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1. [bookmark: _Toc240814104]Introduction
Organisations increasingly expect managers to support employee development while also managing performance and delivering organisational objectives. This has increased interest in the role of manager as coach. With this approach, coaching behaviours become part of everyday management activities rather than being limited to formal coaching conversations with professional coaches.

Managerial coaching is different from executive or workplace coaching. It takes place within an existing manager and employee relationship, where the manager still has responsibility for performance, work allocation and development (Lawrence, 2017). This makes the relationship more complex than professional coaching. Research has linked managerial coaching with behaviours such as supporting learning, listening, asking questions, providing feedback and helping employees build their own capability (Ellinger and Bostrom, 1999; Hagen, 2012; Beattie et al., 2014; Adele and Ellinger, 2024).

Alongside the increased interest in managerial coaching, research has surfaced around the relationship with employee outcomes. These outcomes include learning and organisational commitment (Park, McLean and Yang, 2021), organisational loyalty and individual performance (Ribeiro et al., 2021), employee happiness and turnover intent (Romão et al., 2022), and job satisfaction (Ellinger, Ellinger and Keller, 2003; Hwang, Hwang and Jacobs, 2024).  Research into workplace coaching also provides evidence of positive employee outcomes, although differences in coaching definitions, measures and contexts continue to make a comparison between studies difficult (Wang et al., 2022; Cannon-Bowers et al., 2023).

Job satisfaction is of interest because it reflects an employee's assessment of their experience at work. Although it is influenced by more than the behaviour of a manager, the relationship between employees and their managers forms an important part of that experience. Research has linked managerial support with job satisfaction in different organisational contexts, including public sector employment (Nguyen and Tuan, 2022).

The U.S. federal workforce provides an opportunity to examine this relationship using the Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (FEVS). Previous studies using FEVS data have explored job satisfaction, turnover, employee development and supervisor support (Lee, 2020; Nguyen and Tuan, 2022; Emidy, 2024). However, less attention has been given to whether specific everyday managerial behaviours which align with managerial coaching, are associated with federal employees' job satisfaction.

The FEVS does not measure managerial coaching directly. This study, therefore, uses managerial coaching literature to identify three relevant managerial behaviours in the survey: support for employee development, listening to employees, and constructive feedback to improve performance. Each behaviour is examined separately rather than being combined into a single coaching measure.

This article explores the following research question: Are coaching related supervisory behaviours associated with employee job satisfaction among U.S. federal employees?

Using secondary data from the 2024 FEVS Public Release Data File, the article explores the relationships among these three behaviours and overall job satisfaction. Therefore, it integrates managerial coaching research with the existing literature on managerial support within the U.S. federal workforce.
2. [bookmark: _Toc240814105]Literature Review
The role of the manager has changed significantly in the past three decades. Managers are now expected to facilitate employee learning and development in addition to managing performance and meeting organisational goals (Dawber, 2019). This shift has led to the rise of managerial coaching as a key area of research and practice (Pousa and Mathieu, 2014). Managerial coaching requires a manager to use specific skills and behaviours to help employees learn from their work and improve their capability (Ellinger et al., 2010).

This review examines the existing literature on managerial coaching and its potential relationship with employee job satisfaction. The analysis focuses on three specific behaviours: supporting development, listening, and providing constructive feedback. These behaviours align with questions 48, 50, and 55 from the FEVS, which is a primary tool for assessing the work environment in US federal agencies (Nguyen and Tuan, 2021).

It is important to clarify that this study treats these three behaviours as separate concepts. The literature suggests that while these behaviours are related to the coaching role, they represent different aspects of the supervisory relationship (Aridi, 2024). The review also emphasises the importance of the public sector context, where formal hierarchies and performance management systems may influence how coaching is practiced and perceived (Kim et al., 2014).

Evolution of Managerial Coaching
Early research into managerial coaching focussed on identifying the specific behaviours that managers use to facilitate learning. Ellinger and Bostrom (1999) were among the first to explore this area, identifying behaviours such as providing feedback, encouraging employees to think through problems, and creating a supportive environment (Hagen and Peterson, 2014). Their work helped to move the understanding of coaching away from being only a formal intervention and towards an understanding of coaching as a set of everyday work behaviours (Pousa and Mathieu, 2014).

As the field developed, researchers aimed to create a clearer distinction between managerial coaching and other forms of support. Hagen (2012) noted that while practitioner interest in coaching has increased, the evidence base remained limited for a while. Early reviews found that the literature lacked consistency in how coaching was defined and measured, with many different models and scales being used (Cannon-Bowers et al., 2023).

Distinction from Professional Coaching
A key theme in the literature is the distinction between coaching performed by a manager and coaching provided by an external professional coach. Lawrence (2017) argued that managerial coaching is not simply a reduced version of professional coaching. Managers work within an established relationship with their employees, where they are also responsible for activities such as making decisions about pay, promotions, and performance standards. 

