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Abstract 

This paper examines the behaviours associated with managerial coaching and assesses 

the implications for leadership theory. Survey data from 521 line-managers are 

analysed to: identify the behaviours associated with managerial coaching; examine 

factors that affect the propensity of managers to undertake coaching; and discuss the 

implications of the manager as coach role for leadership theory and practice. First, the 

analysis indicates that workplace coaching is distinct from specialised coaching 

practices. Second, demographic characteristics of individual managers, such as their 

age, experience or level of management qualification are unlikely to affect their 

propensity to undertake managerial coaching. However, leader-team member 

relationships (leader-member exchange) and occupational self-efficacy (OSE) are 

predictive of managerial coaching behaviours. Third, managerial coaching challenges 

traditional leader-centric models of leadership and requires an acknowledgement of 

reciprocity, collaborative ‘meaning-making’ and a diminished ‘distance’ between 

leaders and team members.  

Key words: leadership theory; managerial coaching; leader-member exchange; 

occupational self-efficacy. 

Introduction 

This paper attempts to build a bridge between research and literature about managerial 

coaching and generic leadership theories. It examines the role of the manager as coach and 

the implications of managerial coaching for leadership theory and practice. Managerial 

coaching involves a supervisor or manager facilitating learning by enacting behaviours that 

enable employees to learn and develop work-related skills and abilities (Ellinger et al 2011, 

67). Very little consensus is evident amongst scholars and practitioners about the distinction 
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between leadership and management (Yukl 2008). In the context of workplace coaching, 

leadership is defined as: the interpersonal processes involved when the one person (variously 

referred to as a supervisor, team leader or line manager) enlists the support of their work 

group to achieve shared goals (McCartney and Campbell 2006). Advocates of managerial 

coaching highlight its potential to enable line-managers to fulfil their leadership function 

through developing and harnessing the skills, knowledge and abilities of team members to 

deliver motivated and effective performance (Harney and Jordan 2008; Gould-Williams and 

Gatenby 2010; Purcell and Hutchinson 2007).  

In spite of the interest in the role of the manager as coach in both the leadership and 

HRD literatures very little attention has been paid to its implications for generic leadership 

theory (Hagen and Aguilar 2012; Ellinger et al 2011). In addition, although it is enacted by 

line managers, the literature relating to managerial coaching is grounded in the experience of 

specialist and executive coaches; there is scant research about the extent to which the same 

models and behaviours are appropriate for both ‘specialised coaches’ and for line managers 

(Sue-Chan et al 2010; Grant 2010; Peterson and Little 2005; Watson and Maxwell 2007) and 

little is known about the personal or professional characteristics that might affect the 

propensity for a manager to undertake workplace coaching (Ladyshewsky 2010; Heslin, 

Vandewalle and Latham 2006; Hawkins and Smith, 2006). 

In this context the paper makes two principal contributions. First, it identifies the 

behaviours associated by line managers with workplace coaching and assesses factors that 

might affect managers’ propensity to undertake coaching. Second, it assesses the implications 

of managerial coaching for generic leadership theory. The objectives of the paper are to:   

(1) Identify the behaviours associated by managers with workplace coaching 

(2) Examine the factors that affect the propensity of managers to undertake coaching  

(3) Discuss the implications of managerial coaching for theories of leadership. 
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The literature review addresses both coaching and leadership. First, issues relating to 

workplace coaching; the role and expectations of ‘the manager as coach’; the organisational 

context in which managerial coaching occurs; and the factors that might affect the propensity 

of managers to undertake coaching are examined. A discussion of theories and research about 

leadership in work organisations follows that differentiates between models that are leader-

centric and those that incorporate interaction and reciprocity. The study methods and survey 

data collection processes are then outlined. The findings and discussion sections consider the 

component features of managerial coaching followed by a section discussing the implications 

for leadership theory and practice. The argument presented here is that managerial coaching 

challenges leader-centric theories based on assumptions about ‘heroic’ leader figures and a 

hierarchical distance between leaders and followers. It is better understood within relational 

models of leadership that acknowledge reciprocal meaning-making systems developed by 

both leaders and their team members.  

Coaching and ‘the manager as coach’. 

Coaching is now a prominent component of organisation-wide approaches to HRD. 

