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Executive summary 
 

Performance management is the continuous process of identifying, measuring, and developing the 

performance of employees. A well-known aspect of performance management is the performance 

appraisal, which involves evaluations of employees once a year. Much research has focused on identifying 

and solving problems with performance management systems at organizations, which has not resulted in 

a system that is perceived as consistently accurate and useful (Austin et al., 1992; Denisi & Murphy, 2017). 

For this reason, this study focused on how to develop employees and improve their performance, which is 

an important role in performance management. The goal of this study was to investigate if new directions 

for performance management, such as including coaching to the performance management cycle, are 

related to the development and performance of employees within the construction services business. The 

main research question in this study was: 

‘How can the performance management cycle in the construction services business be optimized to 

stimulate the development and performance improvement of employees’ 

Coaching is the activity in which the employee and supervisor work together to improve the job 

performance of the employee and maintain the capabilities for future use, where the focus is on the 

performance and developmental needs of the employee (Gregory & Levy, 2010). The research by Murphy 

(2020) argued that performance management nowadays focuses mainly on the evaluation of employees. 

It was argued by Murphy (2020) that focusing on evaluating employees should switch to coaching 

employees to ensure that the focus is on their development. The role of the supervisor should be a 

coaching role, which includes providing employees with information and support them in achieving goals 

by providing information and suggestions. Because coaching is done to improve job performance it was 

hypothesized that coaching is positively related to job performance. Job performance here consists of task 

performance, which is performance specific to the job, and contextual performance, which is 

performance similar across jobs within an organization. Furthermore, coaching activities allow individuals 

to gain insights about themselves that they did not see before (Shore, & Bloom, 1986), and coaching 

provides spaces for personal development (Wales, 2002). It was therefore hypothesized that coaching 

employees is positively related to the development of employees and that employee development 

mediates the positive relationship between coaching and job performance. Next to this, coaching should 

be included in the performance management cycle because it encourages engagement (Grant et al., 

2011). Grant et al. (2011) argued that coaching and helping employees with their work planning, pointing 

out potential difficulties, and offering advice and support helps to foster engagement of employees. It was 

therefore hypothesized that there is a positive relationship between coaching and work engagement. 

Work engagement, which is encouraged by coaching, is a state of mind including important dimensions, 

which are vigor, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Vigor is the feeling of physical strength 

and emotional energy, characterized by having a high level of energy (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Dedication 

refers to the involvement of employees in their work and is characterized by the level of enthusiasm, 

inspiration, significance, and challenge (Medlin & Green, 2009). Absorption refers to the concentration 

level of employees with a focus on attention and having a clear mind (Medlin & Green, 2009). According 

to Azis et al. (2018) and Medlin and Green (2009), work engagement is linked to the performance of 

employees, and the research of Tanskanen, Mäkelä, and Viitala (2019) concluded that there is a mediating 

role for work engagement on the relationship between coaching and job performance. It was therefore 

hypothesized that there is a positive relationship between work engagement and job performance and 

that there is a mediating role for work engagement on this positive relationship. What is more, it was 
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hypothesized that self-direction moderates the positive relationship between coaching and employee 

development. It was expected that when employees take own initiative in the development process and 

actively take responsibility for setting learning outcomes and the achievement of it (Robotham, 1995), the 

relationship between coaching and employee development will be strengthened. Also, it was 

hypothesized that job crafting moderates this positive relationship between coaching and employee 

development. Job crafting consists of seeking challenges, seeking resources, and reducing demands. It 

was expected that job crafting strengthens the positive relationship between coaching and employee 

development because the employee is then also seeking coaching and feedback and tends to stand more 

open for this. From these hypotheses, the research model in Figure 1 resulted. 

 

Figure 1 Research model 

The study consisted of a qualitative semi-structured interview and a quantitative cross-sectional based 

online survey. The semi-structured interview was to determine the shortcomings of the current 

performance management cycle at Heijmans, the organization where this study was done. From these 

interviews, it was identified what the shortcomings were and if the model in Figure 1 could be suitable in 

optimizing the performance management cycle at Heijmans. The cross-sectional online survey was to test 

the hypothesized relationships in the research model. This survey consisted of validated questions, 

measuring the different constructs in the research model. The survey was distributed among all 

employees of Heijmans, which resulted in 845 useful participants. The data were analyzed using IBM SPSS 

statistics 25 and IBM SPSS Amos 25. The statistical analysis consisted of the descriptive statistics, 

confirmatory factor analysis, testing multivariate assumptions of multicollinearity and testing if there are 

outliers or influential data points, developing the structural model and testing the direct relationships in 

the research model, testing the indirect relationships in the research model consisting of the mediating 

effects using the method of Preacher et al. (2011), and the moderating effects using moderated structural 

equation modeling, and a multigroup analysis.  

The result of the semi-structured interview was that there should be more self-direction from the 

employees during review moments, there should be a bigger focus on the development of the employees, 

there should be a higher frequency of performance management activities and more often goals need to 

be set which need a good action plan and monitoring. This was in line with the research model of Figure 1, 

which was concluded to be suitable for optimizing the performance management cycle. The next step was 

testing the hypothesized relationships in the research model to evaluate if these relationships are present 

at Heijmans. 

The result of the statistical analysis for testing the hypotheses in the research model was that the 

hypothesized positive direct relationship between coaching and job performance was not supported. The 

hypothesized indirect relationships between coaching and job performance, by the mediating role of work 
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engagement and employee development were supported. Also, the direct positive relationships between 

coaching and work engagement, leadership development and employee development, and between 

coaching and employee development were found. What is more, a direct positive relationship was found 

between work engagement and job performance. The hypothesized moderating effects of self-direction 

and job crafting on the relationship between coaching and employee development were not supported. 

However, it was found that there is a positive direct relationship between self-direction and employee 

development. When comparing direct and indirect employees by performing a multigroup analysis, no 

significant difference was found. 

This study contributed to the literature by examining new relationships and confirming prior relationships 

within a different organizational context, the construction services business. New relationships that were 

investigated were the relationships between coaching and leadership development on employee 

development and the moderating effects of job crafting and self-direction on the positive relationship 

between coaching and employee development.  

The findings entailed several practical implications. In general, it was concluded from the present study 

that including coaching in the performance management cycle can be beneficial because it fosters work 

engagement and the development of employees and so indirectly job performance. When looking at the 

article of Gruman and Saks (2011), it was suggested to design performance management in a way to 

foster engagement. Because also in this study it was concluded that work engagement is related to job 

performance, it is advisable to design the performance management cycle to have engaged employees, 

which can be achieved by coaching. It is therefore worthwhile for organizations to invest in supervisors to 

become good coaches. The same holds for leadership development, which was positively related to the 

development of employees. Although no moderating effect between coaching and employee 

development was found by self-direction, a direct effect was found here. It is important here, that 

employees get the chance to diagnose personal learning needs and formulate their own goals including a 

learning plan.  

This study has some limitations and recommendations for future research. First of all, the design for 

testing the hypotheses was cross-sectional based research. This means that it was only possible to identify 

relationships between constructs but not to identify causal effects between these constructs. This is seen 

as a limitation of the research since it could be possible that there are other factors that played a role in 

the relationships that were found. For identifying these causal relationships, a longitudinal study is 

necessary for the future. Secondly, it is possible that only people who are interested in performance 

management filled in the survey. It is therefore not known if the data precisely represents the data. 

