update their evaluations of the coaching relationship in re-
sponse to these experiences (Spaten and Flensborg 2013).
Even a single negative interaction may diminish perceived
relational value (Echeverri 2020), while consistent positive in-
teractions may strengthen it. Understanding whether PQECR
fluctuates is important for HR because its systems rely on
supervisors maintaining high-quality coaching relationships
over time (Grant 2017). Thus, relational variability may influ-
ence the outcomes HR seeks to improve. This leads to our first
Hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1. Employee PQECR fluctuates over time.

2.3 | PQECR and Employee Work Outcomes

Job satisfaction reflects employees' affective evaluation of
their job and is one of the most widely studied indicators of
employee wellbeing (Judge and Klinger 2008). Job satisfac-
tion is central to strategic HR because it is strongly associated
with desirable organisational outcomes such as performance,

organisational citizenship behaviours and talent reten-
tion (Griffin et al. 2017). High-quality supervisory relation-
ships are consistently associated with higher job satisfaction
(Dansereau et al. 1975; Lawrence 2017), and PQECR has been
shown to positively predict job satisfaction (Mowat et al. 2025).
This suggests that employees interpret high-quality coaching
relationships as favourable supervisory treatment, enhancing
employee wellbeing.

Turnover intentions, defined as an intention to search for an-
other job, searching for another job and an intention to quit one's
job (Mobley et al. 1979), are strong predictors of actual turnover
(Bockerman and Ilmakunnas 2009), which is costly for organi-
sations (Wilkinson and Haar 2023). Relational experiences with
supervisors are well-established antecedents of turnover inten-
tions: abusive supervision increases turnover intentions (Haar
et al. 2016), and supervisor neglect can have similar effects
(Bockerman and Ilmakunnas 2009). PQECR has been found to
negatively predict turnover (Mowat et al. 2025), indicating that
high-quality coaching relationships may reduce employees' de-
sire to leave.

However, these findings are based on cross-sectional designs.
SET suggests that employees will adjust their level of recipro-
cation in response to ongoing relational experiences with their
supervisor. If PQECR is dynamic, then changes in employees’
perception of the coaching relationship over time should corre-
spond with changes in work outcomes. When PQECR improves,
employees may feel increasingly valued and supported, result-
ing in higher job satisfaction and reduced turnover intentions.
Conversely, when PQECR deteriorates over time, employees
may feel overlooked or less supported, reducing satisfaction in
their job and increasing withdrawal intentions. This leads to
Hypothesis 2:

Hypothesis 2. When PQECR changes over time, (a) job satis-
faction will change in the same direction, and (b) turnover inten-
tions will change in the opposing direction.

2.4 | Conceptual Model

Figure 1 presents our conceptual model.

3 | Methods
3.1 | Sample and Procedure

Our sample data of 187 participants was collected from em-
ployees based in Aotearoa New Zealand through a QualtricsXM
panel (repeated at two time points, roughly 1month apart).
Panellists' information was confidential; they were paid and
research shows they produce useful samples (Haar et al. 2022).
At Time 1 (T1), there were 395 respondents, which reduced to
187 at Time 2 (T2), 53% attrition. All participants had received
formal coaching from their supervisor in the previous 6 months.
Participants were employed across 20 industries, had an average
age of 44.07years (SD =13.03), with 65% being female, an aver-
age tenure of 6.87years (SD =5.66), were highly educated with
58% having a bachelor's degree or higher, and working in the
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PQECR

Work Outcomes:
*Job Satisfaction

(Change Over Time)

*Turnover Intentions
(Change Over Time)

FIGURE1 | Research model. PQECR =perceived quality of the employee coaching relationship. Source: Figure created by authors.

private sector (63%), public sector (29%) or not-for-profit sector
(8%). An analysis of group differences confirmed that the drop-
out group (n=208) and the retained group (n=187) were equiv-
alent on all model variables (p>0.05). The single exception was
age, where the between-group mean difference was 3.82years
(p<0.01). Therefore, we are assured the results were not biased
due to attrition.

3.2 | Measures

All items were coded 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree.
We report construct reliability (CR) as an indicator of internal
reliability for first-order latent variables, and omega hierarchical
(w,) as an indicator of internal reliability for second-order latent
variables (e.g., perceived quality of the employee coaching rela-
tionship [PQECR]).

PQECR was measured using 12 items from the scale devel-
oped by Gregory and Levy (2010). The PQECR construct
comprises four dimensions, each containing three items. A
sample item for the Genuineness of the relationship dimen-
sion is ‘I believe my supervisor truly cares about me’. A sam-
ple item from the Effective communication dimension is ‘My
supervisor is easy to talk to’. A sample item from the Comfort
with the relationship dimension is ‘I am content to discuss
my concerns or troubles with my supervisor’. A sample item
from the Facilitating development dimension is ‘My supervi-
sor enables me to develop as an employee of our organisation’
(@,(T1)=0.95, @, (T2)=0.94).

Job satisfaction was measured using three items by Judge
et al. (2005) as validated by Haar et al. (2014). A sample item
is T feel fairly satisfied with my present job’ (CR(T1)=0.85,
CR(T2)=0.89).

Turnover intentions was measured using four items from the
scale developed by Kelloway et al. (1999). A sample item is ‘T am
planning to look for a new job’ (CR(T1)=0.94, CR(T2)=0.95).

3.3 | Control Variables

We controlled for age, gender (male=0, female=1), tenure,
level of education (1=high school, 2=technical/polytechnic,
3=Dbachelor's degree, 4 =post-graduate), and hours worked per
week. All controls were modelled as ordinal variables. This was
based on results of meta-analyses by de Haan and Nilsson (2023)
and Ng and Feldman (2008, 2009, 2010a, 2010b).