Executive and management level coaching are increasingly prevalent and many organisations 

also promote the idea of the ‘manager as coach’ (CIPD 2011; ASTD 2010; BlessingWhite 

2009). Models of coaching in the practitioner literature are variously grounded in 

perspectives developed by coaching specialists and HRD or Organisation Development 

practitioners (see, for example, deHaan and Burger 2005; Griffiths and Campbell 2008). The 

human contact involved and the importance of maintaining high quality relationships 

between the coach and the ‘coachee’ mean that there are some similarities between coaching 

and psychotherapeutic traditions (Baron and Morin 2009). However, unlike other forms of 

therapy, workplace coaching is grounded in occupational settings and tends to be directive, 
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future orientated and action-focused (Gray 2006; Segers, Vloeberghs and Henderickx 2011). 

Specialist coaching practitioners advocate a variety of methods that combine goal-focused 

and performance-driven approaches requiring different skills and behaviours (see, for 

example, Segers, Vloeberghs and Henderickx 2011; deHaan and Burger 2005; Griffiths and 

Campbell 2008). Behaviours and skills frequently cited as fundamental to coaching 

effectiveness are: productive and honest feedback; relational skills, analytical skills; 

observation and rapport (Baron and Morin 2009; De Jong, Leenders and Thijssen 1999; 

Ellinger, Hamlin and Beattie 2008). In addition, goal setting and a performance orientation; 

(Grant 2010; Griffiths and Campbell 2008) a development orientation, and an ability to 

enable ‘coachees’ to solve problems or take on new challenges have been advocated 

(Ellinger, Hamlin and Beattie 2008; Ladyshewsky 2010; Liu and Batt 2010; Mavor, Saddler-

Smith and Gray 2010). In spite of the proliferation of practice based models of coaching, 

however, its theoretical grounding remains elusive; a descriptive approach is taken to 

required behaviours and the extent to which specialised coaching overlaps with managerial 

coaching is unclear (Jackson 2005; Griffiths and Campbell 2008; Ives 2008). 

Although managerial coaching is increasingly advocated in organisations the function 

and context of leadership and management is distinct from specialised coaching. Managerial 

coaching forms one element of demanding requirements for leaders to improve employees’ 

skills; motivate them to exert discretionary effort; and provide job opportunities to enable 

them to make use of their skills, knowledge and attributes (Harney and Jordan 2008; Gould-

Williams and Gatenby 2010; Purcell and Hutchinson 2007). In contrast to specialist coaches, 

line managers have different expectations about the form and content of their workplace 

interactions. Specialised coaching typically involves ‘sit-down’ sessions but line manager 

exchanges with their staff are more likely to take the form of informal, occasional or even 

opportunistic interactions forming part of performance management activities that may not 
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even be identified by those involved as constituting an organised coaching process (Grant 

2010; Hamlin, Ellinger and Beattie 2008; Heslin, Vandewalle and Latham 2006; Ives 2008; 

McGuire, Stoner and Myloner 2008). However, much of the literature relating to managerial 

coaching is grounded in the experience of specialised and executive coaches and there is 

scant research about the processes involved and the extent to which the same models and 

principles are appropriate for both specialised coaches and for line managers (Watson and 

Maxwell 2007; Peterson and Little 2005; de Jong, Leenders and Thijssen 1999). The first 

objective of this paper, therefore, is to identify the behaviours associated by managers with 

workplace coaching and the extent to which these differ from those indicated in the 

specialised coaching literature. 

The contextually grounded nature of managerial coaching also gives rise to questions 

about its applicability to all those in leadership or managerial positions. This informs the 

second objective of this paper which addresses the propensity of managers to engage with 

workplace coaching. Biographical and demographic characteristics, such as age, gender and 

experience in a managerial role have been suggested as issues that affect propensity to coach 

(Ladyshewsky 2010; Heslin, Vandewalle and Latham 2006; Hawkins and Smith 2006) but 

they have so far received scant systematic exploration. In addition, a consistent feature in the 

coaching literature is the importance of self-awareness by those involved in the process, both 

as coach and as ‘coachee’ (Ellinger et al 2011; McLean at al 2005). In exploring this feature 

research has suggested that occupational self-efficacy (OSE) may be an important variable 