Thirdly, not all fit indices had sufficient values in the confirmatory factor analysis. Therefore, the model 

could be improved in the future by deleting variables or including other variables. What is more, future 

research should focus on an intervention to determine if coaching, leadership development, and self-

direction indeed result in better development of employees and their performance.  
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Abstract 
 

The purpose of this study was to explore how the performance management cycle within the construction 

services business could be optimized to stimulate the development and performance of employees. This 

study consists of two parts, a semi-structured interview, and a cross-sectional based online survey. Eleven 

people participated in the interviews and 866 people participated in the survey. The collected data was 

used for statistical analysis. It was learned from the interviews that there is a desire for having a 

performance management cycle in which employees participate more and that focuses on the 

development of employees instead of focusing on evaluations. What is more, there is a desire for a higher 

frequency of performance management activities and better and more often goalsetting. From the cross-

sectional study, it was learned that improving the performance management cycle to stimulate the 

participation of employees and focus on development could be established by coaching, leadership 

development, and self-direction. Next to this, it was found that work engagement mediates the positive 

relationship between coaching and job performance. It was learned that performance management 

should be designed in such a way that work engagement is stimulated among employees. This study also 

found that there is a significant difference between direct employees and indirect employees, namely, the 

relationships are stronger for indirect employees. Direct employees are employees that work on the site, 

for example, mechanics and crane operators. Indirect employees are employees that do not work directly 

on the site, for example, administrative employees and logistics employees. This study contributed to the 

literature, by exploring new relationships of coaching and employee development, leadership 

development and employee development, the mediating role of employee development on the 

relationship between coaching and job performance, and the moderating effects of job crafting and self-

direction on the relationship between coaching and employee development. What is more, this study 

investigated the mediating role of work engagement on the relationship between coaching and job 

performance within a different organizational context, the construction services business. Next to this, 

this study is one of the first showing a significant difference in the relationships found between different 

types of employees within the construction services business. 

Keywords: Performance management, performance management cycle, coaching, work engagement, 

leadership development, employee development, job performance, job crafting, self-direction, semi-

structured interview, cross-sectional study design  
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1. Introduction 
 

Performance management is often perceived as too narrow by many people (Cokins, 2009). It is often 

referred to as a big measurement dashboard for feedback and better financial reporting (Cokins, 2009). 

Here, the performance appraisal is one of the best-known methods to assess the performance of an 

employee but is also very old fashioned to have only this performance appraisal as performance 

management at an organization. Performance management is more than only rating and judging 

employees. It is ‘the translation of plans into results’ (Cokins, 2009, p. 9). 

Performance appraisal systems and performance management systems are built for several reasons at 

organizations. At some organizations, they are built to motivate future performance or to identify poor 

performers to correct them in their work or even fire them (Murphy, & Cleveland, 1995), or they have 

built performance management systems that are used to align goals and activities of employees with the 

strategy of the organization (Aguinis et al., 2013). Nowadays, an increasing number of organizations have 

built their performance management system around more informal evaluations with a focus on real-time 

feedback instead of annual summaries of performance (Aguinis et al., 2013). Performance appraisals and 

performance management systems are almost always rated as a failure by both the employees and the 

management (Pulakos et al., 2015). A reason for this is, for example, that many employees have some 

fear of this appraisal. They fear the uncertainty for criticism, handling questions, and the fear that their 

salaries or promotion rely on the outcomes of these interviews (Spinks et al., 1999).  

Performance management and performance appraisals have been studied for many years. Many studies 

have focused on how to re-design performance management systems at organizations and on the 

measures that have to be taken into account. Also in the construction-services business, the performance 

management systems are very old fashioned. Performance management here focuses mainly on 

evaluating employees instead of focusing on developing employees. Furthermore, when looking at the 

performance management cycle at Heijmans, which are all activities related to performance management 

during a certain time period, at one moment per year a performance appraisal is done with an employee 

and optionally one moment per year the progress of the outcomes of the performance appraisal are 

reviewed. This performance management cycle is not a continuous process of performance management 

activities and focuses on judgements about the performance of employees rather than on their 

development. According to Denisi and Pritchard (2006), the goal of performance management should be 

improving the performance of employees. 

For the construction services business, it has not been studied yet if new directions for performance 

management, such as including coaching in the performance management cycle, are related to the 

development and performance of employees. Also, it has not yet been investigated how to facilitate 

performance management with a focus on developing employees in their job and career and on their 

performance within the construction service business. Therefore, the following main research question 

was formulated: 

‘How can the performance management cycle in the construction services business be optimized to 

stimulate the development and performance improvement of employees’ 

To answer this main research question, four sub-questions were formulated. To answer these questions, 

two studies were executed, together with a theoretical review. The theoretical review was done to 

understand where performance management is about and what new directions are to improve 

performance management to develop employees. From these hypothesized relationships, a research 
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model was made. This research model consists of relationships among variables, based on the theoretical 

review. The research model consists of several relationships among constructs. In the article by Murphy 

(2020), it was stated that evaluating employees should make place for coaching employees. Because of 

this, it is interesting to investigate if coaching indeed is related to the development of employees and 

their performance. Next to this, it is also interesting to study if coaching is related to work engagement 

because this is one of the main predictors of performance in the workplace. Also, this research 

investigated if there are factors that can strengthen these relationships, which are self-direction and job 

crafting. It was expected here that when employees actively take ownership of their development and 

restructure their job in a way that they can perform their job more effectively. By investigating these 

relationships, the knowledge of managing performance in the construction services business will be 

expanded. Furthermore, by testing the relationships of coaching and the development of employees and 

their performance within the construction services business, a contribution to the literature is made. Also, 

the mediating role of work engagement and the moderating roles of self-direction and job crafting were 

investigated, which have not been studied yet. 

The first study consists of a semi-structured interview for answering the first sub-question about the 

shortcomings in the current performance management cycle at Heijmans. Stakeholders across the 

company of Heijmans, a large company in the construction services industry in the Netherlands, were 

interviewed. The questions asked in the interview were based on the input from the literature review. 

From these interviews, it became clear what the shortcomings of the current performance management 

cycle are, and what the interviewed stakeholders find important in performance management. Next to 

answering the first sub-question, the input from the interviews, combined with input from the theoretical 

review, was used to answer the second sub-question, which is about how to optimize the performance 

management cycle to better realize the objectives of Heijmans. It was investigated if the proposed 

research model, including the relationships that were expected to benefit the development and 

performance of employees, was suitable for optimizing the performance management cycle at Heijmans.  

The next step was to test the hypothesized relationships in the research model to verify if these 

relationships were present at Heijmans, thus answering sub-question three. This was done in the second 

study, the cross-sectional based survey. The survey was sent to all employees of Heijmans. From the data 

collected, a statistical analysis was done to test if the hypotheses were supported or rejected. This 

analysis was needed to explore if the hypothesized relationships existed at Heijmans, and so if these 

directions for optimizing performance management were recommended for Heijmans to develop its 

employees and their performance. In the analysis, a distinction was made between direct employees and 

indirect employees for answering the fourth sub-question. Direct employees are the employees that work 

on the site. Examples of these functions are mechanics, carpenters, service technicians, crane operators, 

bricklayers, and drivers. Next to this, there are indirect employees. These are the employees that do not 

work directly on the site. Examples of these employees are administrative employees, commercial 

employees, business leaders, logistics employees, human resources employees, and project managers. It 

is important for Heijmans to determine if there is a difference between direct and indirect employees 

A contribution was made to the existing literature by examining new relationships and confirming prior 

relationships within a different organizational context, the construction services business. Next to this, 

new relationships that were investigated are the relationships between coaching and leadership 

development on employee development and the moderating effect of job crafting and self-direction on 

the positive relationship between coaching and employee development. What is more, this study is one of 

the first to investigate if there is a significant difference between direct and indirect employees, regarding 

the hypothesized relationships.   
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2. Theoretical background 
 

2.1. Performance management 
 

In this chapter, a definition of performance appraisal and performance management is given, and the 

roles of performance management are discussed. 

 

2.1.1. Definition of performance appraisal and performance management  
 

Performance appraisal is defined as a system that involves employee evaluations once a year, it is the 

systematic description of an employee’s strengths and weaknesses (Aguinis, 2014). Performance appraisal 

is a component within the bigger whole of performance management because performance management 

is more than just measuring one’s performance.  

Performance management is defined as ‘a continuous process of identifying, measuring, and developing 

the performance of individuals and teams and aligning performance with the strategic goals of the 

organization’ (Aguinis et al., 2013, p. 2). A continuous process is an ongoing behavior of performance 

management activities in contrast to yearly one or two conversations between supervisor and employee, 

which is seen in traditional performance appraisal. In this definition, two main components are 

considered. These components are the continuous process and alignment with strategic goals. These two 

components will be explained in more detail. 

Firstly, the continuous process. According to Aguinis et al. (2013) performance management is an ongoing 

process that implies continuous goalsetting, continuously observing performance, and in which coaching 

and giving feedback play an important role.  