3.4 | Analytical Strategy

We analysed the data using structural equation modelling
(SEM). SEM is widely used because it integrates measurement
and structural models within a single framework and allows for
rigorous testing of theoretically informed hypotheses (Burnette
and Williams 2005). Importantly, SEM accounts for random
measurement error, providing more accurate estimates of the
relationships among latent constructs (Zyphur 2022). All anal-
yses for this study were conducted using R statistical software
(R Core Team 2026). We used the measureQ package (Cheung
et al. 2023) to fit and evaluate the measurement model, and the
lavaan package for SEM (Rosseel 2012) to conduct measurement
invariance (MI) testing, estimate the structural paths, and test
hypotheses.

3.5 | SEM Assumptions

SEM assumes correct model specification and an adequate sam-
ple size. Model fit indices are used to assess adequate specifica-
tion, where a poor fit indicates model misspecification (Cheung
et al. 2023). While there are no strict rules, a sample size of 150
or more cases has been proposed as adequate (Ployhart and
Oswald 2004). The fit indices for our model were acceptable (see
Section 4) and our sample exceeded 150 cases with no conver-
gence issues.

3.6 | Common Method Bias (CMB)

Because the focal variables were measured using a self-report
survey, we considered the possibility of CMB. However, some
argue that method variance is often overstated (Brannick
et al. 2010), and our measures are conceptually distinct, re-
ducing the likelihood that participants relied on the same
cognitive cues when responding. Additionally, the change-
over-time design of our study introduced temporal separa-
tion, a recommended procedural remedy that disrupts shared
response tendencies (Podsakoff et al. 2003). Consistent with
Brannick et al. (2010) and Zhang et al. (2026), we compared
a single-factor confirmatory factor analysis with our theo-
rised three-factor model using the T1 measures. This pro-
cedure is analogous to the Harman's single-factor test. The
single-factor model demonstrated poor fit: comparative fit
index (CFI)=0.66, root mean squared error of approxima-
tion (RMSEA)=0.20, standardised root mean square re-
sidual (SRMR)=0.15, whereas the three-factor model fit
the data substantially better: CFI=0.95, RMSEA=0.08,
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SRMR =0.05 and the chi-square difference test was signifi-
cant: Ay?(df)=990.97.86, p<0.01. Combined with the afore-
mentioned study design features, these results indicate no
single factor accounted for covariance among indicator items,
suggesting that CMB is unlikely to have meaningfully influ-
enced the observed relationships.

3.7 | Measurement Invariance (MI) Procedure

To ensure that participant interpretation of our variables at T1
and T2 were equivalent, we conducted MI testing. According
to Williams et al. (2009), to be confident that change-over-time
represents real change (as opposed to change in participant in-
terpretation), MI at the configural and metric levels should be
achieved. This means equivalence in terms of factor structure
(configural invariance) and magnitude of factor loadings (metric
invariance).

Following Hammack-Brown et al. (2024) and Mowat et al. (2026),
we used multi-group confirmatory factor analysis (MGCFA) to
assess MI for our repeated measures. We first tested for config-
ural invariance (no model constraints), then metric invariance,
where we constrained factor loadings to be equal across both
time points. Next, we assessed scalar invariance, where we also
constrained intercepts to be equal across time points. Finally,
we assessed residual invariance, where we also constrained re-
siduals to be equal across time points. At each progressive stage,
the model fit indices were assessed against the commonly ac-
cepted cut-offs: CFI1>0.95, RMSEA <0.08 and the SRMR <0.10
(Williams et al. 2009).

3.8 | Hypotheses Testing Procedure

To test our hypotheses, we used change-over-time data where
we regressed our variable measures at T2 on T1 (Smith and
Beaton 2008) and saved the standardised residuals as an in-
dependent data set, hereafter referred to as residuals data (see
Hobfoll et al. 2003). This approach is recommended by Bergh
and Fairbank (2002) with the residuals data quantifying the
change at T2 that was not captured at T1. Had there been no
change between these time points, each residual would have
equalled zero. Therefore, the presence of positive residuals
was indicative of an increase over time and the presence of
negative residuals indicated a decrease over time (Schaufeli
et al. 2009).

4 | Results
4.1 | Measurement Model

To ensure measures at T1 and T2 had similar factor structures
and acceptable fit indices, we estimated independent confir-
matory factor analyses (CFA). Identical measurement mod-
els were specified for data collected at both time points. The
standardised factor loadings were of similar magnitude, sta-
tistically significant and exceeded the accepted cut-off of 0.05
(Bagozzi and Yi 1988). Model fit indices were assessed against
the commonly accepted thresholds: CFI1>0.95, RMSEA <0.08

and the SRMR <0.10 (Williams et al. 2009). Fit indices at T1
were y2(df)=373.37(225), p<0.01, CFI=0.95, RMSEA =0.06
and SRMR =0.04. Fit indices at T2 were y*(df)=317.93(225),
p<0.01, CFI=0.97, RMSEA=0.05 and SRMR=0.04. In sum,
we found the factor structure and model fit to be acceptable for
data collected at both time points.

42 | CR

As an indicator of multi-item latent construct internal reliability,
we report CR for unidimensional constructs and omega hierar-
chical (w,) for second order constructs (i.e., PQECR). At T1 and
T2, the internal reliability for our latent constructs exceeded the
recommended cut-off of >0.70 (Fornell and Larcker 1981; Hair
et al. 2014), enabling us to confirm our measures to be suffi-
ciently reliable.