(Nielson and Munir 2009).  OSE refers to the extent of an individual’s confidence in their 

ability to carry out their job role (Bandura 1977). Self-efficacy is frequently cited as a 

moderating factor in work design, management style and performance-orientated studies 

(Griffin and Hesketh 2003; Sivanathan et al 2004) and has been shown to be an important 

factor in executive coaching processes (Baron and Morin 2009). It may well be a prerequisite 
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for productive managerial coaching exchanges (Sue-Chan, Chen and Lam 2011; Kark and 

Van Dijk 2007) although no evidence about the relationship between OSE and managers’ 

propensity to undertake workplace coaching has yet been published. This gap in knowledge 

underpins the second objective of the paper: to examine the factors that affect the propensity 

of managers to undertake coaching, specifically variables such as age, gender, position in the 

organisational hierarchy, experience in a managerial role and OSE. 

Managerial coaching and theories of leadership 

Although managerial coaching is enacted by those fulfilling leadership roles there has been 

scant consideration of the implications of the manager as coach role for theories of leadership 

(Hagen and Aguilar 2012; Ellinger et al 2011). This gap is addressed by the third objective of 

this paper. Seminal theories have variously focused on the traits, behaviours, functions and 

contingencies of leadership. Although differently expressed, models derived from these 

theories have consistently placed leaders themselves at the heart of the analysis. In more 

recent years this leader-centric approach has found popular expression through models of 

leadership evoking qualities of: transformation, vision, inspiration, and charisma (Yukl 

2008). These approaches focus on symbolic and emotional leadership qualities involving: the 

development and communication of a challenging and attractive vision; the expression of 

qualities such as confidence, decisiveness and optimism; and role modelling of change-

oriented behaviours.  From its initial formulation in the field of organisational psychology in 

the early 1980s (Burns 1978; Bass 1985) advocates of transformational leadership have 

claimed it to be positively associated with wide variety of individual, group and 

organisational performance improvements following from transformed levels of motivation 

and purpose amongst followers (Avolio, Walumbwa and Weber 2009; Bass and Avolio 

1994). At the heart of these and other ‘new genre’ models such as ‘authentic’ leadership and 
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‘servant’ leadership (Avolio and Gardner 2005; Greenleaf 2002; Russell and Stone 2002) 

there is the assumption that leaders are autonomous agents, wholly responsible for the 

behaviour of their otherwise passive team members or followers. These approaches to 

leadership represent a popular strand in the practitioner literature (Hartog, Caley and Dewe 

2007) but they are conceptually problematic and studies have suggested that they have 

limited explanatory power (Felfe and Schyns 2006; Piccolo and Conquitt 2006). Other critics 

(see, for example, McCauley et al 2006, Yukl, O’Donnel and Taber 2009) highlight the 

extent to which leader-centric and ‘heroic’ approaches to leadership underestimate the 

collective features of leadership and the social and reciprocal nature of relationships between 

leaders and their team members (Moss, Dowling and Callanan 2009;  Stewart and Johnson 

2009).  

A challenge to the leader-centric approach is presented by models that highlight the 

potential for collective or distributed features of leadership processes. These approaches 

conceptualise leadership as a shared phenomenon that occurs through distributed social 

networks where, in addition to a formally appointed manager, informal leaders can emerge. 

Conflict within workgroups can occur where competition between different leadership figures 

arises, but social network analysis of group processes also highlights the positive potential for 

performance where appointed and emergent leaders are able to achieve reciprocal and 

synchronised influence on the achievement of workgroup objectives (Mehra et al 2006).  

A further challenge to leader-centric approaches is offered by those who highlight the 

important effects of team members’ implicit ‘schemas’ of leadership.  These theories 

highlight how group members’ assumptions and beliefs about the attributes that leaders 

should possess; what to expect and how to respond affect group and individual performance 

(Shondrick, Dinh and Lord 2010; Fiske and Taylor 2008). Other cognitive approaches to 

leadership also focus on the requirement for perceptual reciprocity between leaders and 
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followers, highlighting how interactions between leaders and team members constitute an 

important part of meaning-making for both parties within the work and employment 

relationship (Valcea et al 2011).  