Secondly, alignment with strategic goals. The management of performance has to be in line with the 

strategy and objectives of the organization (Aguinis et al., 2013). In this way, performance management 

can be beneficial for the organization and ensure competitive benefits (Aguinis et al., 2013).  

From this definition, it is seen that in performance management it is important to set goals that are in line 

with the strategy of the organization that is continuously observed.  
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2.1.2.  Roles of performance management 
 

According to Spangenberg & Theron (1997), performance management plays four roles in organizations. 

The first role is the facilitation of strategy. Performance management facilitates the implementation of 

the strategy of the organization by pointing out what kind of performance indicators to measure, how to 

measure these performance indicators, and how to realize the desired performance (Spangenberg & 

Theron, 1997).  

The second role is the improvement of performance. This consists of the improvement of the 

organizational processes, team performance, and individual performance (Spangenberg & Theron, 1997). 

According to Lane  (1994), continuous improvement of the individual performance of employees is an 

important goal of performance management. By making clear agreements between employees and 

supervisors, employees know what is expected from them, which is important input about what to 

improve their performance. Looking at organizational performance in research by Otley (1999), the goal is 

to achieve more goals with fewer resources. Here, also the motivation and behavior of employees play an 

important role in improving performance (Otley, 1999).  

The third role of performance management is creating the desired organizational culture. Performance 

management is a driving force in creating a participative culture, which is a culture where employees take 

a lot of responsibility and are involved with the company (Spangenberg & Theron, 1997). Here 

performance management is a major instrument in establishing changes in organizational culture. The 

interaction between employee and organization in performance management events like goal-setting, 

budget-sharing, or day-to-day- decisions about priorities and performance feedback is a key determinant 

of the organizational culture (Spangenberg & Theron, 1997). When performance management activities 

are mainly top-down, there is a paternalistic culture. When performance management activities are 

executed together with the employee, there will be a participative culture (Spangenberg & Theron, 1997).  

The fourth role is the role of providing information as input into human resource systems (Spangenberg & 

Theron, 1997). Information that performance management delivers, can be used to improve the system 

of performance management within the organization. Faults that appear within the system, such as 

assigning wrong training and rating errors, can be fixed to make sure they do not happen again 

(Spangenberg & Theron, 1997). An example of this can be better coordination of assigning training 

programs to employees.  
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2.2. Why performance management fails (Murphy, 2020) 
 

This chapter points out some important reasons why the current way of measuring performance with the 

performance appraisal or performance management systems fail.  

There are several reasons why the current way of performance management systems and performance 

appraisal fail. The reason for this failure of the systems is because they are built around subjective 

evaluations of the job performance of employees (Murphy, 2020). Performance evaluation here means 

the process where supervisors observe and obtain information about the job performance of employees 

(Murphy, 2020). The term subjective here is that it requires judgement and cannot be arrived at by an 

objective count (Murphy, 2020). The lack of external verifiability leaves the outcomes of these evaluations 

open for doubt (Murphy, 2020). 

Pulakos et al. (2015) stated that performance appraisals are mostly seen as ineffective at companies. The 

same holds for performance management systems. Denisi & Murphy (2017) and Pulakos et al. (2015) 

noted that there is little evidence that systems have a real impact on the performance or effectiveness of 

employees. Also, critique of performance management systems and performance appraisal comes from 

that it is very time and money consuming. For example, Deloitte suggested in their review that they spend 

two million hours per year in completing forms, holding meetings, and conducting the performance 

reviews (Buckingham & Goodall, 2015).  

Then there is the feedback aspect in performance management. It is assumed that it is important to 

provide valuable feedback which results in improving the performance of the employee (Murphy, 2020). 

Studies of Kluger & Denisi (1996) showed that in one-third of the cases, feedback indeed increases the 

performance of an employee. However, also in one-third of the cases, it works the other way around and 

therefore decreases the performance. Therefore, some studies say that more frequent feedback may 

solve the problem (Murphy, 2020). Because this is not always the case, only feedback should be provided 

if this is useful for the given situation (Murphy, 2020). Also, the performance feedback should be 

considered as fair by the employee to make it work (Dewettinck & Remue, 2011). A shortcoming, 

however, is that the type of judgements and feedback used in performance appraisals and performance 

management is seen as unfair and not accurate because the employee that gets the feedback faces a gap 

between the feedback they should get in their belief and the actual feedback they get (Murphy, 2020). 

These disappointing experiences with performance evaluation contribute to a higher level of cynicism and 

disengagement which is not beneficial for the improvements in performance (Murphy, 2020). This is 

another reason why the current way of traditional performance management systems does not work.  

Furthermore, the outcomes of traditional performance management systems are wrongly used. The 

research of Dewettinck & Remue (2011) and Murphy (2020) showed that the performance appraisal and 

performance management system are used for two reasons. These reasons are for making decisions 

about training and development and as an input for salary and pay. These two reasons, however are very 

conflicting which make that criteria for a performance appraisal used for assessing training and 

development needs are different and therefore cannot be used in the same way for a performance 

appraisal used for determining pay and promotion of employees (Murphy, 2020). The result of this is that 

when businesses use these appraisals for both purposes that they end up with appraisals that are not 

useful for either purpose (Murphy, & Cleveland, 1995). Furthermore, Murphy (2020) concluded that a 

common reason for the failure of the traditional performance evaluation systems is that these systems 

are used for rewarding and so they should focus more on the development and learning of employees.  
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Next to the purpose for which the outcomes of the appraisals are used, there are other characteristics of 

the evaluations that restrict the utility. Bretz et al. (1992) described evaluations among employees are 

biased. This bias can exist because the rater knows prior knowledge that can affect the information in 

framing the current judgements. CIPD (2016) described seven types of biases. First of all, when the power 

of the manager grows, they will be stricter towards their subordinates and become more positive about 

themselves in the assessments (Georgesen & Harris, 1998). Secondly, when managers receive positive 

feedback themselves, they probably rate their employees higher than when they receive negative 

feedback (Latham et al., 2008). Thirdly, when the manager hired or recommended the employee, they will 

give the employee higher ratings than the actual performance is (Slaughter & Greguras, 2008). The fourth 

managerial bias occurs when the manager personally likes the employee. It is then expected that the 

manager will substantially higher performance ratings than to those the manager dislikes (Sutton et al., 

2013). The fifth bias about the context of how the ratings are given. For example, when the assessment 

panels contain only men, there is a pro-male bias (Bowen et al., 2000). Furthermore, there is the bias 

against male that care for their family. This occurs when caring responsibilities of men for, for example, 

children affect their attendance at work, who then receive lower ratings. The same does not occur for 

women in the same situation (Butler & Skattebo, 2004). The seventh bias is a racial bias. White assessors 

rate white people a bit higher and black assessors rate black people a bit higher (Kraiger & Ford, 1985). 

Lastly, there is the disability bias. Disabled people tend to receive slightly higher ratings for the same 

performance as a non-disabled person (Ren et al., 2008). What is more, the article by Murphy (2020) 

described that it is almost impossible to distinguish between employees their performance. This is only 

possible for superior performers, which can easily be identified. All the other employees perform in such a 

lower level, that differentiating among these more average performers is pointless.  

Another mistake in the performance management behavior described in Pulakos et al. (2012) is the design 

of the performance management behavior in a pattern where goals are set, a mid-term review is 

provided, and at the end of the performance management cycle, the final appraisal is given. This is also 

shown in Figure 2. In this figure, it is seen that the activity level is always low, except for the review 

moments. Effective performance management however requires a more regular and ongoing level of 

activity regarding the management of performance as shown in Figure 3.  

 

 

Figure 2 Poor performance management behavior (Pulakos et al., 2012) 
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Figure 3 Effective performance management behavior (Pulakos et al., 2012) 

 

2.3. Coaching as a new direction for performance management 
 

It is seen that stakeholders believe that it is important and beneficial to measure performance and that 

providing performance feedback is valuable and helps to improve motivation and performance of 

employees (Murphy, 2020). However, Performance management and performance appraisals focus too 

much on the evaluation of performance (Murphy, 2020). The term evaluation is about judgements of 

values, which are too difficult to make and even more difficult to use effectively (Murphy, 2020). Instead 

of acting as judges, supervisors might act as coaches, provide information, support, and suggestions for 

activities for employees to achieve their goals. The feedback has to be strongly focused on employees 

who need it and needs to be oriented towards the development of these employees in order to be 

valuable in organizations (Murphy, 2020). Organizations can benefit if performance management switches 

from evaluations to providing coaching and assistance (Murphy, 2020). 