This hierarchical context creates a different environment from a professional coaching relationship (Lawrence, 2017). It can introduce tensions between the developmental goals of coaching and the performance management requirements of the organisation (Joo et al., 2012). McCarthy and Milner (2013) suggested that managers must balance their role as a coach with their role as a supervisor, which requires a specific set of skills, such as active listening, and the ability to provide sensitive but honest feedback (Beattie et al., 2014).

Managerial Coaching and Employee Outcomes
There is a good body of research linking managerial coaching with employee outcomes. One of the earlier studies by Ellinger et al. (2003) looked at supervisory coaching behaviours in a warehouse distribution setting and found positive relationships with employee job satisfaction and performance. This is important for the current review because it moves coaching away from being viewed as a formal intervention only. It suggests that the way a manager behaves in everyday interactions may also be relevant to how employees experience their work.

Similar relationships have since been found in other settings. Kim et al. (2014) linked managerial coaching with work satisfaction and job performance in public sector organisations in the United States and South Korea. Although the contexts and measures are different, these studies start to support exploring whether coaching-related behaviour is associated with job satisfaction in the federal workforce.

Other Work-Related Outcomes
Job satisfaction is not the only outcome linked to managerial coaching. Research has also linked coaching behaviours with organisational loyalty, performance and learning. Park et al. (2021) found relationships with employee commitment and personal learning, while Matsuo (2018) linked coaching behaviours such as guidance and encouraging exploration, with individual learning and team reflexivity. This suggests that the influence of a manager's coaching behaviour may extend beyond an employee's immediate view of their job.

There is also research linking coaching with employee wellbeing and intention to stay at the organisation. Romao et al. (2022) found that leaders' coaching skills were positively associated with employee happiness and negatively associated with turnover intent. These findings are relevant because they position coaching within the wider experience an employee has at work, rather than as a separate development activity (Kim, 2014).

Mediating Mechanisms and Related Constructs
Some research has tried to explain what may sit behind these relationships. Kim et al. (2014) examined role clarity and found that coaching may help employees understand what is expected of them, which may then influence how they feel about their work. This is important for this study because it shows that the relationship between a manager's behaviour and job satisfaction is unlikely to be straightforward.

Other studies point to different possible explanations. Raza et al. (2017) found that thriving at work partly explained the relationship between managerial coaching and employee performance, while Ali et al. (2018) considered job satisfaction as part of the relationship between coaching, performance and turnover intent. These studies do not test the same process, but they do indicate that coaching behaviour may influence other aspects of an employee's experience. The current study does not test these mechanisms, but they are useful when considering the findings later.

The concept of employee empowerment is also relevant to the coaching relationship. Research at NASA demonstrated that practices such as sharing information and resources, which are consistent with a coaching approach, have significant positive impacts on public employee job satisfaction (Fernandez and Moldogaziev, 2015). This suggests that coaching related behaviours may form part of a broader set of management practices that empower employees and improve their experience at work (Hu et al., 2025).

The Role of Development in Coaching
Supporting employee development is a core component of managerial coaching. The shift towards the manager as coach reflects an expectation that supervisors will help employees build capability, rather than only directing their current tasks. Adele and Ellinger (2024) identified that effective managerial coaches actively identify development needs and facilitate learning opportunities for their staff.

FEVS Q48 states that "Supervisors in my work unit support employee development," which directly reflects this developmental purpose. The literature indicates that when employees perceive their supervisor as supportive of their growth, they are more likely to feel valued by the organisation (Eisenberger et al. 1986). This perception is consistent with Organisational Support Theory, which proposes that employees develop general beliefs about the extent to which their organisation values their contribution and cares about their wellbeing (Eisenberger et al. 1986).

Developmental Support in the Public Sector
Development support is particularly relevant in a public sector setting. Nguyen and Tuan (2021), using FEVS data, identified that supervisor support is associated with job satisfaction and the employees' ability to manage work demands. This matters here because Q48 is not asking whether an employee has received formal coaching. It asks whether supervisors support employee development, which is much closer to the everyday experience of management.
Emidy (2024) also examined development in the federal workforce and found that unmet training and development needs were associated with greater turnover intent. Although training and coaching are not the same thing, it adds to the argument that the developmental environment created around an employee, matters. For this study, the question is whether support for development is also related to how satisfied employees are with their jobs.

Relational Aspects of Coaching
Managerial coaching is a relational process that depends on the effective interaction between the manager and the employee (Albarracin, 2020). Active listening is a fundamental skill within this relationship because it allows the manager to understand the perspective, needs, and thinking of the employee (Jonsdottir and Fridriksdottir, 2020). Research by McCarthy and Milner (2013) highlighted that listening makes employees feel engaged, included, and cared for by their supervisor. 

