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Abstract:

This quantitative descriptive study aimed to identify the influence of coaching
communication on the relationship between feedback environment and self-efficacy
of teaching. In particular, the objective of this study was to identify whether the
coaching communication would be able to become a mediator in the relationship
between feedback environment and self-efficacy of teaching. A total of 411 lecturers
randomly selected from the five three polytechnics which successfully obtained an
overall excellent performance including academic standards and quality management
through the recognition of the polytechnic ratings. Data for this survey were collected
through a questionnaire which was adapted from literature review (Steelman et al.,
2004; Heslin et al., 2006; Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, 2001). The results of multiple
regression analysis showed that feedback environment and coaching communication
had positive and significant influence on self-efficacy of teaching. In addition,
feedback environment also had an impact on all dimensions of coaching
communication. Meanwhile coaching communication acts as a full mediator on the
relationship between feedback environment and self-efficacy of teaching. In term of
the implications, this study showed the role of the middle manager is extremely
important in creating the feedback environment in the workplace in order to improve
coaching communication performance.
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1. Introduction

For Malaysia to become a high-income nation by the year 2020, it is imperative to
produce a competent workforce to compete in an intensified global market. The
Economic Transformation Programme which was introduced in 2010 is projected to
create over 3 million new job openings by 2020, of which at least 40 percent is
expected to obtain Technical Education and Vocational Training (TVET)
qualifications (Performance Management and Delivery Unit, 2011). In relation to that,
TVET has been regarded as one of the most significant drivers for the country to
transform from a middle-income country to a high-income nation. The needs of
skilled workforce would not be met if there is an absence of proficient educators to
provide quality learning environment.

The management of vocational education in Malaysia has undergone a series of
changes. First, the Department of Polytechnic and Community College Education
(DPCCE) was formed in 2004 which altered the system of governance (Department of
Polyteclinic and Community College Education, 2014). According to Economic
Planning Unit (2015), there are 525 public training institutions under seven ministries
including Ministry of Education, Ministry of Human Resources, Ministry of Youth
and Sports, Ministry of Regional and Rural Development, Ministry of Agriculture and
Agro-Based Industry, Ministry of Works, and Ministry of Defence. Furthermore, a
number of vocational training institutes were established with the cooperation of
Germany, France, and Japan (Mustapha, 2001). These training institutions offer
similar courses and the overlapped course offerings result in duplication and wastage
of resources (Economic Planning Unit, 2015) which calls for a better coordination of
resources. Consequently, the changes in governance and increased accountability for
academic performance all affect the performance management system in vocational
education colleges (Briggs, 2004).

In facing the increasingly competitive and fast-changing business environment, the
ability to learn and adapt quickly has become an essential skills. In relation to that,
there is a need for organisations to find a solution that can both increase
organisational effectiveness and retain talented people. The development needs of
each individual are varied and thus it is imperative for organisations to recognise the
importance of a more personal and responsive development approach. Coaching and
performance feedback seem to be a useful tool for organisations in this regard. This
argument is supported by a number of empirical evidence which found that
performance feedback is one of the statistically significant predictors of task mastery
(Jex and Britt, 2008) and job performance (Ilgen and Moore, 1987; Kluger and
DeNisi, 1996; Sommer and Kulkarni, 2012). Furthermore, both performance feedback
and self-efficacy are found to be the necessary conditions for goal-setting to be
effective (Jex and Britt, 2008). This is because employees will not be able to achieve
their personal goals and organisational objectives without sufficiently detailed
feedback regarding the extent to which their performances are contributing to the
overall targets.