4.3 | Construct Validity

To assess convergent validity, we examined the standardised
factor loadings and average variance extracted (AVE) at T1 and
T2. Ideally, standardised factor loadings are >0.70 because it
means the factor explains at least 50% of the indicator's vari-
ance (Cheung et al. 2023; Fornell and Larcker 1981). Likewise,
the AVE for each factor should be >0.50 because it means that
at least 50% of the variance across the set of indicators can be
explained by the factor to which they are loaded (Fornell and
Larcker 1981; Hair et al. 2014). The standardised factor loadings
for our model at T1 and T2 ranged from 0.74 to 0.96, and the
AVE for each construct exceeded 0.50, enabling us to confirm
our measures to be convergently valid.

We assessed discriminant validity following Cheung
et al. (2023) by constraining our model to prohibit item cross-
loading. We then applied the Fornell-Larker criterion under
which discriminant validity is achieved when the AVE for
each i—j pair of variables in a measurement model is greater
than their squared correlation (Fornell and Larcker 1981).
The criterion was achieved for all i-j pairs in our model at T1
and T2, enabling us to confirm our measures to be discrimi-
nately valid.

4.4 | MI Testing

Using MGCFA, we achieved configural, metric (weak) and sca-
lar (strong) invariance between our measures at T1 and T2 and
present the results in Table 1.

Up to and including the scalar level of invariance, the chi-
squared difference test between each progressively con-
strained model and the one preceding it was non-significant
(p>0.05), and model fit indices remained stable. To be con-
fident that the change-over-time represented real change as
opposed change in participant interpretation, MI to at least
the metric level is necessary (Williams et al. 2009). The results
confirm we went beyond this requirement, achieving MI to
the scalar level, leaving us confident in the equivalence of our
measures at T1 and T2.
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4.5 | Descriptive Statistics

Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for variable measurements
at T1, T2 and the residual correlations.

For data collected at T1, T2 and the residuals data, PQECR was
found to be positively correlated with job satisfaction and nega-
tively correlated with turnover intentions. Encouragingly, these
initial results aligned with our hypothesis, were consistent across
all three data sets, and were statistically significant (p <0.05).

4.6 | Hypotheses Testing

When we regressed the T2 measures to those measured at T1, the
presence of residuals not equal to zero confirmed that PQECR
had fluctuated over the one-month time gap. To further assess
whether the coaching relationships we measured were subject
to meaningful shifts in direction over this period, we divided
the residuals data into two groups. The first (n=82) contained
participants whose PQECR declined and the second (n=105)
contained participants whose PQECR improved. The mean

TABLE1 | Tests of measurement invariance for Time 1 and Time 2.
Model X df 4] CFI RMSEA SRMR Ax? P
Configural 582.61 290 <0.001 0.96 0.07 0.04 — —
Metric 597.92 306 <0.001 0.96 0.07 0.05 15.31 0.50
Scalar 605.47 318 <0.001 0.96 0.07 0.05 7.56 0.82
Residual 645.91 337 <0.001 0.96 0.07 0.05 40.44 <0.01

Abbreviations: CFI=comparative fit index, df =degrees of freedom, RMSEA =root mean square error of approximation, SRMR =standardised root mean square

residual.
Source: Authors' data.

TABLE 2 | Descriptive statistics.
Variables M SD AVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Time 1 correlations (n=187)
1. Age 44.07 12.99 —
2. Tenure 6.87 5.65 — 0.33"
3. Level of 2.59 1.00 — -0.27"  -0.18"
education
4. Hours per week 40.01 7.90 — 0.01 0.17 0.06
5.PQECR 3.78 0.72 0.68 0.05 0.07 —-0.01 —0.03 (0.95)2
6. Job satisfaction 3.73 0.63 0.65 0.21" 0.07 —-0.03 —-0.11 0.41" (0.85)
7. Turnover 2.39 1.28 0.81 —-0.30" —0.09 0.15" 0.15" —0.47" -0.67" (0.94)
intentions
Time 2 correlations (n=187)
5. PQECR 3.74 0.68 0.68 — —_— — — (0.94)2
6. Job satisfaction 3.70 0.71 0.72 — — — — 0.48™ (0.89)
7. Turnover 2.41 1.23 0.84 — — — — —0.49" -0.73" (0.95)
intentions
Residuals data correlations (n =187)
5. PQECR — — — — — — —
6. Job Satisfaction — — — — — — — 0.36"
7. Turnover — — — — — — — -0.29™ —0.49™
Intentions

Note: Composite reliability (CR) on diagonal in brackets.
*Omega hierarchical (w,).

"p<0.05.

“p<0.01.

Source: Authors' data.
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between-group difference in PQECR was substantial (—0.90,
p<0.01) with a large effect size (Cohen's d=—2.20). Moreover,
mean between-group differences were observed for job satis-
faction (—0.34, p<0.01; d=-0.46), and turnover intentions
(0.44, p<0.01; d=-0.57). These results support Hypothesis 1,
confirming PQECR to be a dynamic construct that fluctuates
over time.

To explore the relationships between PQECR and both job
satisfaction and turnover intentions as they change-over-time,
we fitted our conceptual model to the residuals data. Model
fit indices were acceptable: y*(df)=266.82(187), p=0.03,
CFI=0.96, RMSEA =0.03 and SRMR=0.06. Figure 2 pres-
ents the unstandardised regression coefficients for the struc-
tural (path) model.

The unstandardised regression coefficients from PQECR to
both job satisfaction (8=0.57, p<0.01) and turnover inten-
tions (8=-0.50, p<0.01) were in the hypothesised direction
and statistically significant. These results provide support
for Hypothesis 2a,b and further underscore the relevance of
PQECR as a temporal indicator of job satisfaction and turnover
intentions.