FEVS Q50, "My supervisor listens to what I have to say," captures this relational aspect of supervision. The literature suggests that listening is not just a communication skill but a facilitative behaviour that encourages employee thinking and problem solving (Ellinger and Bostrom, 1999). When managers listen, they create an environment of trust and openness, which is essential for effective coaching (Mishra et al., 2014).

Listening and Employee Perceptions
Hwang et al. (2024) found that the relationship with one’s immediate manager contributed to the association between perceived coaching and job satisfaction. This does not mean that listening on its own creates job satisfaction. It does, however, give a reason to consider listening as part of the wider relationship in which coaching behaviours take place.

Communication and trust are also important in public organisations (Grimmelikhuijsen et al., 2013). Listening may contribute to this because employees need to feel that what they say is heard and considered. FEVS Q50 is therefore relevant to the study, but it is treated as one supervisory behaviour rather than as evidence that coaching itself has taken place (Aridi, 2024).

The Nature of Developmental Feedback
Feedback is a recurring theme in managerial coaching research. However, the type and purpose of the feedback are critical. Feedback that is purely evaluative or focussed only on past performance is not necessarily a coaching behaviour (Hu et al., 2025). In contrast, developmental feedback is intended to help the employee learn, improve, and grow (Steelman and Wolfeld, 2018).

FEVS Q55, "My supervisor provides me with constructive suggestions to improve my job performance," aligns with the concept of developmental feedback. This type of feedback provides employees with useful information that they can use to improve their skills and achieve their goals (Steelman and Wolfeld, 2018). Li et al (2023) examined developmental feedback through the lens of Conservation of Resources theory and found a positive relationship between this kind of feedback and job satisfaction. They noted that constructive feedback can help employees build resilience and feel more capable in their roles.

Feedback in the Supervisory Relationship
The usefulness of feedback depends on more than whether it happens. Steelman and Wolfeld (2016) found that managers who were better at giving useful feedback were viewed as better coaches by employees. This is an important consideration because coaching is intended to support learning and improvement. A manager can give feedback without coaching, but constructive suggestions about how to improve are closer to the developmental purpose discussed in the coaching literature.

This is also relevant in the federal context. Lee (2020) describes performance management as part of the wider managerial environment rather than something that happens separately from it. Constructive feedback may help employees understand what is expected and what they can do differently. This provides a reasonable basis for including Q55 in the study, while recognising that the item cannot tell us anything about the quality or context of the feedback itself (Kim et al., 2014).

Unique Characteristics of Federal Employment
The U.S. federal workforce is large and spread across many agencies and occupations (Pearce et al., 2016). It also operates within formal structures, regulations and public service expectations. This makes context important. Managerial coaching cannot simply be assumed to work in exactly the same way in every organisation, particularly where managers are also working within established performance and accountability systems (Lawrence, 2017).
Research within federal organisations has consistently pointed to the importance of the supervisor. Trottier et al. (2008) found relationships between leadership behaviours and follower satisfaction, while Daley (1997) highlighted the supervisor relationship in how federal employees evaluate their work environment. For the current study, this provides useful context for looking more closely at specific supervisory behaviours rather than treating supervisor support as one broad idea.

The Value of FEVS Data
FEVS provides an established source of data for understanding the perceptions of federal employees (US Office of Personnel Management, 2024). Previous research using FEVS data has demonstrated the importance of supervisor support, employee empowerment, and development opportunities. For instance, a study of NASA employees found that empowerment practices, such as sharing information and resources, had high positive effects on job satisfaction (Fernandez and Moldogaziev, 2015).

While much of the existing FEVS research looks at broader ideas such as supervisor support (Nguyen and Tuan, 2021), we now have an opportunity to look more closely at three behaviours that also appear in managerial coaching literature: supporting development, listening and providing constructive suggestions. They are deliberately kept separate in this study. This avoids claiming that FEVS measures coaching and allows the relationship between each behaviour and job satisfaction to be examined in its own right.

Conclusion
Overall, the literature provides a good foundation to explore the relationship between these supervisory behaviours and job satisfaction. Development support, listening and constructive feedback all appear within managerial coaching research, although they are not unique to coaching. Research also shows that managers and supervisors matter to the way employees experience their work. What is less clear is how these three behaviours relate to job satisfaction when they are examined together in the federal workforce.

The study is not testing whether managerial coaching causes job satisfaction, nor is it treating three FEVS questions as a coaching scale. Instead, the literature has been used to identify behaviours that are relevant to a coaching approach and that can be examined using an existing federal employee dataset. 