Coaching employees is the activity in which the employee and direct manager work together to improve 

the job performance and maintaining capabilities for future use where the relationship between manager 

and employee is important. The focus is on the performance and developmental needs of the employee 

(Gregory & Levy, 2010). Effective coaching is important because it communicates the performance levels, 

expectations, task importance, and responsibilities (Majtaba, 2007). The concept of employee coaching is 

an increasingly used tool within talent and development management (Gregory & Levy, 2011). Managers 

should not take the role of judge anymore which only creates distrust among employees that are 

evaluated, but managers and supervisors should become more like a coach towards their employees 

(Murphy, 2020). This role as a coach includes providing good information for employees and support 

them in achieving goals by providing them with information and suggestions. Because coaching is done to 

improve job performance, the following hypothesis was formulated: 

H1: There is a positive relationship between coaching and job performance 

Carr  (2016) and Gregory & Levy (2010) stated that employee coaching can be effective, but that there are 

also challenges here. Gregory & Levy (2010) and Heslin et al. (2006) stated that coaches are likely to be 

effective if they are willing to and have the skills to communicate with their employees about job 

performance, believe that employees want to improve, and perform multiple approaches in doing so. 

Coaching employees can support in the way of providing and using feedback, but also in facilitating goal 

setting and the way employees work towards their goals (London et al., 2004). The feedback these 

coaches provide focuses on the learning and development of employees instead of focusing on 

evaluations, rewards, and sanctions. This can make employees more willing to receive help and guidance 

in achieving goals.  
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Furthermore, from the research of Schiemann (2014), it was concluded that the great maturity of people 

receiving ongoing coaching and feedback from their managers is willing to put an additional effort. 

Therefore, it is important to not only do the coaching of employees but also to do this on an effective and 

regular basis. 

Moreover, coaching should be a new direction for performance management because it encourages 

engagement (Grant et al., 2011). The research of Grant et al. (2011) suggested that coaching and helping 

employees with their work planning, pointing out potential difficulties, and offering advice and support 

helps to foster engagement. To foster engagement of employees by coaching, coaching should be done 

continuously (Azis et al., 2018). It makes employees more efficient and confident in their job and about 

their potential. By making employees more confident about their personal potential on the job, a ‘can do’ 

mindset is created among employees which encourages their work engagement (Latham, Almost, Mann & 

Moore, 2005). What is more, coaching can be used to ensure support of managers for employees, and 

thus promote the work engagement as well (Azis et al., 2018). Because coaching encourages work 

engagement, the following hypothesis was formulated: 

H2: There is a positive relationship between coaching and work engagement  

The concept of work engagement will be explained in more detail in the next chapter. 

 

2.4. Work engagement  
 

Work engagement, which is encouraged by coaching, is linked to the performance of employees 

according to Azis et al., (2018) and Medlin & Green (2009). Furthermore, work engagement is seen as an 

important goal of managerial coaching because it reflects the well-being and happiness at work (Bakker et 

al., 2011). It is therefore interesting to go deeper into the concept of work engagement.  

Work engagement is a state of mind including important dimensions, which are vigor, dedication, and 

absorption (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Vigor is a feeling of physical strength, emotional energy, and cognitive 

liveliness. It is characterized by having a high level of energy (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Dedication refers to 

the involvement of employees in their work and is characterized by the level of significance, enthusiasm, 

inspiration, pride, and challenge (Medlin & Green, 2009). Absorption refers to the concentration level of 

employees with a focus on attention and having a clear mind (Medlin & Green, 2009). When measuring 

work engagement, all three dimensions are included.   
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2.5. Job performance  
 

The research of Schaufeli et al. (2002) showed that engagement is linked to both, task and contextual 

performance, where task performance is the level of how employees fulfill required dimensions of the job 

and contextual performance is related to the investment into behavior towards the social and 

psychological context of a company (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997). Both are part of job performance in 

this study. Furthermore, the research of Bakker and Bal (2010) showed that there is a positive relationship 

between work engagement and job performance. Because coaching and work engagement are related to 

job performance, it is interesting to go deeper into this concept. Also, improving performance is one of 

the four roles of performance management (Spangenberg & Theron, 1997). Job performance is ‘the 

aggregated value to the organization of the discrete behavioral episodes that an individual performs over 

a standard interval of time’ (Motowildo et al., 2009, p. 72). In this study, the focus is on job performance 

because it reflects the performance of individuals within an organization. It contains all performance-

related activities that contribute to the goals of the organization.  

H3: There is a positive relationship between work engagement and job performance 

Tanskanen, Mäkelä, and Viitala (2019) concluded that coaching is positively related to work engagement 

and performance and work engagement mediates the relationship between coaching and performance.  

Coaching is positively related to job performance (Azis, 2018). It was argued that coaching employees 

concerning work related issues make employees be able to cope with challenging situations and problems 

in their jobs in a better way. It was also argued that goals can be achieved by improving the performance 

of employees through coaching. Next to this, coaching was found to be positively related to work 

engagement. Employees that receive a higher level of organizational support are more likely to be 

engaged with the organization as well as with the job (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Furthermore, Azis et 

al. (2018) concluded that work engagement mediated the relationship between coaching and job 

performance of employees. 

H4: Work engagement mediates the positive relationship between coaching and job performance  

What is more, job performance consists of task performance and contextual performance (Borman & 

Motowidlo, 1997). Task performance is the level of how employees fulfill the required dimensions of the 

job (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997). Contextual performance is related to the investment into behavior 

towards the social-psychological context of a company (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997). A distinction is 

made here that task performance is related to activities that vary across jobs core tasks, where contextual 

performance is related to activities that are more similar across jobs, e.g. helping others (Borman & 

Motowidlo, 2009). Both, task performance and contextual performance are included in this study to 

measure the construct job performance. 

Task performance is specific to the job. Koopmans et al. (2014) measured task performance using five 

indicators. Together, these five indicators will be used as a measurement for task performance. Koopmans 

et al. (2014) defined task performance as the proficiency with which individuals perform the core 

technical tasks that are centrally related to the job. This means that when employees perform better in 

their core activities, their task performance will be higher. 

Contextual performance is similar across jobs within an organization. Koopmans et al. (2014) measured 

contextual performance using eight indicators. Together, these eight indicators will be used as a 

measurement for contextual performance. Koopmans et al. (2014) defined task performance as behaviors 

that support the organizational, social- and psychological environment of an organization where the 
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technical core must function. All activities employees do, but that are not necessarily expected from 

them, are included here. Examples one can think of are volunteering for additional work and assisting 

colleagues in doing their jobs.  

 

2.6. Employee development 
 

Developing employees is one of the most critical aspects of human resource management (Jangbahadur & 

Sharma, 2017). Investing in developing employees results in achieving the sustainable performance of the 

organization. When having employee developmental programs, the job performance of employees, and 

also the performance of the organization can be improved (Jangbahadur & Sharma, 2017). The research 

of Shore & Bloom (1986) and Wales (2002) identified that coaching activities allow individuals to gain 

insights about themselves that they did not see before (Shore, & Bloom, 1986), and that coaching 

provides spaces for personal development (Wales, 2002). This can be done by for example discussing job-

related issues with the employees and come up with possible solutions (Azis, 2018). Also, the supervisor 

can discuss potential advantages and disadvantages of the alternative actions to select the best option 

(Azis, 2018). From this perspective, it is expected that coaching is related to employee development.  