4.7 | Control Variable Results

We included age, gender, tenure, level of education and hours
worked per week (measured at T1 only) as covariates when
estimating the path coefficients for our conceptual model. The
unstandardised regression coefficients for tenure, level of edu-
cation and hours per week were all non-significant (p > 0.05).
However, the effect of age on both job satisfaction (§=0.02,
p<0.01) and turnover intentions (f=-0.01, p<0.01), and
the effect of gender (8=-0.32, p=0.01) on turnover inten-
tions were statistically significant. Our results confirm that
compared with younger participants, the positive relationship
between PQECR and job satisfaction was slightly stronger
for older participants. In terms of the negative relationship
between PQECR and turnover intentions, compared with
females, the effect was stronger for males, and compared
with younger participants, it was slightly weaker for older
participants.

PQECR
(Residuals)

FIGURE2 |

50,
[LL=.

5 | Discussion
51 | Summary of Findings

Drawing on SET, this study examined whether employees'
perceptions of the quality of the coaching relationship they
share with their supervisor fluctuate over time and whether
such fluctuations correspond with changes in job satisfaction
and turnover intentions. The findings provide clear evidence
that PQECR is a dynamic relational resource rather than a
static or slow moving condition. Employees' perceptions of
coaching relationship quality shifted meaningfully over a 1-
month period, supporting Hypothesis 1, and these shifts were
strongly associated with changes in job satisfaction and turn-
over intentions. Increases in PQECR predicted higher job sat-
isfaction and reduced turnover intentions, whereas decreases
in PQECR predicted a pattern in the opposite direction, sup-
porting Hypothesis 2a,b, respectively.

By showing that within-person increases in PQECR correspond
with within-person improvements in employee work attitudes
over time, our results build on prior cross-sectional evidence
that PQECR predicts job satisfaction and reduces turnover in-
tentions (Mowat et al. 2025). Moreover, they are consistent with
related research that demonstrates improvements in supervi-
sor-employee exchange relationships positively predict in-role
performance, engagement and job satisfaction, and reduce
turnover intentions (Ali et al. 2018; Tanskanen et al. 2019), and
PSS is positively linked with meaningful work, creativity and
organisational-based self-esteem (Ghafoor and Haar 2019).

Our findings align with SET, which predicts that employees
reciprocate when they perceive valuable socioemotional re-
sources are offered in goodwill (Blau 1964): When participants
in our study perceived that their supervisor was increasingly
supportive, authentic and invested in their development over
time, they reciprocated with stronger job satisfaction and re-
duced turnover intentions. Conversely, when participants per-
ceived the relational quality declined over time, they responded
with reduced job satisfaction and stronger withdrawal inten-
tions. This pattern mirrors research showing that abusive su-
pervision (Haar et al. 2016), supervisory neglect (Bockerman
and Ilmakunnas 2009), and technology-driven detachment

Job Satisfaction
(Residuals)
=25

(. 17) Turnover Intentions
.83, ’11”:'01 (Residuals)
7] =18

Structural (path) model results. Unstandardised regression coefficients reported. PQECR = perceived quality of the employee coach-

ing relationship. Figure created by authors based on the study model developed for this study.
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(Wilkinson and Haar 2023) increase turnover intentions.
Although we did not directly assess why PQECR fluctuated,
prior work suggests that supervisors often struggle to coach
their direct reports due to time pressures (Milner et al. 2023),
lack of formal training (Jones et al. 2025), resistant employers
(Turner and McCarthy 2015), unsupportive organisational cli-
mates (McLean et al. 2005) and balancing their managerial and
coaching roles simultaneously (Koskinen and Anderson 2023).
These contextual realities likely explain why we observed rela-
tional quality shift over time.

5.2 | Theoretical Implications

This study makes several theoretical contributions. First, the find-
ings contribute to HR theory by positioning PQECR as a dynamic
relational resource that HR systems must actively enable and sus-
tain. HR theory emphasises HR's strategic role, arguing that organ-
isational growth and competitiveness depend upon HR designing
agile people management systems that align with overarching busi-
ness strategy (Ananthram and Nankervis 2013; Ulrich et al. 2012).
Ulrich et al. (2012) competency model frames HR as a capability
builder and integrator, responsible for shaping the cultural and re-
lational conditions through which leadership behaviours are en-
acted. These perspectives highlight that for HR to fulfil its strategic
role, it must design and sustain people management systems capa-
ble of supporting the relational dynamics captured by PQECR be-
cause fluctuations in coaching relationship quality directly shape
the employee outcomes HR seeks to influence.

Second, we extend SET by demonstrating that employees' recip-
rocation is shaped not only by the presence of socioemotional
resources but also by their temporal trajectory. Employees ap-
pear to continuously reassess the genuineness and value of su-
pervisory support (Spaten and Flensborg 2013), adjusting their
attitudes and behaviours as relational quality evolves. This ex-
tends SET by highlighting that relational evaluation and subse-
quent reciprocation are ongoing and dynamic rather than static
or slow moving.

Third, we advance employee coaching theory by conceptualis-
ing the supervisor-employee coaching relationship as a dynamic
relational resource that may be leveraged by employees and
supervisors to help employees achieve their development and
performance goals. Although coaching is inherently relational
(Gregory and Levy 2010), prior research has largely focused
on supervisors' technical skills and behaviours (Tanskanen
et al. 2019). Our findings take this a step further by demonstrat-
ing that employees update their perceptions of the coaching
relationship in response to supervisory behaviours over time,
suggesting that coaching effectiveness depends on regular main-
tenance. The temporal dimension of coaching relationship qual-
ity has not been previously established in coaching research.
Therefore, our findings respond to calls for theoretical develop-
ment (Echeverri 2020; Gregory and Levy 2010).

5.3 | Practical Implications

Our findings have several implications for HR practice. While su-
pervisors are increasingly expected to coach their direct reports

(Ye et al. 2016), HR professionals and senior organisational
leaders play a critical role in enabling them to do so effectively.
Consistent with recommendations in the coaching literature,
in addition to modelling coaching behaviours at senior levels
(Al Nahyan et al. 2024) and formally recognising supervisors
who invest in coaching (Ribeiro et al. 2021), formal coaching
skills training remains essential (McCarthy and Milner 2020)
together with a supportive coaching culture (Koskinen and
Anderson 2023). Because some supervisors underestimate the
value of coaching or see it as a low priority (Ellinger 2013),
structured HR-led training and development initiatives can help
build coaching capability and reinforce its strategic importance
for employee wellbeing and retention.