These interactive approaches are developed further in social exchange theories of 

leadership which provide a basis for an analysis of the reciprocal exchange processes 

involved and the consequences for co-workers, leaders and members of work groups (Meinal, 

Ehrlich and Dukerich 1987; Grint 2005). In particular research into leader-member exchange 

(LMX) highlights the role of ‘dyadic’ relational expectations between leaders and followers 

(Kang and Stewart 2007; Sparrowe and Liden 1997) and the quality of interactions 

experienced over time which provide the basis for meaningful emotional support and 

exchange leading to mutual respect, trust and loyalty (Burns and Otte 1999; Kang and 

Stewart 2007; O’Donnell, Yukl and Taber 2012). Positive LMX has been shown to have an 

influence on employee performance regardless of whether the relationship quality was 

reported by the leader or the subordinate and studies also suggest a positive correlation with 

job satisfaction, organisational engagement and employee creativity (Liao et al 2010). The 

LMX approach provides a useful lens through which coaching by line managers can be 

viewed although the likelihood that it affects a managers’ propensity to engage with the 

process has not yet been examined. 

This brief overview of different theories of leadership has important implications for 

leadership practice and interest in workplace coaching has increased alongside these debates 

but limited attention has thus far been paid to the areas of overlap between coaching and 

leadership theory (Hagen and Aguilar 2012; Ellinger et al 2011; Hamlin, Ellinger and Beattie 

2006).   

Study methods and data collection 
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The survey research reported here investigated managerial coaching as an integrated 

feature of management activities. The research framework incorporated descriptive and 

explanatory questions. First, what behaviours are associated by managers with workplace 

coaching? Second, is there a relationship between individual demographic factors and the 

propensity to engage with managerial coaching? Third, do OSE and LMX increase the 

propensity of managers to engage with managerial coaching?   

The measures 

Data relevant to the first question in the research framework were gathered through twelve 

pre-validated items utilising a 4 point scale. These items comprised coaching-related 

behaviours consistently highlighted in the specialised coaching literature: giving and 

receiving feedback; effective listening; mutual support/rapport; commitment to dialogue; 

planning and goal-setting; development orientated behaviours, and performance orientated 

behaviours (McLean et al 2005; Ellinger, Ellinger and Keller 2005; Hawkins and Smith 2006; 

de Haan and Burger 2005; BlessingWhite 2009). The literature suggests that managerial 

coaching is often informal and implicit such that line managers may not identify their 

workplace behaviours as constituting an organised coaching process (Hamlin, Ellinger and 

Beattie 2008; Ives 2008) and so the wording of these items referred to ‘management 

behaviours’ rather than specifically to ‘coaching’.  

Data for the second question in the research framework, the relationship between 

individual demographic characteristics and the propensity to undertake managerial coaching, 

were gathered through categorical questions relating to gender, age (25-34; 35-44; 45-54; 55-

64 years); length of management experience (less than 3 months; 3 months – 1 year;  1-5 

years; more than 5 years); level in the organisational hierarchy (1
st
 line manager; middle 

manager; top level / Board manager) and level of UK management qualification (none; 



10 

 

National Vocational Qualification (NVQ) level 2; NVQ level 3; NVQ level 4; Business 

Qualification e.g. Degree, DMS, CIPD). 

Data relevant to the third question in the research framework, the extent to which 

OSE and LMX increase the propensity of managers to engage with managerial coaching, 

were gathered through pre-validated scales. LMX was measured through six items from 

Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) and Liden and Maslyn (1998) with a 7-point Likert-type response 

format. In this study a Cronbach alpha of .865 is reported for the scale. Occupational self-

efficacy was measured through six items from Bandura (1997) as further developed by 

Rigotti and Schyns (2008) with a 6-point Likert-type response format. This scale achieved a 

Cronbach alpha of .847.  

The sample 

The research was conducted in 2009. A survey methodology using a secure on-line 

questionnaire was adopted to reach a broad cross-section of line managers working in 

multiple public, private and not-for-profit organisations in the UK. The sample of 

participating organisations was purposive: organisations known to be interested in coaching 

at work agreed to participate in the project after learning about the research at conferences 

and through professional interest groups connected with coaching at work. Ten UK 

organisations agreed to participate and the HR contact in each organisation acted as the ‘gate 

keeper’ to line managers who were given a URL link to the online survey relating to their 

managerial experiences during the previous three-month period. An overview of the 

participating organisations is shown in Table one.  