H5: There is a positive relationship between coaching and employee development 

According to Rahman and Nas (2013), when investing in the development of employees, the performance 

will be improved of both, the employee and the organization. Developing employees encourage them to 

be able to perform successfully in current and future tasks in their job (Jacobs & Washington, 2003). From 

this perspective, it is expected that employee development and job performance are related, which 

results in the following hypothesis: 

H6: There is a positive relationship between employee development and job performance 

It was already hypothesized that coaching is positively related to job performance and employee 

development and that employee development is positively related to job performance. Next to this, it is 

expected that there is also an indirect relationship between coaching and job performance, mediated by 

employee development. This is expected since programs concerning employee development, like training 

and challenging job assignments, assist in achieving the goals of the organization and employees to 

improve their capabilities (Jangbahadur & Sharma, 2017). Jacobs and Washington (2003) refer to 

employee development as an integrated set of planned programs over time that helps to ensure that all 

employees have the competencies needed to perform to their fullest potential in order to support the 

achievement of goals. It is expected here that next to coaching activities such as setting goals and action 

plans for achieving these goals, providing social support, and make employees be able to cope with 

challenging situations, the employee development program in order to achieve the goals contributes to 

the relationship between coaching and job performance. Employee development consists of the 

development of knowledge, skills, and abilities of employees (Jangbahdur & Sharma, 2017).  

H7: There is a positive relationship between coaching and job performance, with a mediating role for 

employee development 

Employee development is defined from two perspectives. The first perspective is that employee 

development is to help individuals to achieve their personal goals through self-development (Jangbahadur 

& Sharma, 2017). The second perspective comes from an organizational strategic perspective, which 
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focuses on group goals instead of self-identified goals. Learning opportunities are designed to fulfill 

organizational goals rather than self-identified goals (Jangbahadur & Sharma, 2017). 

Jangbahadur and Sharma (2017) divided employee development into two dimensions of self-development 

and career development. Self-development practices refer to developing employees in the organization 

by enhancing the decision-making and relationship-building skills of employees in the job. It helps 

employees in self-productivity, solve work-related problems, and develop job-related career skills. It helps 

the individual to achieve their personal goals. Career development concerns developing career-related 

knowledge, skills, and abilities of employees in the job. It is the process where employees are responsible 

for their development by identifying skills and interests and set goals to fulfill their career plans. When 

measuring employee development, both dimensions are included.  

 

2.7. Leadership development 
 

Jangbahadur and Sharma (2017) described leadership development as practices related to developing job-

related technical skills of employees at all levels and is therefore linked to employee development. In the 

previous chapter, it was hypothesized that coaching, which is also a leadership development practice, is 

positively related to employee development. Therefore, it is expected that leadership development is 

positively related to employee development, which next to coaching practices also contains for example 

training and development and empowering employees.  

Leadership development focuses on activities to develop the skills of managers in order to develop the 

employees and improve their performance. Skills that are included are training and development, 

coaching, participation, empowerment, and delegation (Jangbahadur & Sharma, 2017). Leadership 

development practices for managers are expected to improve the performance of employees. According 

to Champathes (2007) and Du Toit (2006), coaching, which is a leadership development practice, improves 

the problem-solving skills of employees. Next to this, empowerment improves the problem-solving skills 

of employees and so their performance. Furthermore, employees’ participation in the decision-making 

process help to improve their decision-making skills and also increases their performance (Chen & 

Tjosvold, 2006). Increasing responsibility by delegating work to the employees results in greater 

confidence among employees (Jangbahadur & Sharma, 2017). So, leadership development improves the 

skills of employees by transferring the value and culture of the organization among the employees to 

achieve organizational objectives (Jangbahadur & Sharma, 2017). It can be concluded that next to 

coaching, there is also a positive relationship between leadership development and the development of 

employees. Hamilton and Bean (2005) concluded that leadership development develops the skills of 

employees in the organization. Therefore, the following hypothesis was formulated: 

H8: Leadership development is positively related to employee development  
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2.8. Self-direction 
 

Self-direction is the adaptation to influence processes in the job in to be able to cope with oneself. In this 

study, it is important to test relationships that are linked to the development of employees and their 

performance. For this reason, it is interesting to go deeper into the concept of self-direction, especially 

related to learning activities. Self-directedness in learning is the process of influencing work-related 

learning processes in order to cope with oneself in the labor market (Raemdonck, 2006). Self-directedness 

in learning is categorized into four components in the article of Raemdonk (2006). These are goal setting, 

choosing a strategy, execute strategy, and monitoring and evaluation. Within goal setting, self-direction 

related to learning is the anticipation of future learning goals, diagnosing personal learning needs, and 

formulating learning goals (Raemdonck, 2006). When choosing the strategy, the employee collects 

information about opportunities to learn and develop a learning plan. Also, it is important here to identify 

the resources needed (Raemdonck, 2006). When executing the strategy, the learning interests are 

expressed and it is investigated how the learning plan can be realized (Raemdonck, 2006). Lastly, during 

the monitoring and evaluation, the employee reflects on the self as a learner and evaluates the chosen 

strategy (Raemdonck, 2006).  

When looking at the GROW model of Grant et al. (2011), which is a coaching model, some interfaces can 

be identified between coaching and self-direction. The GROW model is one of the best-known coaching 

models in the literature (Grant et al., 2011). The model focuses on coaching and can, therefore, be used 

for employee coaching. The GROW model stands for G - GOAL, R - Reality, O – Options, and W - wrap-up. 

The goal aspect is the part where the employee has to determine the goal of where he wants to be in the 

future and determines the focus for coaching. In this part of the model it has to be determined what to 

achieve, why to achieve it, and in what time it should be achieved (Grant et al., 2011). This goal aspect is 

also part of self-directedness in learning and is therefore the interface. In the reality aspect, it is 

determined where the employee is now, what the challenges are, and how far the employee is away from 

the goal. It presents the reality and how the current state has an impact on the goals. Things to consider 

here are how things went in the past period, how problems are handled and to see what worked and 

what did not (Grant et al., 2011). The options aspect is to find a way to deal with the obstacles in the way 

of making progress which is the options. In this stage, it is important to encourage solution-focused 

thinking and brainstorming. Things to be considered here are to identify which options are available, what 

has worked in the past, and what already has been tried (Grant et al., 2011). The combination of the 

reality and options aspects can be compared with the choosing strategy step from the self-directedness in 

learning and is therefore the second interface. The last aspect is the wrap-up. In this stage, the next steps 

are determined and an action plan is made. It has to be identified what the most important things are to 

do next, who can support, and what might be an obstacle (Grant et al., 2011). The wrap-up can be 

compared with the executing step in the self-directedness in learning, which is the last interface. Because 

of these similarities and the additional monitoring and evaluation aspects of self-directedness in learning, 

it is expected that self-directedness in learning can strengthen the relationship between coaching and the 

development of employees. Next to this, a self-directed learner does not operate as a passive receiver of 

information but takes responsibility for the setting of learning outcomes and the achievement of it 

(Robotham, 1995). Therefore, the following hypothesis was formulated: 

H9: Self-direction moderates the positive relationship between coaching and employee development 
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2.9. Job Crafting 
 

The development of employees can be facilitated by organizations, for example offering opportunities for 

development like training and coaching. It was already hypothesized in previous chapters that coaching 

and leadership development is positively related to employee development. Next to this, employees can 

also proactively take charge of their development by job crafting (Tims, Derks & Bakker, 2016). From this 

perspective, it is interesting to go deeper into the concept of job crafting. It is expected here, that a 

combination of employee development facilitated by organizations by for example coaching, in 

combination with a proactive behavior of employees by job crafting, will have a positive impact on the 

development of employees. According to Tims, Derks, and Bakker (2016), job crafting can take four forms. 

These forms are increasing job resources, such as increasing autonomy, increasing social job resources, 

such as coaching and feedback, increasing challenges, such as proactive involvement in new projects, and 

decreasing job demands, for example decreasing emotional interactions. Increasing social job resources 

has an impact on social aspects of the job like asking for feedback and coaching. It is therefore expected 

that the relationship between coaching and employee development is strengthened by job crafting 

because the employee is then also seeking coaching and feedback and tends to stand more open for this. 

The combination of organizational facilitation in employee development by coaching and the proactive 

behavior of employees in their development by job crafting is expected to be positively related to 

employee development. The following hypothesis was therefore formulated: 

H10: Job-crafting moderates the positive relationship between coaching and employee development  

Furthermore, important outcomes of job crafting are work engagement and job performance. Job crafting 

is altering the task boundaries of the job, which is the type or number of activities, the cognitive task 

boundaries of the job, which is how an employee sees the job, and the relational boundaries of the job, 

which is whom an employee interacts with at the work (Petrou et al., 2012). In many cases, job crafting 

occurs via skill development, granting more autonomy by the person itself, or increasing the difficulty of 

the job (Petrou et al., 2012). Petrou et al. (2012) described job crafting as self-initiated behaviors of 

employees in seeking resources, seeking challenges, and reducing demands. All these three aspects of job 

crafting will be included in this study. Seeking resources is for example asking the manager or a fellow 

employee for advice. Seeking challenges can be asking for more responsibilities. Reducing demands is for 

example reducing emotionally or physically demanding aspects of the job.  
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2.10. The role of the manager 
 

For performance management to become more effective in this way the manager plays an important role.  