However, formal coaching skills training alone is insufficient.
Developing and sustaining high-quality coaching relationships
requires time, consistency and organisational support (Milner
et al. 2023). Our findings show that employees' perceptions of
the coaching relationship can shift meaningfully within short
time frames, suggesting that relational quality is vulnerable to
everyday pressures and competing demands. To maintain rela-
tional quality and prevent declines that may negatively affect job
satisfaction and retention, organisations should prioritise regu-
lar coaching interactions, ideally monthly. While supervisors
may meet with each employee for 30-60min, coaching need not
be lengthy to be effective. Even brief, focused conversations in
which supervisors listen attentively to employees’ concerns can
communicate genuine care and support, helping sustain rela-
tional quality. HR systems can play a pivotal role in supporting
this consistency. Protecting dedicated coaching time, embed-
ding coaching expectations in work design and formally recog-
nising supervisors who demonstrate relational leadership can
motivate supervisors to coach more regularly and to a higher
standard. These system-level supports help ensure that coaching
is not crowded out by operational demands.

Finally, our results demonstrate that coaching relationships
operate as fluid rather than fixed socioemotional job resources,
and fluctuations have meaningful implications for employee
wellbeing and retention. Crucially, coaching effectiveness is a
product of both supervisors' technical skills and relational con-
ditions, which HR systems can help to create and sustain. This
underscores the need for HR-designed employee coaching sys-
tems that recognise relationship variation and support supervi-
sors to maintain high-quality coaching relationships over time.
By combining formal training with structured supports and
relationally focused HR practices, organisations can translate
their investment in employee coaching into meaningful im-
provements in wellbeing and talent retention.

5.4 | Limitations and Future Research

Although this study offers valuable insights, several limitations
must be acknowledged. First, we did not assess why PQECR
fluctuated. Future research should examine the interpersonal
events, contextual triggers and supervisory behaviours that
drive changes in employees' perceptions of coaching relation-
ship quality. Such work would deepen SET by clarifying how
and why the perceived value of relational resources shifts over
time and would help HR professionals design more targeted
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interventions to support relationally effective coaching. Second,
our two-wave, one-month design captured short-term relational
dynamics but may not reflect micro or longer-term patterns.
Future studies could employ weekly, monthly, or quarterly de-
signs with additional waves that capture the rhythms of coach-
ing relationships and identify when relational fluctuations are
most likely to take place. This would provide HR with clearer
guidance on how frequently coaching interactions should be
supported to occur. Third, although participant attrition be-
tween T1 and T2 was substantial, our analysis showed no
significant differences between retained and dropped partici-
pants on key variables, reducing concerns about attrition bias.
Nonetheless, to support richer, multi-wave data collection, fu-
ture studies may benefit from designs that minimise attrition,
such as shorter survey intervals and stronger incentives to par-
ticipate. Finally, although procedural and statistical checks (e.g.,
temporal separation, discriminate validity and the single-factor
versus three-factor CFA) suggest that CMB was not a major
concern, future studies could incorporate multisource data to
further reduce the risk (e.g., supervisor ratings, peer reports, or
organisational records). While some argue that CMB concerns
may be overstated and multisource data suffers from similar
method bias (Brannick et al. 2010), triangulating perspectives
from multiple sources would nonetheless strengthen confidence
in the relational dynamics observed and enhance the practical
relevance of findings for HR system design.

5.5 | Conclusion

Employee coaching has become a globally adopted leadership
practice and is increasingly positioned by organisations as a
core HR strategy for developing employees (McCarthy and
Milner 2020, 249). It reflects a broader shift away from command-
and-control toward approaches that emphasise employee em-
powerment and autonomy (Pousa et al. 2018). Although the
supervisor-employee coaching relationship is well-recognised
as a fundamental element of the coaching process, this study
provides the first change-over-time evidence that fluctuations in
PQECR meaningfully predict job satisfaction and turnover in-
tentions. By demonstrating that PQECR is not a static perception
but a dynamic relational resource that can shift over periods as
short as 1 month, the study extends SET to incorporate employ-
ees' continual reassessment of the genuineness of supervisory
intent and the value of the socioemotional job resource being
offered.

Practically, the results underscore that sustaining high-quality
coaching relationships requires more than formal training. It
requires time, consistency and organisational support. Regular
coaching sessions, ideally monthly, appear essential for main-
taining relational quality and supporting employee wellbeing
and retention. For HR, this means designing coaching systems
that protect time for coaching, reinforce relational leadership
expectations and provide ongoing support to supervisors as they
balance their operational duties with their role as coach. Future
research should examine the interpersonal events and organi-
sational conditions that cause PQECR to fluctuate, and how
HR systems can be designed to sustain high-quality supervi-
sor—employee coaching relationships long-term. Understanding
these mechanisms will further strengthen HR's ability to build

coaching capability and enhance employee wellbeing and reten-
tion, reinforcing HR's reputation as a valued strategic business
partner.

Acknowledgements

Open access publishing facilitated by Massey University, as part of the
Wiley - Massey University agreement via the Council of Australasian
University Librarians.

Funding

The authors have nothing to report.

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

Data Availability Statement

The data that support the findings of this study are available from the
corresponding author upon reasonable request.