Based on the literature review, there is good reason to expect each of the three supervisory behaviours explored in this study will have a positive association with job satisfaction. To test this, the following hypotheses have been developed:
H1: Higher perceived supervisor support for employee development is associated with higher employee job satisfaction.
H2: Higher perceived supervisor listening is associated with higher employee job satisfaction.
H3: Higher perceived constructive performance suggestions from supervisors are associated with higher employee job satisfaction.
The corresponding null hypothesis for each is that there will be no statistically significant association between the supervisory behaviour and employee job satisfaction.

The research question is: Are coaching related supervisory behaviours associated with employee job satisfaction among U.S. federal employees? 
The findings of this research may provide valuable insights for leadership development and performance management practices within the federal workforce.

3. [bookmark: _Toc240814106]Methodology
Research design and secondary data
This study uses a quantitative approach to explore the relationship between coaching related supervisory behaviours and employee job satisfaction. Since this research is aimed at exploring relationships within an existing large employee survey rather than collecting new data, I used existing secondary data.

This data source was the 2024 FEVS Public Release Data File. The FEVS is an annual organisational climate survey that assesses employee views on organisational practices and policies within participating U.S. federal agencies. The survey is run electronically, with eligible employees invited by email to participate. I downloaded the public release data file from the U.S. Office of Personnel Management (OPM) website.

The original public release dataset contained 87,321 responses. However, because this study was intended to demonstrate statistical analysis within the scope of this assignment rather, I selected a simple random sample of 1,000 respondents from the dataset. The sampling was reproducible through a fixed random seed. I left the original dataset intact.
OPM provides a survey weight with the public release data. OPM indicates that the weights make the survey estimates representative of the survey population and that unweighted estimates will likely be biased as population statistics estimates. I did not apply the survey weight because the analysis was secondary to a random subsample in Microsoft Excel. Therefore, the results are interpreted as findings from the analysed sample and not population estimates of the U.S. federal workforce. This one of the limitations of this study.

Selection of variables
The research question was: Are coaching related supervisory behaviours associated with job satisfaction among U.S. federal employees?
Since FEVS does not measure coaching directly, no FEVS variable was considered a measure of coaching. Instead, relevant supervisory behaviours were identified by comparing the items in FEVS with behaviours described in the managerial coaching literature.

I identified these three items as aligned to coaching related supervisory behaviour (U.S. Office of Personnel Management, 2024c):
· Q48: "Supervisors in my work unit support employee development."
· Q50: "My supervisor listens to what I have to say."
· Q55: "My supervisor provides me with constructive suggestions to improve my job performance."
These items reflect three behaviours relevant to a coaching approach: supporting development, listening, and providing developmental feedback. As FEVS was not developed to measure coaching, I have maintained the distinction between coaching and coaching related behaviour throughout the study.
I selected Q70 as the outcome variable since it asked respondents about their overall job satisfaction.
All four variables are five-point Likert scale items, producing ordinal data, with higher numerical values reflecting more positive responses. Sullivan and Artino (2013) note that Likert type responses are ordinal because equal numerical distances between response categories may not equal the same difference in the underlying attitude. They also recommend reporting the distribution of responses rather than just the mean.

Data preparation
I used Microsoft Excel for the data analysis. I first checked the 1,000 randomly selected records for valid numeric responses and then ran descriptive analysis using all available valid responses for each variable. Therefore, the sample size differed slightly at the variable level due to some missing or nonnumeric responses from the respondents.
In the following analyses of relationships between the four variables, a respondent was retained if valid numeric responses were present for Q48, Q50, Q55 and Q70. This meant 920 complete cases remained, or 92% of the random sample; the remaining 80 cases were removed.

Statistical analysis
I then ran descriptive statistics tests to get an idea of the data before investigating any relationships among the variables. I calculated the valid sample size, mean, median and standard deviation for Q48, Q50, Q55 and Q70. I also calculated the response frequency and percentages for each of the five response categories. 

I then created a scatterplot graph to visualise the relationship between supervisor support for employee development (Q48) and job satisfaction (Q70). I inserted a linear trendline to indicate the direction of the relationship. 

Then I calculated Pearson's correlation coefficient, r, to examine the strength and direction of the association between each coaching-related supervisory behaviour and job satisfaction. This analysis was used to examine H1, H2 and H3. I also calculated the correlations among the three supervisory variables because the behaviours could overlap. Although the hypotheses predicted positive associations, I used two-tailed tests to allow for associations in either direction, with p < .05 as the threshold for statistical significance.

While Sullivan and Artino (2013) state that the Pearson correlation and linear regression responses are ordinal, Norman (2010) found that common distribution-dependent methods can be robust when applied to Likert data. So I considered these methods suitable for answering the research question, provided the results were interpreted as associations and not causal effects.

I also needed to examine the relationships among the three predictor variables. If predictors are strongly related, they can share much of the same information and this can make their individual regression coefficients harder to interpret. O'Brien (2007) warns against using a single rule to decide when this becomes a problem. For this reason, I reported the predictor correlations alongside the regression rather than being used as an automatic reason to remove a variable.