Instead of again reinventing the performance management system, Pulakos & O’Leary (2011) proposed 

changing the performance management behavior that can increase engagement and performance in 

which the manager has an important role. The manager should set clear expectations, provide regular 

informal feedback, and help employees to develop themselves (Pulakos et al., 2015). Also, the manager 

plays an important role in the performance management system (Bryant, 2011). Bryant (2011) identified 

here that managers should help employees solve problems, coach their employees, help employees with 

their development, and make time for meetings one-on-one.  

According to Murphy (2020), the manager should translate the broad goals into plans and strategies for 

individuals and teams to accomplish these goals. So, the role of the manager here is to determine how 

these goals could be realized. For this reason, it is important to develop the coaching skills of managers 

instead of investing in training managers to evaluate performance by the traditional ways of performance 

appraisals (Murphy, 2020). This is because investing in training managers in evaluating the performance of 

employees has turned out to be not useful (Denisi & Murphy, 2017). Furthermore, performance 

management should not be something managers have to do with employees but it should be an 

interactive process between employee and manager (Denisi & Murphy, 2017).  

Also, according to Haines & St-Onge (2012), managers are expected to be involved in the performance 

planning, coaching, assessment, and review process which means that the performance management 

system is highly dependent on the way managers are skilled executing performance management. The 

article by Haines & St-Onge (2012) stated that the training of managers in coaching and giving feedback is 

a crucial aspect of having effective performance management.  
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3. The current study 
 

3.1. Project Context  
 

This research is done at Heijmans, a construction-services business located in the Netherlands. Heijmans 

is one of the biggest construction services businesses in the Netherlands, having around 4500 employees. 

Their headquarters are located in Rosmalen, the Netherlands The company was founded in 1923 by Jan 

Heijmans and has been listed on the Amsterdam Stock Exchange (AEX) since 1993. The company is active 

in the field of real estate, construction and infrastructure. By focusing on a continuous process of quality 

improvement, innovation and integrality realization, Heijmans wants to be of added value for their 

customers. Heijmans realizes projects for residential consumers, companies and governments and works 

together with them to realize the spatial contours of tomorrow.  

The construction-services business is a very traditional sector with an old-fashioned way of performance 

management. The focus in their performance management cycle is on evaluating employees instead of 

focusing on their development and improving their performance.  

The development of the employees is very important for Heijmans. Heijmans wants its employees to 

perform well and develop themselves within their function or by growing towards a new function within 

the organization and improve their performance in current functions. For this reason, Heijmans focuses 

on how to improve the organization focusing on talent, learning, and development. One aspect here is the 

performance management cycle. The performance management cycle, consisting of all performance 

management activities over time, will be the topic of research in this master thesis project. Within their 

performance management cycle, Heijmans uses three tools that are used for performance management. 

These tools are: ‘a development interview’, a ‘progress interview’, and a ‘personal development plan’.  

The development interview is mandatory. It is a yearly conversation between the employee and the 

supervisor or this employee. Before the conversation takes place, the supervisor completes the form that 

is used as input for the conversation. This form is called the development form. The form starts with 

ranking competencies. There are always four main competencies that apply for the whole organization 

and a few competences specific for the function. When the employee is rated on the competences, there 

will be a short time to talk about sustainable employability where the employee can point out if the 

current function still fits them, if they want to grow to another function, and to talk about the lifestyle of 

the employee. After this, the needs for training and some goals are formulated. Although the interview is 

called a development interview, it is actually a traditional performance appraisal with another name. 

There is large attention on rating the competencies and it is often a one-way conversation without much 

input from the employee. Because this form is structured in a way that firstly the competencies have to 

be ranked, not much time remains for talking about goal setting. Even more, goals are not always set and 

action plans are not made. Therefore, it is very evaluative from of performance management. In this way, 

employees cannot improve their performance. Employees feel that this conversation has to be done for 

administrative matters.  

The progress interview is not mandatory. Because of this, it is possible that goals are not achieved and the 

same goals are set in the future. Even more, if there are no goals formulated, there will be no progress 

interview possible. If it is used, it is a yearly conversation between the supervisor and the employee about 

the progress towards the goals that are set in the development interview. During this conversation, a 
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form is used in which the goals are mentioned. The goal of the conversation is to determine what the 

current status is of this goal. There is also again the opportunity to point out the training needs of the 

employee. 

The personal development plan (PDP) is also not mandatory. It can be filled in by the employee alone or 

together with the supervisor.  The goal of this POP is to discuss career wishes, translate future goals into 

concrete behavior and competences, and aligning this with the possibilities at Heijmans. Furthermore, the 

following four questions are answered: Who am I, where do I want to go, how will I achieve my ambition, 

and what are my concrete agreements.  

The performance management cycle can now be defined as a bi-annual conversation of the development 

interview and the progress interview that can be supported by a PDP. In practice, most of the time only 

one conversation is done per year, the development interview.  

The question of the company is to make the performance management cycle more effective. The current 

performance management cycle focuses too much on judging people in a yearly review instead of having 

the main focus on the development of the employees, goalsetting and helping employees to achieve 

these goals, and improve their performance. At Heijmans, there is still a very traditional way of 

performance management very similar to a performance appraisal. The company wishes for an ongoing 

cycle with more conversations between employee and supervisor where also attention is for how an 

employee feels, improve the quality and quantity of performance management activities such as goal 

setting, giving feedback, and coaching, and have the overall goal of development and improvement of the 

employees.  
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3.2. Research questions 
 

The main research question that needs to be answered in this research is as follows: 

‘How can the performance management cycle in the construction services business be optimized to 

stimulate the development and performance of employees’ 

 

To answer this main research question, sub-questions were formulated that help in answering the main 

research question. In this research, there were four sub-questions formulated. 

The first sub research question is to investigate what the shortcomings are in the performance 

management cycle at Heijmans.  

1. ‘What are the shortcomings of the current performance management cycle at Heijmans’ 

 

The second research question is about recommendations about aspects that need to be included in the 

performance management cycle. 

2. ‘How should the performance management cycle be optimized to better realize the objectives of 

Heijmans’ 

 

The third sub research question is related to the hypotheses that are identified from the literature that 

need to be tested. This research question will give insight into what performance management activities 

need to be included to optimize performance management at Heijmans.  

3.  ‘What are the relationships between the constructs, including coaching, leadership development, 

employee development, performance, self-direction, job crafting and work engagement, in the 

research model within a construction-services business’ 

 

The last sub research question is to test the hypotheses in the research model separately for direct and 

indirect employees. Direct employees are the employees that work on the site. Examples of these 

functions are mechanics, carpenters, service technicians, crane operators, bricklayers, and drivers. These 

employees are often lower educated. Next to this, there are indirect employees. These are the employees 

that do not work directly on the site. Examples of these employees are administrative employees, 

commercial employees, business leaders, logistics employees, human resources employees, and project 

managers. These employees are often higher educated. It is important for Heijmans to determine if there 

is a distinction between direct and indirect employees. 

4. ‘Is there a difference between the relationships in the research model between direct and indirect 

employees’  
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3.3. The research model 
 

In Figure 4, the research model is presented with all the hypothesized relationships between the different 

constructs.  

 

Figure 4 The research model including hypotheses 

 

H1: There is a positive relationship between coaching and job performance 

H2: There is a positive relationship between coaching and work engagement  

H3: There is a positive relationship between work engagement and job performance 

H4: Work engagement mediates the positive relationship between coaching and job performance  

H5: There is a positive relationship between coaching and employee development 

H6: There is a positive relationship between employee development and job performance 

H7: There is a positive relationship between coaching and job performance, with a mediating role for 

employee development 

H8: Leadership development is positively related to employee development 

H9: Self-direction moderates the positive relationship between coaching and employee development 

H10: Job-crafting moderates the positive relationship between coaching and employee development 

To investigate the hypothesis, a survey was distributed across the whole company. Validated questions 

from the literature were used to cover the content. Coaching, self-direction, work engagement, employee 

development, leadership development, job performance, and job crafting were the topics of the survey 

with multiple questions per topic. The outcome of this survey was used to test the relationships 

formulated in the hypothesis. 
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4. Methods 
 

4.1. Research design 
 

The research was conducted within the construction-services business at Heijmans. This study consists of 

two parts. The first part is the semi-structured interview and the second part is the cross-sectional online 

survey.  