References

Al Nahyan, M., M. Al Suwaidi, N. Al Zaabi, F. Al Qubaisi, and F. Jabeen.
2024. “Managerial Coaching and Innovative Work Behavior: Mediating
Role of Psychological Empowerment and Moderating Role of Task
Interdependence.” Evidence-Based HRM: A Global Forum for Empirical
Scholarship 13, no. 1: 49-67.

Ali, M., S. Lodhi, R. B. Orangzab, and W. Ali. 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, no. 1: 253-282.

Ananthram, S., and A. Nankervis. 2013. “Strategic Agility and the Role
of HR as a Strategic Business Partner: An Indian Perspective.” Asia
Pacific Journal of Human Resources 51, no. 4: 454-470.

Bagozzi, R., and Y. Yi. 1988. “On the Evaluation of Structural
Equation Models.” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science 16,
no. 1: 74-94.

Bakker, A. B., and E. Demerouti. 2017. “Job Demands-Resources
Theory: Taking Stock and Looking Forward.” Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology 22, no. 3: 273-285.

Batson, V., and L. Yoder. 2012. “Managerial Coaching: A Concept
Analysis.” Journal of Advanced Nursing 68, no. 7: 1658-1669.

Bergh, D., and J. Fairbank. 2002. “Measuring and Testing Change in
Strategic Management Research.” Strategic Management Journal 23, no.
4:359-366.

Blau, P. 1964. Exchange and Power in Social Life. Wiley.

Bockerman, P., and P. Ilmakunnas. 2009. “Job Disamenities, Job
Satisfaction, Quit Intentions, and Actual Separations: Putting the Pieces
Together.” Industrial Relations 48, no. 1: 73-96.

Brannick, M., D. Chan, J. Conway, C. Lance, and P. Spector. 2010.
“What Is Method Variance and How Can We Cope With It? A Panel
Discussion.” Organisational Research Methods 13, no. 3: 407-420.

Burnette, J., and L. Williams. 2005. “Structural Equation Modeling
(SEM): An Introduction to Basic Techniques and Advanced Issues.” In
Research in Organizations: Foundations and Methods of Inquiry, edited
by R. Swanson and E. Holton, 143-199. Berrett-Koehler.

Chen, I., S. Khan, and C. Lin. 2019. “Team Resource Management
Perception Under Managerial Coaching Skills and Organizational

Asia Pacific Journal of Human Resources, 2026

90of11



Climate: Cross-Level Analysis in Taiwan's Hospitals.” Health Care
Manager 38, no. 3: 228-238.

Cheung, G., H. Cooper-Thomas, R. Lau, and L. Wang. 2023. “Reporting
Reliability, Convergent and Discriminant Validity With Structural
Equation Modelling: A Review and Best-Practice Recommendations.”
Asia Pacific Journal of Management 41, no. 2: 745-783.

Dainty, P. 2011. “The Strategic HR Role: Do Australian HR Professionals
Have the Required Skills?” Asia Pacific Journal of Human Resources 49,
no. 1: 55-70.

Dansereau, F., G. Graen, and W. Haga. 1975. “A Vertical Dyad Linkage
Approach to Leadership Within Formal Organizations: A Longitudinal
Investigation of the Role Making Process.” Organizational Behavior and
Human Performance 13, no. 1: 46-78.

David, O., and S. Matu. 2013. “How to Tell if Managers Are Good
Coaches and How to Help Them Improve During Adversity? The
Managerial Coaching Assessment System and the Rational Managerial
Coaching.” Journal of Cognitive and Behavioral Psychotherapies 13, no.
2a:497-522.

de Haan, E., and V. Nilsson. 2023. “What Can We Know About the
Effectiveness of Coaching? A Meta-Analysis Based Only on Randomized
Controlled Trials.” Academy of Management Learning & Education 22,
no. 4: 641-661.

Echeverri, P. 2020. “Value-Forming Micro-Practices of Managerial
Coaching.” Coaching: An International Journal of Theory, Research and
Practice 13, no. 2: 191-208.

Ellinger, A. 2013. “Supportive Supervisors and Managerial
Coaching: Exploring Their Intersections.” Journal of Occupational &
Organizational Psychology 86, no. 3: 310-316.

Ellinger, A., A. Ellinger, and S. Keller. 2003. “Supervisory Coaching
Behavior, Employee Satisfaction, and Warehouse Employee
Performance: A Dyadic Perspective in the Distribution Industry.”
Human Resource Development Quarterly 14, no. 4: 435-458.

Fornell, C., and D. Larcker. 1981. “Evaluating Structural Equation
Models With Unobservable Variables and Measurement Error.” Journal
of Marketing Research 18, no. 1: 39-50.

Ghafoor, A., and J. Haar. 2019. “Organisational-Based Self-Esteem,
Meaningful Work, and Creativity Behaviours: A Moderated Mediation
Model With Supervisor Support.” New Zealand Journal of Employment
Relations 44, no. 3: 11-31.

Graen, G., and M. Uhl-Bien. 1995. “Relationship-Based Approach to
Leadership: Development of Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) Theory
of Leadership Over 25Years: Applying a Multi-Level Multi-Domain
Perspective.” Leadership Quarterly 6, no. 2: 219-247.

Grant, A. 2017. “The Third ‘Generation’ of Workplace Coaching:
Creating a Culture of Quality Conversations.” Coaching: An
International Journal of Theory, Research and Practice 10, no. 1:
37-53.

Gregory, J., and P. Levy. 2010. “Employee Coaching Relationships:
Enhancing Construct Clarity and Measurement.” Coaching: An
International Journal of Theory, Research and Practice 3, no. 2:
109-123.

Griffin, R., J. Phillips, and S. Gully. 2017. Organizational Behavior:
Managing People and Organizations. 12th ed. Cengage Learning.

Haar, J., A. de Fluiter, and D. Brougham. 2016. “Abusive Supervision
and Turnover Intentions: The Mediating Role of Perceived
Organisational Support.” Journal of Management & Organization 22,
no. 2: 139-153.