Put table one here 

Five of the participating organisations were from the private sector; two were from the public 

sector and a further three were not-for-profit organisations. Four of them were small 
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organisations and the remaining six employed more than 500 people. A total of 535 

questionnaires were completed of which fourteen responses were deemed ineligible. Given 

the on-line nature of the survey and the access through one independent gate keeper in each 

participating organisation it is not possible to estimate the proportion of managers from each 

organisation who responded. Wide variations in response levels were recorded between 

participating organisations and two large organisations (one from the public sector and one 

from the private sector) accounted for over fifty percent of the responses. Eighteen percent of 

respondents were from small organisations. Taken as a whole, the respondent pool was 

divided almost equally between male and female (52:48 percent). Ten percent of respondents 

were senior or board level managers; 48 percent were at middle management level and 42 

percent were first-line managers. Half of the respondents (51.7 percent) had been in their 

current management role for between one and five years; 30.9 percent had been in post for 

more than five years and 17.9 percent for less than one year. The majority of respondents 

(66.8 percent) were between 35-55 years old; 19.5 percent of respondents were younger than 

35 and 13.8 percent were older than 55 years. Almost half of the line managers in the sample 

(46.3 percent) reported that they had no formal management qualification. A wide variation 

in the number of direct reports was evident; the median was seven and the mode was four.  

Results and findings 

The data were analysed in the following ways. Principal component analysis was conducted 

to address the first question in the research framework to identify the managerial behaviours 

that collectively represent managerial coaching and the extent to which these differ from 

those indicated in the specialised coaching literature. To address the second question of the 

research framework (the relationship between individual demographic factors and propensity 

to undertake managerial coaching) a regression analysis was undertaken with individual 
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demographic factors as controls. To address the third question of the research framework a 

step-wise multiple regression analysis was conducted to assess the extent to which LMX and 

OSE increase the propensity for managers to undertake workplace coaching.   

Managerial coaching behaviours 

The principal component analysis was conducted on the 12 coaching behaviour items to 

assess the extent to which responses formed a coherent cluster and to assess the variance 

accounted for by each of the items. A Cronbach Alpha test of reliability was also applied to 

each of the clusters (see Table two). 

Put table two here 

Table two indicates one component group comprising five items is identified with an 

acceptable level of reliability (α = .78). These five items represent: a development orientation 

(‘I have helped them all develop themselves as individuals’ and ‘I actively help them all find 

and get training / learning to improve their performance and skills’); feedback  (‘I am very 

conscientious in giving them all feedback on their work - positive and negative); a 

performance orientation (‘I am very good at observing their work to guide my management 

of them’); and planning and goal-setting (I am very good at helping them all to express their 

own action plans). Items representing other behaviours derived from the specialised coaching 

literature failed to load into any coherent grouping with an acceptable level of reliability 

(taken as α = .6 or higher). The analysis confirms, therefore, that managerial coaching does 

not represent the full range of specialised coaching processes but involves a more focused 

range of behaviours comprising: a development orientation, a performance orientation, 

planning and goal setting, and feedback processes.  
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Propensity to undertake managerial coaching 

The next stage of the analysis assessed whether the behaviours identified through the 

principal component analysis (labelled as core managerial coaching and subsequently treated 

as a scale) are affected by demographic factors. A regression analysis was conducted using 

core managerial coaching as the dependent variable and individual biographical factors 

(gender; age; seniority; level of management qualification; length of managerial experience) 

as predictors. This indicated that demographic characteristics account for less than 3 percent 

of variance. The Spearman correlation test for non-parametric data (Table three) was also 

used to examine the association between a wider range of variables and core managerial 

coaching. This confirmed the lack of direct association of demographic variables with 

reported core managerial coaching but did suggest a positive association with OSE.  

Put table three here 

A stepwise multiple regression analysis (table four) was then undertaken to assess the extent 

to which LMX and OSE combined to contribute to managerial coaching. This indicates that 

OSE and LMX account for 26 percent of variance (Adjusted R Square = 0.268; for OSE 

F=121.3; for LMX F = 83.0). 