Semi-structured interviews 

The semi-structured interview was used to determine the shortcomings of the current performance 

management cycle at Heijmans. From these interviews, the shortcomings of the current performance 

management cycle were identified. Questions that were asked that were based on the theoretical review, 

such as questions about coaching, the frequency of performance management activities, and self-

direction, to determine if there were shortcomings regarding these topics. From the outcomes of the 

interviews, it was determined if the research model, including the hypotheses, was suitable for the 

problem context of Heijmans or if there were other major problems. It was evaluated if the shortcomings 

of performance management in the current situation at Heijmans are in line with the literature. Also, the 

results from the interviews was used as an input for optimizing the performance management cycle at 

Heijmans. 

Cross-sectional survey 

From the semi-structured interviews, it was identified what the shortcomings at Heijmans were regarding 

performance management and if the research model is suitable for improving performance management 

at Heijmans. The next step was to test if the hypothesized relationships in the research model are present 

at Heijmans. This was done using a cross-sectional online survey. The data collected by the cross-sectional 

online survey was used to test the hypothesized relationships in the research model. In this cross-

sectional study, data was collected by using a survey, that was distributed among all employees at 

Heijmans. A statistical analysis was done to test the hypothesized relationships.   
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4.2. Research procedure 
 

The first step of the research procedure was to get to know the company and to specify the topic to be 

studied. The topic of this research was the performance management cycle at Heijmans. A literature 

review was done to get an overview of what performance management is and what directions for 

improvement exist. From this literature, a research model was made, consisting of hypothesized 

relationships among constructs identified in the literature review. 

Semi-structured interviews 

Input from different stakeholders at the company needed to be collected to get a better understanding of 

the current situation and the shortcomings. To do this, semi-structured interviews were conducted with 

stakeholders across the different business flows and different levels of the organization. A semi-

structured interview is verbal interaction between the interviewer and the interviewee to collect 

information by asking open questions (Gray, Williamson, Karp, & Dalphin, 2007). This type of interview is 

not used to test specific hypotheses but typically investigates a list of themes that are relevant for the 

research topic to investigate (Kajornboon, 2005). Predetermined questions were also used here, but these 

could change in order, and also additional questions could be asked. Moreover, this type of interview 

gives the interviewee the opportunity to give input about their opinions and views about the topic 

(Kajornboon, 2005). The main advantage in this situation is that the interviewer can go deeper into a 

certain topic and rephrase questions if it was unclear, to make sure that the interviewees can give their 

views and opinions (Kajornboon, 2005). The disadvantage is that the interviewer may not be able to ask 

prompt questions and therefore some relevant data may not be collected (Kajornboon, 2005). From these 

interviews, the shortcomings of the current performance management cycle were determined.  

Cross-sectional survey 

The relationships among the hypothesized variables in the research model were investigated by 

performing a cross-sectional study. A cross-sectional study is a type of observational research that 

analyzes data collected at a single point in time from a population. To collect the data, a questionnaire 

was made and distributed across the whole company. The survey was run for about two weeks with a 

total of 866 participants (N=866). Missing data were filtered out, which results in a total of 845 useful 

participants. Lastly, the statistical analysis was conducted for testing these hypotheses.  
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4.3. Participants 
 

Semi-structured interviews 

For the semi-structured interviews, stakeholders across the whole organization from different levels and 

different departments were involved. In total, eleven employees were interviewed. The interviewees had 

the following job titles: Department manager, customer manager, construction site manager, company 

director, service manager, manager training and development, manager human resources, housing 

advisor, project manager, and carpenter.  

Cross-sectional survey 

To investigate the relationships among the hypothesized variables, a survey was distributed across the 

whole company. 4500 employees work at Heijmans, whom all have received an e-mail to participate in 

the study. Next to this, the survey was distributed through the online channels of Heijmans. Also, several 

management teams were asked to promote the survey and the human resources managers were also 

asked to promote the survey within the different business flows. This resulted in 866 responds. All the 

data were screened on missing values occurring in the questions, except for the sociodemographic 

questions. When there was only one missing value, common-point imputations were used to assign a 

neutral value. When there were multiple missing values, e.g. two or more answers missing, the 

participant was removed from the dataset. This resulted in 845 useful responds. Table 1 shows how these 

participants are divided based on gender, direct/indirect employees, education, and age.  

Table 1 participants survey  

Item Category Percentage 

Gender 
(N=845) 

Male  
Female 
Did not answer  

78% 
20% 
2% 

 
Direct/indirect 
employee 
(N=845) 
 
Education 
(N=845) 
 
 
 
 
 
Age  
(Year of birth) 
(N=845) 

 
Direct  
Indirect 
Did not answer 
 
VMBO/MAVO  
HAVO/VWO  
MBO  
HBO  
WO 
Did not answer 
 
<1970 
1970 – 1985 
>1985 
Did not answer 

 
15% 
84% 
1% 
 
8.5% 
1.5% 
31% 
41% 
17.5% 
0.5% 
 
23% 
36% 
37% 
4% 

• Total number of direct employees at Heijmans: 1608 

• Total number of indirect employees at Heijmans: 3231 
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4.4. Measures  
 

Structure of semi-structured interviews 

The semi-structured interview consisted of thirteen questions, all having multiple sub-questions. The 

questions that were asked are shown in Appendix A. In the interview, there were questions regarding the 

tools that are used at Heijmans, such as the development interview form, the progress interview form and 

the personal development plan form (PDP). Questions that were asked here were for example about the 

documents itself, about goalsetting, about training and education, competencies, and sustainable 

employability. Furthermore, based on the literature review, questions were asked about the level of 

coaching and feedback, the role of the manager, recognition of the employees’ work, perceived fairness, 

and if there is enough differentiation between employees.  

Measures cross-sectional survey 

Sociodemographic questions were asked in the first part of the survey. Here, the age, department, job 

title, gender, and education level were asked.  

Job performance, containing task performance and contextual performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997), 

was measured by using the instrument of Koopmans et al. (2014), an improvement of the Individual Work 

Performance Questionnaire (IWPQ). An example question for measuring task performance is: ‘I managed 

to plan my work so that it was done on time’. An example question for measuring contextual performance 

is: ‘I took on extra responsibilities.’ A total of eleven questions were used for measuring Job performance 

using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating seldom and 5 indicating always.  

Coaching was measured by using the measurements of the survey regarding managerial coaching of 

Kalkavan and Katrinli (2014). In this article, coaching was measured using eight-questions. An example of 

these questions is: ‘The supervisor provides me with constructive feedback’. The questions were 

measured using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating strongly disagree and 5 

indicating strongly agree.  

Work engagement was measured by the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES-3) (Schaufeli, Shimazu, 

Hakanen, Salanova, & De Witte, 2019). This measurement instrument has three questions that cover the 

concept of work engagement, including vigor, dedication, and absorption. The question that was asked 

for vigor is: ‘At my work, I feel bursting with energy’. The question asked for the dedication was: ‘I am 

enthusiastic about my job’. The question asked for measuring absorption was: ‘I am immersed in my 

work’. The questions were asked using a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 to 7, with 1 indicating 

never and 7 indicating always. In the article of Schaufeli, Shimazu, Hakanen, Salanova & De Witte (2019) 

the UWES-9 scale for measuring work engagement is reduced to the UWES-3 scale. It was concluded here 

that the UWES-9 scale can be shortened to the UWES-3 scale without the significant loss of information. 

One of the main advantages of this is that the measure is shorter and therefore has a shorter test length. 

In this study, a large number of constructs are measured with each containing multiple questions. For this 

reason, the UWES-3 is used to keep the questionnaire as short as possible. 