I then performed a multiple linear regression, which allowed the three coaching related supervisory behaviours to be examined together. Job satisfaction (Q70) was the outcome variable, and development support (Q48), listening (Q50), and constructive suggestions (Q55) were all entered as predictors. I could then explore the relationship between each supervisory behaviour and job satisfaction, controlling for the other two behaviours.

I evaluated the overall model using R², adjusted R², the F statistic, and its associated p value. I also reviewed the regression coefficients, standard errors, t-statistics, p values, and 95% confidence intervals for each coefficient. Excel generated these plots which I used to check the model. 
I tried to keep the statistical analysis as simple as possible and focussed on the research question. Group comparison tests, such as t-tests or ANOVA, were not performed because they test for differences between demographic groups, not the relationship between coaching related supervisory behaviours and job satisfaction.
4. [bookmark: _Toc240814107]Findings
I studied the three coaching related supervisory behaviours: support for employee development (Q48), listening (Q50), and constructive suggestions to improve performance (Q55), and used overall job satisfaction (Q70) as the outcome variable.

Descriptive findings
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for the four variables.

Table 1 Descriptive statistics
	Variable
	Valid N
	Mean
	Median
	SD

	Q48 – Support for employee development
	946
	4.16
	4.00
	1.01

	Q50 – Supervisor listens
	963
	4.30
	5.00
	1.00

	Q55 – Constructive suggestions
	965
	4.02
	4.00
	1.08

	Q70 – Job satisfaction
	951
	3.83
	4.00
	1.07



The Mean scores for all three of the supervisory behaviours were above 4.00. Listening had the highest mean (M = 4.30, SD = 1.00), followed by development support (M = 4.16, SD = 1.01), constructive suggestions (M = 4.02, SD = 1.08), and job satisfaction (M =3.83, SD = 1.07).

All the responses were concentrated towards the positive end of each scale. For development support, 83.4% of valid respondents selected response categories 4 or 5. The corresponding percentages were 85.3% for listening, 74.3% for constructive suggestions and 72.7% for job satisfaction.

These distributions indicate that respondents gave generally positive ratings to the supervisory behaviours and to job satisfaction. The standard deviations also show that the responses varied between employees. As a result, these findings should not be interpreted as evidence that all respondents had the same experience.

Correlations
Pearson correlations were calculated using the 920 respondents with valid numeric responses for all four variables.

Table 2 Pearson correlations
	Variable
	Q48
	Q50
	Q55
	Q70

	Development support (Q48)
	Not applicable
	.73
	.68
	.64

	Listening (Q50)
	.73
	Not applicable
	.76
	.54

	Constructive suggestions (Q55)
	.68
	.76
	Not applicable
	.56

	Job satisfaction (Q70)
	.64
	.54
	.56
	Not applicable



Note: N = 920. All reported correlations were statistically significant at p < .001. 

All three of the supervisory behaviours were positively and statistically significantly associated with job satisfaction. Development support had the largest observed correlation with job satisfaction, r (918) = .64, p < .001. Constructive suggestions correlated with job satisfaction at r (918) = .56, p < .001, while listening correlated at r (918) = .54, p < .001.

The supervisory variables were also strongly related to each other. The correlations ranged from .68 between development support and constructive suggestions to .76 between listening and constructive suggestions.

The scatterplot between development support and job satisfaction showed the same positive direction as the correlation analysis. Although it provides a visual representation of the association, it does not establish that support for development causes higher job satisfaction.

[image: ]
Figure 1 Scatter Plot

Multiple regression
Multiple linear regression was used to examine the three supervisory behaviours simultaneously. Job satisfaction was the outcome variable and Q48, Q50 and Q55 were entered as predictors.

Table 3 Multiple Regression predicting Job Satisfaction
	Predictor
	Coefficient
	p

	Development support
	.481
	< .001

	Listening
	.065
	.151

	Constructive suggestions
	.195
	< .001



Note: R² = .432, adjusted R² = .430, F (3, 916) = 232.30, p < .001, N = 920.

The regression model was statistically significant, F (3, 916) = 232.30, p < .001, and explained 43.2% of the variation in job satisfaction scores (R² = .432). 
Development support had the largest positive coefficient (.481, p < .001), followed by constructive suggestions (.195, p < .001). Listening had a much smaller positive coefficient (.065) and was not statistically significant (p = .151).

These results differed slightly from the correlation results. When each supervisory behaviour was examined in relation to job satisfaction, all three showed statistically significant positive relationships. However, when the three behaviours were considered together in the regression, only development support and constructive suggestions remained statistically significant.
5. [bookmark: _Toc240814108]Discussion
This study explored whether three coaching related supervisory behaviours were associated with job satisfaction among U.S. federal employees. The results show positive associations for all three behaviours. The regression testing provides a more detailed result because the behaviours overlap and did not make the same separate contribution when they were considered together.