Put table four here 

Taken as a whole the analysis indicates that core managerial coaching behaviours reported by 

managers comprise: a development orientation, a performance orientation, planning and goal 

setting, and feedback processes. Demographic factors (age, gender, seniority; experience, 

level of formal managerial qualification) do not affect the likelihood that managers will 

engage with managerial coaching. With the exception of a small association between core 

managerial coaching and gender and the number of direct reports very little correlation is 

evident with individual demographic factors. However, LMX and OSE are shown to increase 
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the propensity for managers to undertake workplace coaching.   

Discussion 

Managerial coaching is increasingly expected in employing organisations (CIPD 2011; 

BlessingWhite 2009) and research suggests that it forms an important part of expected 

leadership processes in a wide range of different national cultural contexts (see, for example, 

Garavan et al 2008; Choi, Jun and Jeung 2012; Noer, Leupold and Valle 2007; ASTD 2010). 

Although ideas about managerial coaching are predicated by humanistic interpretations of 

management and leadership practice (Ladyshewsky 2010; Wakefield 2006) very little is 

known about the micro behaviours that comprise the manager as coach role, something that is 

addressed in this section of the paper.  

In relation to the first objective the analysis indicates that managerial coaching is 

distinctively different from coaching activities undertaken by external or internal specialised 

coaches. From the perspective of the coaching literature one interpretation of the findings is 

that managerial coaching may be understood as a limited’ or ‘cut-down’ version of 

specialised coaching. However, if managerial coaching is conceptualised as part of leadership 

practice, then it is not a limited version of specialised coaching and the behaviours identified 

are fundamental to workplace development processes required for individual and firm 

performance (Gould-Williams and Gatenby 2010; Purcell and Hutchinson 2007). Managerial 

coaching distinctively focuses on behaviours associated with: a performance orientation, 

goal-setting and planning, a development orientation and giving effective feedback. The 

identification of these behaviours indicates that manager as coach is better understood 

through the ‘lens’ of leadership practice than through the perspectives of the specialised 

coaching literature.  
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In relation to the second objective the analysis indicates that individual demographic 

factors have little influence on the propensity of a manager to undertake coaching. This paper 

also represents the first attempt to examine the relationship between managers’ occupational 

self-efficacy and the likelihood that workplace coaching will be undertaken. Research has 

shown increased levels of occupational self-efficacy by those who are coached (see, for 

example, Baron and Morin 2009; Hodgetts 2002; Nielson and Munir 2009) but this paper 

contributes an assessment of its importance from the perspective of the coach. This is in line 

with the emphasis in the coaching literature on the need for a sense of mutuality and self-

awareness in the relationship between the coach and the ‘coached’ (Grant 2007; McLean et al 

2005; de Haan and Burger 2005). Although a range of external and internal cultural factors 

will affect the extent to which managerial coaching may be undertaken, OSE is shown to be 

important for workplace coaching. This lends support to models of leadership that 

acknowledge the importance of a leader’s reflexive ‘order of development’ (McCauley et al 

2006) . 

In relation to the third objective the paper highlights the extent to which the 

assumptions of leader-centric theories, which are prevalent in many organisations, are 

challenged by the requirements of managerial coaching. The analysis suggests that 

managerial coaching is not a one-way, directive, performance driven management tool. The 

regression analysis highlights the importance of both OSE and LMX.  Although managerial 

coaching may resemble informal and implicit activities (McGuire, Stoner and Myloner 2008; 

Larsen and Brewster 2003; Kulik and Bainbridge 2006; Heslin, Vandewalle and Latham 

2006) rather than planned and formal coaching sessions, these interactions are built on 

experiences from months or years of managers working with their team members 

incorporating past evaluations of performance as well as both positive and negative feedback 

exchanges (Zagenczyk et al 2009). These processes are affected by the quality of 
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relationships with subordinates (Gregory and Levy 2010; London and Smither 2002). To be 

successful managerial coaching requires an acceptance of relational and social constructivist 

features of leadership processes where the hierarchical space between leaders and followers is 

diminished and the potential for growth, development, challenge and change to both parties 

involved in the process is acknowledged. 