Over recent years, there has been an increasing trend of organisations taking greater
responsibility for developing their human capital. Many organisations perceive
coaching as a developmental tool for their staff as well as a strategic initiative to
improve both individual and organisational performance (Bowen and Schofield,
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2013). Coaching involves collaborative and effective two-way communication
between coach and coachee. Thus, middle managers play a significant role in
supporting personal development as well as improving job performance (Stewart and
Palmer, 2009). Ideally, coachees receive direct advice and attention which fits with
their career developmental goals. Combining these together, continuous supports for
personal development plans -- namely feedback environment and coaching
communication -- is believed to have positive influence to the formation of an
individual's self-efficacy. Educators with strong self-efficacy beliefs are more likely
to choose a strategy to effectively address the tension and persistent in the tasks
entrusted (Zajacova et al., 2005).

The studies on self-efficacy of teaching are mainly conducted in school settings and
there is little work have been done in researching self-efficacy of teaching in further
and higher education institutions. For this reason, this paper aims to understand the
dynamics of perceived self-efficacy in further education, with a special focus on the
influence of coaching and feedback to self-efficacy of teaching.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Self-Efficacy of Teaching

Individuals who have great level of self-efficacy tend to be highly motivated and
confident to perform the tasks entrusted to it (Gibson and Dembo, 1985). Self-efficacy
also influences the actions of individuals in the field of work, the extent of its business
and holds its resilience in the face of adversity (Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, 2001). A
college teacher may be confident when teaching in familiar environment but may feel
uncertain regarding his or her ability to perform well in uncertain circumstances. This
is in line with the views of Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) which maintain
confidences in the teachers need to take a series of behaviour in specific situations and
structured teaching. Following this line of thought, self-efficacy of teaching revolves
around the ability of educators to establish a positive effect on student achievement
through teaching and learning curriculum that has been set.

Self-efficacy of teaching also includes the ability to improve teaching strategies from
time to time and increase the added value of the knowledge gained. For that reason,
teachers with high level of self-efficacy are more likely to perform better compared to
those with lower level of self-efficacy. According to Hoy and Tschannen-Moran
(2003), the self-efficacy of teachers is the action done by the teachers in certain
situations rather than what has been achieved by them or why they need to be
achieved. This is because self-efficacy of teachers influences the actions, the mindset
and emotional reaction to the situation at hand. Thus, by taking into accounts the
views of Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2003), in this research, self-efficacy of teaching
refers to the ability of the educators to implement instructional strategies, classroom
management, and engaging students in the learning process.

2.2 Feedback Environment

The significance of performance feedback in an organisation is well supported by
scholars come from many different disciplines including performance management
(Aguinis et al. 2012; Broad and Goddard, 2010; Levy and Williams, 2004), human
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resource development (Nae et al., 2015; Sommer and Kulkarni, 2012; Young and
Steelman, 2014), and organisational studies (Chen et al., 2007; Westerman et al.,
2014). The usefulness of feedback depends on a series of contextual factors including
the consistency in delivery (Westerman et al., 2014), the perceived quality of the
feedback (Ilgen and Moore, 1987; Kluger and DeNisi, 1996; Nae et al., 2015), and the
credibility of feedback giver (Bozer et al., 2014; Nae et al., 2015; Steelman et al.,
2004). The concept of feedback environment revolves around feedback-seeking
behaviour, the process of feedback-giving, and the attitudes towards received
feedback.

This study used Feedback Environment Scale proposed by Steelman et al. (2004)
which consists of six facets: the credibility of the feedback source, the quality of
feedback, feedback delivery, constructive feedback, feedback availability, and
encourage feedback seeking. Each component of the feedback environment will be
discussed in the following.

Feedback credibility refers to the trustworthiness and expertise of the feedback
provider as perceived by the coachee (Bozer et al., 2014). Empirical studies found that
the credibility of a coach is positively related to coaching effectiveness (Bozer et al.,
2014; Boyce et al., 2010; Fedor et al., 1989; Nae et al., 2015). Mainly, this is due to
the phenomenon that people generally respond positively to feedback when the source
of feedback is credible and competent (Steelman et al., 2004).