Development support showed the largest observed association with job satisfaction, r = .64. Constructive suggestions and listening also showed positive associations, with r = .56 and r = .54, respectively. In the multiple regression model, development support had a statistically significant positive coefficient of .481 (p < .001). Constructive suggestions also remained statistically significant, with a positive coefficient of .195 (p < .001). Listening did not remain statistically significant after the other two behaviours were included, (coefficient = .065, p = .151).

The overall regression model was statistically significant, F (3, 916) = 232.30, p < .001, and explained 43.2% of the variation in job satisfaction scores (R² = .432, adjusted R² = .430). These results are based on the 920 complete cases used in the analysis. They show relationships between the variables, rather than cause and effect, and should not be taken as estimates for all U.S. federal employees.

Managerial coaching related behaviour and job satisfaction
The overall findings are consistent with existing managerial coaching research. Ellinger et al. (2003), for example, found positive relationships between supervisory coaching behaviour, employee satisfaction and performance. The present study found the same general pattern; employees who reported more positive supervisory behaviour also tended to report greater job satisfaction. However, this study is looking at three individual behaviours rather than a validated managerial coaching measure, which is an important difference.

Q48, Q50 and Q55 were selected because they reflect behaviours that appear in managerial coaching literature, not because FEVS identifies them as coaching. The results therefore tell us something about development support, listening and constructive suggestions. They cannot tell us the effect of managerial coaching as a whole practice.

Managerial coaching is commonly described as a set of behaviours through which managers facilitate employee learning, reflection and performance improvement during normal work interactions (Beattie et al., 2014; Lawrence, 2017). This behavioural view is useful for the present study because it does not need employees to identify their supervisor's actions as coaching. It allows for the analysis of specific behaviours within an existing supervisory relationship.

Looking at the behaviours separately also produced an interesting result. All three had positive correlations with job satisfaction, but they did not behave in the same way once they were entered into the regression calculation together. Development support and constructive suggestions retained statistically significant associations, while listening did not. This does not make listening unimportant, it shows why it is useful to look beyond the simple correlations when behaviours are closely related.

Development support
Development support had the largest observed relationship with job satisfaction. It was positively associated with job satisfaction and kept a statistically significant association after listening and constructive suggestions were included in the regression model. This result is consistent with the developmental purpose of managerial coaching, which focusses on learning, capability and employee development (Beattie et al., 2014; Lawrence, 2017).

This finding suggests that employees who reported stronger support for development also tended to report greater job satisfaction. One possible explanation comes from Perceived Organisational Support theory. Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002) explain that experiences of support from supervisors can contribute to wider perceptions that the organisation values employees and supports their wellbeing. Those wider perceptions are associated with positive work attitudes, including job satisfaction.
However, perceived organisational support was not measured in this study. The results cannot show whether development support increases perceived organisational support, whether both are influenced by another factor, or whether satisfied employees are more likely to report that their supervisor supports development. 

The result is also relevant to the public sector context. Nguyen and Tuan (2022) found that supervisor support was related to public employee job satisfaction within a model that also considered workload, co-worker support and tangible job resources. This study differs because it examines specific supervisory behaviours rather than supervisor support as a whole. However, both studies highlight the importance of the supervisor's role in shaping employees' experience of work.

Development support may therefore be relevant to job satisfaction because it is bigger than access to training. It may indicate that a supervisor is willing to invest time in an employee's learning and future input. It may also help an employee understand how their current work connects with their future capability. These interpretations may be possible, but the single FEVS component does not identify the type, quality or frequency of development support.

Constructive suggestions
Constructive suggestions to improve job performance were positively associated with job satisfaction and remained statistically significant in the regression model. The wording of Q55 is improvement oriented. It asks about suggestions that may help an employee improve job performance rather than asking only whether performance has been assessed. This makes this question relevant to the developmental aspect of managerial coaching.

Li et al. (2023) found a positive relationship between supervisor developmental feedback and job satisfaction, with resilience playing a mediating role. But resilience was not measured in this study, so that cannot be tested here. What can be said is that employees who reported receiving more constructive suggestions also tended to report greater job satisfaction, even after the other two behaviours were included in the model.

The distinction between constructive suggestions and performance data is important. A performance rating can describe an outcome without explaining how the employee can improve. A correction can identify a problem without providing a path forward. Constructive suggestions are more closely aligned with the learning and development purpose of managerial coaching because they can help an employee understand what to do next, or differently. (Beattie et al., 2014; Lawrence, 2017).