Implications 

The manager as coach role takes place in dynamic and often ambiguous contexts. It is 

increasingly advocated in organisational contexts of: increasing decentralisation and 

delayering (Ellinger, Hamlin and Beattie 2008, Kulic and Bainbridge 2006); individualisation 

of the employment relationship and the devolution of HR responsibilities to line managers 

and others with leadership responsibilities (Keegan, Huemann and Turner 2012). This 

analysis suggests that managerial coaching presents a challenge to leader-centric and ‘heroic’ 

leadership models. It requires an acknowledgement of the relational and reciprocal features of 

leadership recognising the potential for personal change and development by both leaders and 

team members through prolonged interactions that affect sense-making at the operational 

level. The positioning of managerial coaching as a feature of leadership practice has 

consequences for HRD practice as well as for leadership theory.  

First, the research illuminates the contextual and situational factors affecting 

managerial coaching. Second, the importance of LMX and OSE indicate that managerial 

coaching may be inhibited in individualised and competitive work cultures (Ellinger, Ellinger 

and Keller 2005; Kulick and Bainbridge 2006). In a context of rapid change in organisations 

and frequent role changes for managers, attention to the effect on managerial self-efficacy 

and leader-team member relationship building is important if managerial coaching is to be 

effective. However, whilst OSE and LMX represent important predictors of a propensity to 

undertake managerial coaching the analysis indicates that they represent only 26 percent of 
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variance and further research is necessary into the factors that both encourage and inhibit 

managerial coaching.  

Third, to be effective, managerial coaching must be undertaken in alignment with 

other organisational investments in HRD (Ellinger et al 2011). Some research studies suggest 

managerial coaching is more effective and more feasible in collaborative or collectivist work 

and cultural environments (Noer, Leupold and Valle 2007). The analysis presented here lends 

support to the requirement for further research into the workplace coaching micro-behaviours 

involved in different cultural and organisational contexts (Hagen and Aguilar 2012). Fourth, 

disruption to the composition of teams (Stoker 2008) and the increasing numbers of people to 

be coached in delayered organisations may create difficulties for organisations that wish to 

promote a managerial coaching culture.  

Conclusion 

This paper represents a bridge between research and literature about managerial coaching and 

generic leadership theories. It sets out to: identify the behaviours associated by managers with 

workplace coaching; examine the factors that affect the propensity of managers to undertake 

coaching; and discuss the implications of managerial coaching for theories of leadership. 

A number of limitations that affect its generalisability are acknowledged. First, the 

perceptual nature of the data and the self-reporting features of the research affect the validity 

of the study. Second, given the cross-sectional nature of the research, trends and causality 

cannot be established and the UK basis of the sample limits the extent to which findings can 

be generalised on an international or cross cultural basis. A third limitation is the purposive 

nature of the organisational sample and the lack of clarity about the proportion of respondents 

from each participating organisation although the total number of achieved responses is 

sufficient to draw some general conclusions. 
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However, the analysis supports the conclusion that the adoption of managerial 

coaching as an HRD strategy presents a challenge to popular expectations of leadership. 

Indeed, managerial coaching may well represent a ‘Trojan horse’. Organisations that are 

attracted to the performative promise of managerial coaching may well discover that an 

unintended consequence is a requirement for a radical review of ideas prevalent in 

contemporary leadership literature and practice that assume passivity amongst team members 

and ascribe a hierarchical distinction towards leaders who have been appointed for, or are 

expected to develop, their charismatic or transformational qualities.  

Managerial coaching is a two-way reciprocal process. It takes place in complex and 

demanding contexts where leaders have to motivate team members; improve their skill levels 

and provide opportunities for them to make effective use of their skills, knowledge and 

attributes. It also requires an acceptance of mutuality between the coach and the ‘coached’ 

and acknowledgement of processes of interaction over a sustained period that have the 

potential to generate new understanding and to challenge the values and attitudes of both the 

leader and the team member.  Organisations that decide to pursue an HRD strategy of 

managerial coaching alongside tacit or explicit expectations of transformational or other 

leader-centric practices may get more than they expect. To be effective managerial coaching 

requires a fundamental reconsideration of models of leadership and a corresponding review 

of leadership development.   
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Table 1: Participating organisations 

Organisation 

identifier 

Sector Size
*
 % of respondents 

within respondent 

group 

A Not-for profit (Social care) Small 3 

B Not-for-profit  (Social care) Large 5 

C Not-for-profit (Professional 

organisation) 

Small 8 

D Public (Government 

Department) 