Haar, J., C. O'Kane, and U. Daellenbach. 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, no. 16: 3324-3352.

Haar, J., M. Russo, A. Suifie, and A. Ollier-Malaterre. 2014. “Outcomes
of Work-Life Balance on Job Satisfaction, Life Satisfaction and Mental
Health: A Study Across Seven Cultures.” Journal of Vocational Behavior
85, no. 3: 361-373.

Hair, J., W. Black, B. Babin, and R. Anderson. 2014. Multivariate Data
Analysis. 7th ed. Prentice Hall.

Hammack-Brown, B., K. Nimon, and A. Ellinger. 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 29, no. 2: 212-237.

Hobfoll, S., R. Johnson, N. Ennis, and A. Jackson. 2003. “Resource
Loss, Resource Gain, and Emotional Outcomes Among Inner City
Women.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 84, no. 3:
632-643.

Huang,J.,and H. Hsieh. 2015. “Supervisors as Good Coaches: Influences
of Coaching on Employees' In-Role Behaviors and Proactive Career
Behaviors.” International Journal of Human Resource Management 26,
no. 1: 42-58.

Jones,J., H. Lundgren, and R. Poell. 2025. ““I Love and Dream of a Future
Where We're All Coaches” An Analysis of Multiple Perspectives on
Managerial Coaching.” European Journal of Training and Development
49, no. 5/6: 451-474.

Judge, T., J. Bono, A. Erez, and E. Locke. 2005. “Core Self-Evaluations
and Job and Life Satisfaction: The Role of Self-Concordance and Goal
Attainment.” Journal of Applied Psychology 90, no. 2: 257-268.

Judge, T., and R. Klinger. 2008. “Job Satisfaction: Subjective Well-Being
at Work.” In The Science of Subjective Well-Being, edited by M. Eid and
R. Larsen, 393-413. Guilford Press.

Kapoutzis, N., L. Whiley, R. Lewis, and J. Yarker. 2024. “Developing
Coaching Cultures: An Exploration of the Enacting Practitioner
Perspective.” Journal of Work-Applied Management 7, no. 1: 35-50.

Kelloway, E., B. Gottlieb, and L. Barham. 1999. “The Source, Nature, and
Direction of Work and Family Conflict: A Longitudinal Investigation.”
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology 4, no. 4: 337-346.

Koskinen, K., and K. Anderson. 2023. “Managerial Mind-Set and
Behaviours That Shape Effective Relationship Building in Employee
Coaching: An Integrative Literature Review.” International Journal of
Evidence Based Coaching and Mentoring 21, no. 1: 129-146.

Kottke, J., and C. Sharafinski. 1988. “Measuring Perceived Supervisory
and Organizational Support.” Educational and Psychological
Measurement 48, no. 4: 1075-1079.

Ladyshewsky, R., and R. Taplin. 2017. “Employee Perceptions of
Managerial Coaching and Work Engagement Using the Measurement
Model of Coaching Skills and the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale.”
International Journal of Evidence Based Coaching and Mentoring 15, no.
2:25-42.

Lawrence, P. 2017. “Managerial Coaching - A Literature Review.”
International Journal of Evidence Based Coaching and Mentoring 15, no.
2:43-69.

Lin, W., Y. Chang, and C. Lin. 2017. “The Impact of Coaching Orientation
on Subordinate Performance: The Moderating Effects of Implicit Person
Theory and LMX.” Asia Pacific Journal of Human Resources 55, no. 1:
86-105.

McCarthy, G.,andJ. Milner. 2020. “Ability, Motivation and Opportunity:
Managerial Coaching in Practice.” Asia Pacific Journal of Human
Resources 58, no. 1: 149-170.

McLean, G., B. Yang, M. Kuo, A. Tolbert, and C. Larkin. 2005.
“Development and Initial Validation of an Instrument Measuring
Managerial Coaching Skill.” Human Resource Development Quarterly
16, no. 2: 157-178.

10 of 11

Asia Pacific Journal of Human Resources, 2026



Milner, J., T. Milner, G. McCarthy, and S. da Motta Veiga. 2023. “Leaders
as Coaches: Towards a Code of Ethics.” Journal of Applied Behavioral
Science 59, no. 3: 448-472.

Mobley, W., R. Griffeth, H. Hand, and B. Meglino. 1979. “Review and
Conceptual Analysis of the Employee Turnover Process.” Psychological
Bulletin 86, no. 3: 493-522.

Mowat, J. W., J. Haar, and D. Forsyth. 2025. “Coaching Employees: Is
It Quality or Quantity That Counts?” Evidence-Based HRM: A Global
Forum for Empirical Scholarship. https://doi.org/10.1108/EBHRM
-09-2024-0335.

Mowat, J., J. Haar, and D. Forsyth. 2026. “The Impact of Formal
Workplace Coaching on Employee Outcomes: A Matched Sample
Analysis.” Human Resource Development International 29, no. 2:
317-334.

Ng, T., and D. Feldman. 2008. “Long Work Hours: A Social Identity
Perspective on Meta-Analysis Data.” Journal of Organizational Behavior
29, no. 7: 853-880.

Ng, T., and D. Feldman. 2009. “How Broadly Does Education Contribute
to Job Performance?” Personnel Psychology 62, no. 1: 89-134.

Ng, T., and D. Feldman. 2010a. “Organizational Tenure and Job
Performance.” Journal of Management 36, no. 5: 1220-1250.

Ng, T., and D. Feldman. 2010b. “The Relationships of Age With Job
Attitudes: A Meta-Analysis.” Personnel Psychology 63, no. 3: 677-718.

Ployhart, R.,and F. Oswald. 2004. “Applications of Mean and Covariance
Structure Analysis: Integrating Correlational and Experimental
Approaches.” Organizational Research Methods 7, no. 1: 27-65.