The second element of feedback environment is the content of feedback, which
includes feedback quality and constructive feedback. For feedback to be helpful, it
should be accurate, specific, and constructive (Steelman et al., 2004). The relationship
between high quality feedback and work performance is well established (Ilgen and
Moore, 1987; Kluger and DeNisi, 1996; Sommer and Kulkarni, 2012). By contrast,
Nae et al. (2015) found that there is no improvement in individual performance if the
employee received low quality performance feedback from their supervisor.
Constructive feedback should be a combination of praise and criticism regarding the
performance of workers (Aguinis et al. 2012). In other words, for feedback to be
meaningful, the feedback should indicate areas of improvement in addition to giving
recognition to good performance. The rationale of strength-based approach is to
continuously develop the personal strengths of the employees rather than overcome
their weaknesses (Buckingham and Clifton, 2001).

A closely relevant component to the content of feedback is feedback delivery. In this
study, feedback delivery refers to the process and methods of delivering feedback.
Face-to-face communication is often seen as an effective means of disseminating
annual performance appraisal (Westerman et al., 2014) and yet the rise of globally
dispersed workforces and increasing demand for timely feedback led to an increasing
use of e-mails as a common medium to deliver feedback (Cox et al., 2011). The
emphasis of feedback delivery is put on the tone and intention of the feedback giver
(Steelman et al., 2004) irrespective of the type of media being used. In particular,
some managers are reluctant to deliver negative feedback (Westerman et al., 2014)
and may ‘sugarcoat’ their feedback (Cox et al., 2011), thus making the feedback less
accurate.
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Another influential factor of feedback environment is the availability of feedback. To
a great extent, access to feedback can help individuals to deal with uncertainties
(DeRue and Wellman, 2009), which subsequently increase self-efficacy in handling
challenging tasks. Access to feedback allows individuals to have better understanding
of their competency and performance (Kluger and DeNisi, 1996). On the contrary, the
absence of feedback represents a developmental challenge. Broad and Goddard (2010)
found that the absence of formal feedback reporting system in higher education
institutions resulting a lack of accountability of the performance management system.

The last component of feedback environment is ‘encouragement of feedback-seeking’.
Responsibilities of 21* century managers include coaching their subordinates and
encourage feedback-seeking behaviour at work (Steelman et al., 2004). This statement
is in line with the study of Chen et al. (2007) which remarked that organisations
should create an approachable channel which allows their employees to seek
feedback, including the nnegative feedback, from their supervisors. Williams et al.
(1999) noted that encouragement of feedback-seeking behaviour has an impact on the
frequency of workers seeking feedback from their supervisor. Studies found that
feedback-seeking behaviour has mediating effect to adapt in a new working
environment (Morrison, 1993; Wanberg and Kammeyer-Mueller, 2000).

Taken these together, the feedback environment as defined by Steelman et al. (2004)
is a multifaceted contruct which reflect the contextual aspects of work-related
feedback. The provision of performance feedback is particularly vital for early-career
teaching staff. Shannon et al. (1998) noted that Graduate Teaching Assistants (GTA)
have limited opportunities to receive feedback regarding their teaching and thus
continued to teach ineffectively. And thus there is a need for the inexperienced
teaching staff to receive feedback from the experienced academic staffs.

Hypothesis I: Feedback environment is positively related to self-efficacy of teaching.

Hypothesis 2: Feedback environment is positively related to coaching communication.

2.3 Coaching Communication

Coaching is a developmental technique that is essentially based on one-to-one
discussion in order to enhance job performance. Typically, coaching involves setting
both personal and organisational goals with a special emphasis on improvement at
work. Coaching is also about inspiration and encouragement (Berg and Karlsen, 2012;
Heslin et al., 2006). Coaching has the adaptability to accommodate and support
different learning styles since coaching is more personalised than other developmental
methods such as training and seminar which are typically designed to deliver at
greater scale (Spry, 2010). In the context of this review, coaching communication
refers to the behaviour of the supervisors to improve performance through bilateral
interaction with intention to accomplish career goals and organisational objectives.