Large 27 

E Public  (Education) Large 7 

F Private (Transport - rail) Large 26 

G Private (Engineering) Large 8 

H Private (Transport - Sea) Small 3 

I Private (Pharmaceuticals) Large 8 

K Private (Transport – Air) Small 4 

 

*  Large =  1,000+ employees; medium = 250 – 1,000 employees; small = fewer than 250 

employees 
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Table 2: Principal component analysis  

  Rotated Component Matrix
a
 

Coaching behaviours (4 point scale) 
n = 521 

Mean Standard 
deviation 

Component 

1 2 3 

I have helped them all develop themselves as 
individuals     

1.8 0.732 .692 .022 .067 

I am very good at observing their work to guide my 
management of them     

1.88 0.696 .752 -.002 .041 

I am very good at helping them all to express their 
own action plans 

1.79 0.727 .734 .064 .116 

The time I spend helping them is not valued by any of 
them (reversed scale)     

0.61 0.696 .000 .981 .099 

I ask questions of all of them rather than providing 
solutions     

1.65 0.701 .198 -.029 .497 

I find it difficult to raise their performance shortfalls 
directly and promptly with all the people I manage 
(reversed scale)    

2.36 0.632 .473 .384 -.269 

I give them all a good share of the decision making     1.88 0.705 .400 .117 .409 

I actively help them all find and get training / learning 
to improve their performance and skills     

2.05 0.775 .624 -.039 .331 

I am very conscientious in giving them all feedback 
on the work - positive and negative     

2.25 0.677 .644 -.019 .273 

Whenever I meet them I spend more time listening 
than questioning     

1.91 0.7 .376 .003 .358 

If any of them has a good idea I always use it     2.13 0.713 .138 .103 .557 

I want them all to be able to solve problems for 
themselves     

2.48 0.623 -.071 .022 .777 

 
 Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 4 iterations. 
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Table 3: Correlation analysis 

  

Gender Age 
Direct 
reports Seniority Quals Tenure  

Core 
Coach-

ing LMX OSE 

Gender Pearson 
Correlation 

1.000 -.179
**
 -.236

**
 -.066 -.053 -.056 .122

**
 .040 -.031 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .130 .223 .204 .005 .362 .484 

Age PearsonCorrelation  1.000 -.034 .156
**
 .065 .275

**
 -.033 .036 -.012 

Sig. (2-tailed)   .445 .000 .136 .000 .459 .419 .791 

Direct 
reports 

Pearson 
Correlation 

  1.000 -.136
**
 .003 .068 -.120

**
 .009 .075 

Sig. (2-tailed)    .002 .942 .122 .006 .841 .087 

Seniority Pearson 
Correlation 

   1.000 .297
**
 -.073 .070 .040 .051 

Sig. (2-tailed)     .000 .098 .109 .363 .248 

Quals Pearson 
Correlation 

    1.000 .050 .083 .045 .101
*
 

Sig. (2-tailed)      .252 .057 .300 .021 

Tenure Pearson 
Correlation 

     1.000 .110
*
 .052 .095

*
 

Sig. (2-tailed)       .012 .237 .030 

Core 
Coaching 

Pearson 
Correlation 

      1.000 389
**
 .422

**
 

Sig. (2-tailed)        .000 .000 

LMX Pearson 
Correlation 

       1.000 -.376
**
 

Sig. (2-tailed)         .000 

OSE Pearson 
Correlation 

        1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed)          

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).        
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).         

 

Table 4: Stepwise regression analysis  

Model Standardized 

Coefficients 

Sig. 

95.0% Confidence Interval for B Collinearity Statistics 

Beta Lower Bound Upper Bound Tolerance VIF 

 (Constant)  .000 2.275 2.752   

OSE -.330 .000 -.304 -.186 .847 1.180 

LMX -.258 .000 -.185 -.098 .855 1.169 

Direct reports -.130 .001 -.001 .000 .937 1.067 

Gender .096 .014 .019 .168 .940 1.064 

Tenure in this position .080 .035 .004 .100 .985 1.015 
 

a. Dependent Variable: Core Coaching 
 

F5,,515 = 39.151. P <0.0005, Adjusted R Square = 0.268 

Adjusted R Square = 0.268 

OSE F=121.3  

LMX F =83.0. 
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