Podsakoff, P., S. Mackenzie, J. Lee, and N. Podsakoff. 2003. “Common
Method Biases in Behavioral Research: A Critical Review of the
Literature and Recommended Remedies.” Journal of Applied Psychology
88, no. 5: 879-903.

Pousa, C., D. Richards, and C. Trépanier. 2018. “Managerial Coaching
of Frontline Employees: The Moderating Role of Gender.” Human
Resource Development Quarterly 29, no. 3: 219-241.

R Core Team. 2026. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical
Computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing. https://www.R-
project.org/.

Ribeiro, N., T. Nguyen, A. Duarte, R. Torres de Oliveira, and C. Faustino.
2021. “How Managerial Coaching Promotes Employees' Affective
Commitment and Individual Performance.” International Journal of
Productivity & Performance Management 70, no. 8: 2163-2181.

Rosseel, Y. 2012. “Lavaan: An R Package for Structural Equation
Modeling.” Journal of Statistical Software 48, no. 2: 1-36.

Schaufeli, W., A. Bakker, and W. Van Rhenen. 2009. “How Changes in
Job Demands and Resources Predict Burnout, Work Engagement, and
Sickness Absenteeism.” Journal of Organizational Behavior 30, no. 7:
893-917.

Smith, P., and D. Beaton. 2008. “Measuring Change in Psychosocial
Working Conditions: Methodological Issues to Consider When Data Are
Collected at Baseline and One Follow-Up Time Point.” Occupational
and Environmental Medicine 65, no. 4: 288-296.

Spaten, O., and W. Flensborg. 2013. “When Middle Managers Are Doing
Employee Coaching.” International Coaching Psychology Review 8, no.
2:18-39.

Stone, R. 2017. Human Resource Management. 9th ed. John Wiley &
sons.

Tanskanen, J., L. Miékeld, and R. Viitala. 2019. “Linking Managerial
Coaching and Leader-Member Exchange on Work Engagement and
Performance.” Journal of Happiness Studies 20, no. 4: 1217-1240.

Turner, C., and G. McCarthy. 2015. “Coachable Moments: Identifying
Factors That Influence Managers to Take Advantage of Coachable

Moments in Day-to-Day Management.” International Journal of
Evidence Based Coaching and Mentoring 13, no. 1: 1-13.

Ulrich, D., J. Younger, W. Brockbank, and M. Ulrich. 2012. “HR Talent
and the New HR Competencies.” Strategic HR Review 11, no. 4: 217-222.

Wang, Y. 2013. “R&D Employees’ Innovative Behaviors in Taiwan:
HRM and Managerial Coaching as Moderators.” Asia Pacific Journal of
Human Resources 51, no. 4: 491-515.

Wilkinson, S., and J. Haar. 2023. “Smartdevice Use in a COVID-19
World: Exploring Work-Family Conflict and Turnover Intentions.”
Asia Pacific Journal of Human Resources 61, no. 4: 981-1007.

Williams, L., R. Vandenberg, and J. Edwards. 2009. “Structural
Equation Modeling in Management Research: A Guide for Improved
Analysis.” Academy of Management Annals 3, no. 1: 543-604.

Ye, R., X. Wang, J. Wendt, J. Wu, and M. Euwema. 2016. “Gender and
Managerial Coaching Across Cultures: Female Managers Are Coaching
More.” International Journal of Human Resource Management 27, no.
16:1791-1812.

Zhang, J., M. Islam, K. Cafferkey, and K. Townsend. 2026. “Leveraging
Workcation to Enhance Employee Retention: Perspectives From the Job
Demands-Resources Model.” Asia Pacific Journal of Human Resources
64, no. 1: 1-17.

Zyphur, M. 2022. From CFA to SEM With Moderated Mediation in R.
Instats Inc. https://instats.org/seminar/from-cfa-to-sem-with-moder
ated-mediation4440.

Asia Pacific Journal of Human Resources, 2026

11 0f 11


https://doi.org/10.1108/EBHRM-09-2024-0335
https://doi.org/10.1108/EBHRM-09-2024-0335
https://www.r-project.org/
https://www.r-project.org/
https://instats.org/seminar/from-cfa-to-sem-with-moderated-mediation4440
https://instats.org/seminar/from-cfa-to-sem-with-moderated-mediation4440

	Employee Perceptions of Coaching Relationship Quality: A Change-Over-Time Study of Job Satisfaction and Turnover Intentions
	ABSTRACT
	Key Points
	1   |   Introduction
	2   |   Theory and Hypotheses
	2.1   |   Social Exchange Theory (SET)
	2.2   |   Supervisor–Employee Coaching Relationships as Relational Resources
	2.3   |   PQECR and Employee Work Outcomes
	2.4   |   Conceptual Model

	3   |   Methods
	3.1   |   Sample and Procedure
	3.2   |   Measures
	3.3   |   Control Variables
	3.4   |   Analytical Strategy
	3.5   |   SEM Assumptions
	3.6   |   Common Method Bias (CMB)
	3.7   |   Measurement Invariance (MI) Procedure
	3.8   |   Hypotheses Testing Procedure

	4   |   Results
	4.1   |   Measurement Model
	4.2   |   CR
	4.3   |   Construct Validity
	4.4   |   MI Testing
	4.5   |   Descriptive Statistics
	4.6   |   Hypotheses Testing
	4.7   |   Control Variable Results

	5   |   Discussion
	5.1   |   Summary of Findings
	5.2   |   Theoretical Implications
	5.3   |   Practical Implications
	5.4   |   Limitations and Future Research
	5.5   |   Conclusion

	Acknowledgements
	Funding
	Conflicts of Interest
	Data Availability Statement
	References