This result does not automatically mean that more feedback is equal to greater job satisfaction. The FEVS item does not measure the content, timing, fairness, tone or usefulness of the suggestions. It also does not show whether the suggestions were accepted or acted upon by employees. The conclusion here is that the employees who reported more constructive suggestions also tended to report higher job satisfaction. This relationship remained statistically significant after the other two behaviours were considered.


Listening
Listening produced the clearest difference between the correlation and regression results. Listening was positively associated with job satisfaction when examined on its own, r = .54. Its regression coefficient was not statistically significant after development support and constructive suggestions were included.

This does not demonstrate that listening is irrelevant. It rather indicates that the analysis did not identify a clear separate association between listening and job satisfaction after the other two related behaviours were controlled. The predictor variables were strongly correlated. Listening correlated at .73 with development support and at .76 with constructive suggestions, indicating substantial shared variance among the measures.

The easiest way to understand the listening result is that the correlation and regression are asking different questions. The correlation shows that employees who felt listened to, also tended to be more satisfied with their jobs. The regression asks whether listening still adds a clear separate relationship, once development support and constructive suggestions are considered as well. In this model, it did not.

This does not mean that listening has no value. A manager may need to listen before they can understand what development an employee needs or offer a useful suggestion. Listening may also be connected with trust, employee voice and the wider quality of the manager and employee relationship. None of these possibilities were tested in this study. The finding is therefore narrower: listening was positively related to job satisfaction when examined on its own but was not statistically significant when the three supervisory behaviours were considered together.

The overlap between supervisory behaviours
The amount of overlap between the three behaviours is also worth considering. Employees who said their supervisor listened to them were more likely to report development support and constructive suggestions as well. In practice, this is not really surprising. A manager who listens may be better placed to understand what an employee needs and to offer relevant support or feedback.

Managerial coaching research generally describes coaching through a combination of behaviours rather than one isolated action (Beattie et al., 2014; Lawrence, 2017). This makes overlap between the FEVS items reasonable. It does not, however, justify combining Q48, Q50 and Q55 into a single scale.

This study did not test whether the three FEVS items form a coherent managerial coaching construct. The correlations show that the responses are related, they do not establish that the items represent one underlying construct.

These findings raise a possible question for future research. A study using a validated managerial coaching instrument could test whether development support, listening and developmental feedback operate as distinct dimensions or as parts of a broader coaching approach. It could also examine whether the combined construct has a stronger relationship with job satisfaction than any single behaviour.

Implications for managerial practice
In terms of what this means in practice, the findings suggest that a manager as coach approach is not only about holding a formal coaching conversation. Employees experience their manager through their everyday interactions and supporting development, listening and giving constructive suggestions can all be part of those interactions.

Development support and constructive suggestions showed statistically significant associations with job satisfaction when the three behaviours were considered together. This supports the view that managerial coaching can be understood as part of how managers facilitate employee learning and performance, rather than as a stand-alone intervention (Beattie et al., 2014; Lawrence, 2017).

There is a limit to what can be taken from this. The study does not show that training managers in these behaviours will cause job satisfaction to increase, and it does not show that development support is more important than every other part of management. It shows an association within this sample. While this is useful, the practical implications need to remain proportionate to the evidence.

The listening result is useful for manager development. Listening is commonly regarded as part of a coaching approach, but its association with job satisfaction was not distinct from development support and constructive suggestions in this model. Manager development may benefit from presenting listening as part of a wider process of understanding employee needs, supporting development and giving useful feedback. It may be less helpful to treat listening as an isolated technique with a guaranteed effect on job satisfaction.

Organisations should also avoid interpreting the result as a recommendation to provide more feedback without attention to quality. Constructive suggestions may be most useful when they are specific, respectful and linked to achievable improvement. The FEVS item cannot test these conditions, so they should be examined in future research rather than assumed from these findings.

Contribution of the study
The contribution of this study is relatively simple. Managerial coaching research tells us something about the behaviours managers use to support learning and development, while federal employee research tells us about supervisor support and job satisfaction in a particular public sector context. This study brings these two areas together by using managerial coaching literature to look at the three specific behaviours already captured in FEVS.
Treating the behaviours separately turned out to be a useful exploration. Development support, listening and constructive suggestions were all associated with job satisfaction individually, but the regression results were different. This is worth exploring further because it suggests that describing all coaching-related behaviour as one general positive management practice may hide some of the differences between the behaviours.

This study has not created a new coaching measure, validated the three FEVS items as a scale or shown that coaching causes job satisfaction. What it has done, though, is show how an existing organisational survey can be examined through a coaching lens.

Limitations
The study has several limitations. Firstly, the FEVS was not designed to measure managerial coaching. The variables were selected because their wording is consistent with behaviours described in the managerial coaching literature. This approach allows an existing dataset to be examined from a coaching perspective, but it does not provide the construct validity of a recognised managerial coaching measure. The findings should therefore be described as evidence about coaching related supervisory behaviours, not as a direct test of managerial coaching.