The coaching role of managers in further and higher education institutions is often
overlooked. Bowen and Schofield (2012) proposed coaching as a learning and
development intiative in tertiary education institutions because coaching promotes
employee engagement by empowering staff and giving more responsbility to them.
This is in accordance with the functions of the Department of Polytechnic Education
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in Malaysia: to plan and execute staff training and career development programmes
and to plan and develop quality assurance and a control system (Department of
Polyteclinic and Community College Education, 2014).

Based on the work of Heslin et al. (2006), three main functions of coaching are used
to investigate the process of coaching communication in the context of Malaysian
polytechnics, and these include: facilitating learning, inspiring others, giving job
guidance. Early career teaching staff often lacks necessary experience to perform their
instructional roles (Shannon et al. 1998). Job guidance from a more experienced
academic staff could facilitate learning and inspiring self-efficacy towards teaching.

Hypothesis 3: Coaching communication is positively related to self-efficacy of
teaching.

Hypothesis 4: Coaching communication has the mediating effect on the relationship
between feedback environment and self-efficacy of teaching.

3. Research Framework and Research Objectives

Briggs (2004) observed a “new professionalism” in further education colleges, where
middle managers or line-managers are responsible for improving staff performance. In
Malaysia, there is a lack of recognition for vocational instructors (Economic Planning
Unit, 2015; Mustapha, 2001). Moreover, the teaching staffs at Malaysian polytechnics
typically have limited industrial experiences and in-service training (Mustapha, 2001).
When asked to make suggestions to improve vocational education in Malaysia,
vocational educators have recommended professional development as top priority
(Mustapha, 2001). Without the necessary training, the vocational educators must learn
from on-the-job experience. The managers in further education colleges play an
important role in this regards since they are responsible for giving job guidance and
supporting developmental needs of individual teaching staffs (Briggs, 2004).
Coaching would be an effective performance improvement technique and the regular
feedback from the coachee can facilitate continuous performance improvement. The
presence of feedback environment enables employees to continuously develop
themselves (Levy and Williams, 2004; Steelman et al., 2004) and perhaps outperform
managerial expectation.

As mediator variables, coaching communication can be tested to measure the direct
effect or indirect effect on the relationship between feedback environment and self-
efficacy of teaching. This statement is in line with the views of Berg and Karlsen
(2012) who maintain that coaching can help to unlock the potential of individuals and
inspire them to accomplish career goals as well as facilitate continuous learning on the
job.

Therefore, this conceptual framework consists of three variables, namely feedback
environment, coaching communication, and self-efficacy of teaching. In this study,
feedback environment refers as an independent variable, coaching communication as
mediator variable while the self-efficacy of teaching is the dependent variable (see
Figure 1).
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Figure 1: A priori structural model
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4. Research Methodologies

The study was conducted using a survey method. Sampling consisted of 411 lecturers
who are serving in the five polytechnics which successfully obtained an overall
excellent performance including academic standards and quality management through
the recognition of the polytechnic rating. The instrument used was a questionnaire
which was adapted from the feedback environment scale (Steelman et al., 2004),
coaching behaviour scale Heslin et al. (2006), and efficacy subscale (Tschannen-
Moran and Hoy, 2001). The questionnaire is divided into four parts namely Part A to
obtain demographic information of respondents, Part B (25 items) also diagnose the
extent of organization support on feedback process, Part C (12 items) to measure the
behaviour of a leader in helping followers to improve performance and developing the
potential of employees, and Part D (9 items) on the perception of lecturers on self-
efficacy of teaching. A total of 600 questionnaires were distributed and 411
questionnaires only be collected with the questionnaire return rate as high as 68.5
percent.