Secondly, each variable was measured with one five-point Likert type item. Pearson correlation and linear regression use the numerical response codes in a way that treats them more like interval data. They were therefore used as pragmatic methods for examining linear associations in the analysed sample. This does not remove the measurement limitation. The coefficients should be treated as approximate associations between ordered response scores, not as precise changes in an interval measure of job satisfaction.

Thirdly, the three supervisory behaviours were strongly correlated with each other, with correlations ranging from .68 to .76. This is important when interpreting the regression results because the three behaviours were considered together. In particular, the non-significant result for listening does not mean that listening is unimportant. Rather, listening was positively related to job satisfaction when examined on its own but was not statistically significant when the three behaviours were considered together.

Fourthly, the analysis used a random sample of 1,000 cases from the 87,321 records in the public release file. This reduced the size of the dataset for practical analysis in Microsoft Excel. Estimates based on the sample may differ from estimates based on the full file. The random sampling procedure also does not correct for nonresponse, survey design effects or differences between respondents and the wider federal workforce.

Fifthly, the OPM survey weight was not applied in this analysis. OPM distinguishes between unweighted respondent counts and weighted estimates in its FEVS reporting guidance (U.S. Office of Personnel Management, 2024b). The findings therefore describe the sample analysed in this study and should not be interpreted as representing all U.S. federal employees.

Sixthly, the correlation and regression analyses used 920 complete cases. Eighty sampled records were excluded because they did not contain valid numeric responses for all four variables. If the excluded respondents differed systematically from the included respondents, complete case analysis may have influenced the results. The available analysis cannot fully test whether the missing responses were random.

Seventhly, the study is cross-sectional and based on employee self-report, with all variables measured in the same survey. It is therefore not possible to determine which came first. Supportive supervisory behaviour may contribute to job satisfaction, but employees who are more satisfied may also view their supervisor more positively. Other aspects of the job, team or organisation may also influence both. The findings therefore show relationships between the variables but cannot establish cause and effect.

Finally, the study did not include important potential explanatory variables. It did not measure organisational support, employee resilience, trust, workload, job autonomy, supervisor relationship quality or the quality of the feedback received. Since these variables were not included, the study cannot fully explain the relationships found.

Further research
Future research could address these limitations in several ways. A study using a validated managerial coaching measure would allow the relationship between managerial coaching and job satisfaction to be examined directly. It could test whether development support, listening and developmental feedback are distinct dimensions, or parts of a broader coaching construct. It could also compare the results of a validated scale with results from individual FEVS items.

Future research could measure supervisory behaviours and employee outcomes at different points in time. This would help to understand whether supervisory behaviours come before changes in job satisfaction. Research could also explore whether developing managers' coaching capability leads to changes in employee job satisfaction. These approaches would provide stronger evidence about cause and effect than the cross-sectional approach used in this study.

Future research could explore whether listening has an indirect relationship with job satisfaction through development support, feedback quality, trust, supervisor relationship quality or psychological resources. These pathways should be specified in advance and tested with suitable measures. They should not be inferred from the correlations in the present study.

Future research could use the full FEVS dataset and apply the survey weights to see whether the relationships found in this study are also found across the wider federal workforce. It could also explore whether these relationships differ between agencies or according to employee characteristics such as occupational group, grade and working arrangements.

Future research should also measure the quality and context of supervisory behaviour. The present study cannot show whether constructive suggestions were specific, respectful or actionable. It cannot show whether development support involved training, career discussion, coaching conversations or access to resources. More specific measures would help to explain why some supervisory behaviours are associated with job satisfaction and whether the same behaviours operate differently in different organisational contexts.
6. [bookmark: _Toc240814109]Conclusion
This study found that support for employee development, listening and constructive suggestions to improve performance were each positively associated with job satisfaction among the analysed sample of U.S. federal employees.

The multiple regression provided a more detailed result. Development support and constructive suggestions retained statistically significant positive associations with job satisfaction when the three behaviours were considered together. Listening did not retain a statistically significant separate association. This difference reflects the substantial overlap between the three supervisory behaviour measures and should not be interpreted as evidence that listening has no value.

The findings are consistent with research linking managerial coaching and developmental supervisory behaviour with positive employee outcomes (Ellinger, Ellinger and Keller, 2003; Beattie et al., 2014). They also show why individual behaviours should be examined rather than treated automatically as one validated coaching construct.

The study does not demonstrate that managerial coaching causes job satisfaction. It provides evidence that specific everyday supervisory behaviours, selected because they are consistent with managerial coaching literature, are associated with how employees evaluate their jobs. The results support continued research into how development support, listening and constructive feedback operate within the wider manager and employee relationship and organisational context.

Onward!
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