5. Research Findings

5.1 Respondent Profile

The respondents consisted of 411 lecturers who taught at the polytechnic Malaysia.
Descriptive statistical analysis of frequencies and percentages were used to describe
the profile of the respondents that include gender, the highest academic qualifications,
academic department category, teaching experience, and age on January 1, 2014.

Table 1: Respondent Profile (N=411)

Variables Categories Frequency Percentage
Gender Male 151 36.7
Female 260 63.3
Academic Certificate/Diploma 16 3.9
Qualification Bachelor degree 244 59.4
Master degree 145 353
Doctorate degree 6 1.5
Academic Department ~ Humanities and Social Sciences 183 44.5
Technical 205 49.9
Communication & Information Technology 23 5.6
Teaching Experience 1-9 years 213 51.8
10-18 years 142 345
19-27 years 45 10.9
28-36 years 12 2.6
Age on 1 January 2014  25-33 years 188 45.7
34-42 years 151 36.7
43-51 years 56 13.6
52 years and above 16 3.9
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To determine the level of communication practice guidance, the three-dimensional
coaching communication of facilitating, inspiration, and job guidance has shown
moderate mean scores between 4.64 and 4.95. Coaching communication overall mean
score as high as 4.83, which is moderate. For self-efficacy of teaching variable, there
is as high as mean score 5.66 of a scale of 1 to 7. The three-dimensional self-efficacy
of teaching including efficacy in classroom management, efficacy in student
engagement, and efficacy in instructional strategies those are beyond the mean score
5.60 which considered high level.

Table 2: Mean Score and Standard Deviation

Variables Mean (M) Standard Deviation (SD)
Feedback Environment 542 77
Feedback Source Credibility 5.70 .83
Feedback Quality 5.67 .83
Feedback Delivery 5.37 .98
Feedback Source Availability 5.31 1.00
Constructive Feedback 5.17 1.00
Encourage Feedback Seeking 5.27 1.08
Coaching Communication 4.83 1.20
Facilitating 4.89 1.21
Inspiration 4.95 1.24
Job Guidance 4.64 1.39
Self-Efficacy of Teaching 5.66 74
Efficacy in classroom management 5.64 .86
Efficacy in student engagement 5.73 .80
Efficacy in instructional strategy 5.60 .83

5.2 Feedback Environment

Multiple regression analysis was used to measure the contributions or responses of
feedback environment on coaching communication. Multiple regression results
indicate significant feedback environment responses each accounted for 47 percent of
the variance changes the coaching communication and 6 percent of the variance
change self-efficacy of teaching. Hypothesis 1 was supported; feedback environment
is positively related to self-efficacy of teaching (f=.25, p<.05). Hypothesis 2 was
supported; feedback environment is positively related to coaching communication
(p=.68, p<.05).

Table 3: Influence of feedback environment on coaching communication and self-efficacy of teaching

Variable Coaching Communication Self-Efficacy of Teaching
Feedback Environment .68 25

R’ 47 .06

Adjusted R? 46 .06

F Value 354.24%* 27.11*

Durbin Watson 1.67 1.90

Note: *p<.05

5.3 Coaching Communication

The results of Table 4 shows the results of multiple regression analysis performed on
self-efficacy of teaching and coaching communication variables. The decision found
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that the coaching communication has significantly contributed 11 percent of the
variance changes for self-efficacy of teaching. The assessment of the value of the beta
coefficient (f) indicates the coaching communication has a positive effect on the
efficacy of teaching (f=.33, p<.05). Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was supported.

Table 4: Influence of Coaching Communication on Self-Efficacy of Teaching

Variable Self-Efficacy of Teaching
Coaching Communication .33

R’ 11

Adjusted R? A1

F Value 50.96*

Durbin Watson 1.86

Note: *p<.05

5.4 Mediating Effect of Coaching Communication

Hypothesis 4 was supported; coaching communication partially mediated the effect of
feedback environment on self-efficacy of teaching, based on guidelines set forth by
Baron and Kenny (1986) for testing mediation. The regression coefficients in table 3
and 4 show that coaching communication is significantly (and positively) related to
feedback environment (Independent Variable) self-efficacy of teaching (Dependent
Variable), thus meeting the conditions for mediation (Mediator Variable is
significantly related to the Independent and Dependent Variables). The beta
coefficient for feedback environment, which was significant in the first analysis (see
table 3), is now no longer significant when controlling for the effects of the Mediator
Variable, coaching communication (see table 5). Thus the final condition for
demonstrating mediation has also been met.

Table 5: Mediating Effect of Coaching Communication

Variable Dependent Variable
Self-Efficacy of Teaching (DV)
DV (B) DV without MV () DV with MV (f)

Independent variable (DV)

Feedback Environment - 21% .07
Mediator variable (MV)

Coaching Communication 20% - 25%
R’ .09 .05 .09
Adjusted R* .08 .04 .08
F Value 36.19* 18.13% 18.96*
Durbin Watson 1.89 1.94 1.89
Note: *p<.05

6. Discussion and Research Implication

The findings show that feedback environment has a positive impact on coaching
communication (f=.68, p<.05) and self-efficacy of teaching (f=.25, p<.05). Coaching
communication was also found to have a positive impact on self-efficacy of teaching
(p=.33, p<.05). The hypothesised structural model was a mediated model consisting
of paths between feedback environment, coaching communication, and self-efficacy
of teaching, where coaching communication was proposed to mediate the effect of
feedback environment on self-efficacy of teaching (see Figure 2).
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Figure 2: Mediation model including the regression coefficients

Feedback 0.68* Coaching 0.33* Self-Efficacy of
Environment w Communication w Teaching
7'}
0.25*
Note: *p<0.5

The feedback environment contributes 6 percent to the variance change in self-
efficacy of teaching and contributes 47 percent to the variance change in coaching
communication. The finding is in line with the findings Young and Steelman (2014)
and Whitaker and Levy (2012) in which feedback environment will enable individuals
to find useful information about their work performance so that they can achieve a
better understanding about themselves and managerial expectations.

In addition, the coaching communication also contributes 11 percent to the variance
changes in self-efficacy of teaching. This finding is consistent with the study of Thach
(2002) in which coaching helps people in achieving the goals set for improving
organisational productivity and personal satisfaction. Similarly, Bandura and Cervone
(1986) also concluded that coaching is considered as a form of social persuasion in
which people are guided by recommendations to believe they can successfully cope
with the given tasks. Therefore, the middle managers, especially those who are
responsible of developing teaching staff, should establish and maintain positive
coaching communication to increase self-efficacy in teaching.

7. Conclusion

This study attempts to show the influence of feedback environment and coaching
communication on self-efficacy of teaching. In addition, as a pioneer it is to study the
role played by coaching communication as a mediator in educational organizations of
Malaysia. The results of this study show that feedback environment is positively
related to coaching communication and self-efficacy of teaching. In addition, the
coaching communication also affects the relationship between feedback environment
and self-efficacy of teaching. Therefore, according to the findings of the current study,
middle managers in polytechnics should demonstrate their commitment to create
feedback environment in order to improve lecturers’ confidence and ability of
teaching. The process of interaction between middle managers and followers will be
more effective with the establishment of constructive feedback environment in the
workplace.

Perhaps the greatest limitation of this study is the nature of cross-sectional data, where
data is collected at one specific point in time. A longitudinal study would provide
greater supports for causality of feedback environment to self-efficacy of teaching.
Further research is needed to explore how the relationships identified in this research
are actually developed in higher education institutions. While we have a clearer
picture of what managers have to be able to do in order to improve self-efficacy of
teaching, we do not yet know how self-efficacy and feedback environment emerge
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and evolve in higher education institutions. The research model presented here could
act as a springboard for more empirical studies in the future.
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