Leadership development was measured using the instrument described in the article of Jangbahadur and 

Sharma (2017), consisting of four items. An example question that was used here is: ‘My supervisor helps 

me to find answers to the problems I take to him’. The questions were asked using a seven-point Likert 

scale ranging from 1 to 7, with 1 indicating strongly disagree and 7 indicating strongly agree. 

Employee development was measured using the instrument described in the article of Jangbahadur and 

Sharma (2017). Jangbahadur and Sharma (2017) divided employee development into two constructs of 

self-development, consisting of four items, and career development, also consisting of four items. An 

example question that was used for measuring self-development is: ‘The job allows me to make a lot of 
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decisions on my own’. An example question that is used for measuring career development is: ‘I assess my 

career plan frequently’. The questions were asked using a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 to 7, 

with 1 indicating strongly disagree and 7 indicating strongly agree. 

Job crafting was measured using the measures that are used in the article by Petrou et al. (2012). In this 

article, job crafting was divided into three dimensions of seeking resources, seeking challenges, and 

reducing demands. For all three dimensions respectively six, three, and four items are used that in total 

measure job crafting. An example question used for measuring seeking resources is: ‘I ask for feedback on 

my job performance’. An example question used for measuring seeking challenges is: ‘I ask for more tasks 

if I finish my work’. An example question used for measuring reducing demands is: ‘I make sure that my 

work is mentally less intense’. The questions used were measured using a five-point Likert scale ranging 

from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating never and 5 indicating always.  

Self-direction was measured with the survey questions used in the article of Raemdonck (2006). Here, self-

directedness in learning is the part of the survey that was most suitable here because of the focus on 

developing employees and their performance. An example question used here is: ‘I know when it is time 

to learn new things for my job’. In total, fourteen items were used to measure self-direction. The 

questions used were measured using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating total 

disagreement and 5 indicating total agreement. 
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4.5. Analysis 
 

Analysis semi-structured interviews 

From the issues regarding performance management mentioned by the interviewees, a clear overview 

was made about what the issues are and how often these were mentioned by the different respondents. 

In this way, the most severe issues were identified. A list was made consisting of the issues, which was 

organized from most frequent mentioned issues, to less frequent mentioned issues. It was then evaluated 

if the research model including the hypothesized relationships, could be useful in order to optimize 

performance management at Heijmans. Together with the theoretical review and the research model, the 

outcome of the interviews were used as an input for optimizing performance management at Heijmans. 

The next step was to test the relationships by performing cross-sectional research. 

Statistical analysis cross-sectional survey 

To analyze and evaluate the data obtained from the survey, IBM SPSS statistics 25 and IBM SPSS Amos 25 

were used.  

In the first part of the analysis, data normality was estimated through the computation of the descriptive 

statistics. The mean, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis were analyzed. Furthermore, the Pearson 

correlation coefficient was obtained from which the relationship between the variables is determined. A 

P-value lower than 0.05 means significant. Also, Cronbach’s alpha was used for measuring internal 

consistency. This means that it was measured how closely the set items of a group are related. A general 

rule is that when alpha is between 0.6 and 0.7, there is an acceptable level of reliability and an alpha 

above 0.8 means a very good level of reliability. Values higher than 0.95 are not always good because this 

can be an indication of redundancy (Ursachi et al., 2015).  

The second part is the structural equation model (SEM). The first part here was a confirmatory factor 

analysis (CFA). The CFA shows how well the measured variables represent the number of constructs. In 

this part, several models were made. Examples are a two-factor model and a second-order factorial model 

of constructs that are measured by two sub-constructs. Wang and Wang (2012) describes how to identify 

the best model fit. To determine the model fit, the absolute fit indices, incremental fit indices, and the 

comparative fit indices were used. The absolute fit indices contains of the Chi-squared, the Root Mean 

Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and the Standardized Root Mean Residual (SRMR). The value of 

the Chi-squared here, should be as low as possible, the RMSEA should be lower than 0.08 and the SRMR 

should also be lower than 0.08. The incremental fit indices that were used are the Tucker-Lewis Index 

(TLI), which should preferably be greater than 0.9, and the Confirmatory Fit Index (CFI), which preferably 

also should be greater than 0.9. The comparative fit index used is the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), 

which should be as low as possible. The second part was to test the multivariate assumptions of 

multicollinearity by looking at the variance inflation factor (VIF) score, and testing if there are outliers or 

influential data points by looking at the Cook’s distances. The third part was developing the structural 

model to test the hypotheses. The mediating effects were tested by using the bias-corrected 

bootstrapping (Preacher & Kelley, 2011). A 10.000 bias-corrected bootstrapping with a 95% confidence 

interval was executed here (Preacher & Kelley, 2011). For testing the moderating effects, first, all 

variables were standardized, and then the moderator self-direction and job crafting was multiplied with 

the variable coaching. The relationship of these cross-products on the development of employees was 

then investigated. Lastly, a multigroup analysis was done to identify if there are differences between the 

direct and indirect employees in the research model.  
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5. Results 
 

5.1. Qualitative semi-structured interviews 
 

Firstly, information that is included in several tools, such as ‘the development interview form’, ‘the 

progress interview form’, and the ‘PDP’, the personal development plan’ was evaluated in the interview. 

This was done by asking questions about the documents itself, about the goalsetting procedure, about 

training and education, about the competences, and about sustainable employability. Furthermore, 

questions were asked about where the focus is during the development review, about coaching and 

feedback, the role of the manager, recognition of the employees’ work, and if there is enough 

differentiation between employees. These are all questions about important variables regarding 

performance management according to the literature (Bradler et al., 2016; Murphy, 2020; Pulakos & 

O’Leary, 2011). Also, additional issues were taken into account that is about the performance cycle in 

general, identifying high potentials with the current cycle and perceived fairness. 

Several issues regarding the performance management cycle and the tools used within this cycle were 

mentioned by the respondents. From the mentioned issues of the respondents of the semi-structured 

interview, a list was made. Table 2 shows the issues provided by the respondents of the semi-structured 

interviews. A clear overview was made about what the issues are and how often these are mentioned by 

the different respondents. In this way, the most mentioned issues can be identified that have to be the 

core for further investigation.  

Table 2 issues identified in the semi-structured interviews  

Number Issue Frequency 

1 Self-evaluation/Self-direction not included 6 
2 PDP not used enough 6 
3 Frequency of conversations too low 5 
4 Form too long and inadequate 5 
5 Not enough goalsetting 5 
6 No action plan 5 
7 Not ‘the good conversation’ 4 
8 Competencies not always applicable 4 

9 Too little focus on development 4 
10 Too little differentiation 4 
11 Too many competencies 2 
12 The same form cannot be used for different groups of employees 2 
13 Structure in coaching inadequate 2 
14 Too little data recording 2 
15 Difficult to identify high potentials 2 
16 Not enough evaluation of goals 2 
17 Conversation level too low 2 
18 Not enough time for ‘the good conversation’ 1 
19 Points for development not documented 1 
20 Supporting tools not used enough 1 
21 Training assignment inadequate 1 
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The main shortcomings here are numbers 1 until 6 from Table 2. A major problem is the participation of 

the employees. Employees do not participate actively during the review moments, which means that 

often the supervisor takes the lead during these review moments and conversations about the 

development of the employee.  

The second major problem is that employees do not develop their personal development plan (PDP). This 

PDP should be used to determine what the employee wants to improve in the future on their current job, 

or how they want to develop themselves within their career.  

The third and fourth major problems are the frequency of conversations is too low and that there is an 

inadequate form that is used for reporting the review. Next to this, the frequency of performance 

management activities is too low and the forms that are used are inadequate.  

The fifth and sixth major problems are that there is not enough goalsetting and no action plan for 

achieving goals. The review moments mainly focus on what happened in the past instead of looking ahead 

by setting goals and developing plans on how to achieve these goals. 

It was learned from the interviews, that also at Heijmans, performance management focuses mainly on 

evaluating employees. The interviewees pointed out that there is a desire for more effective performance 

management at their organization. They want a performance management cycle in which the employees 

actively participate, with a higher frequency of performance management activities, and more and better 

goalsetting regarding employee development. It was concluded that there should be more self-direction 

from the employees during review moments, there should be a bigger focus on the development of the 

employees, there should be a higher frequency of performance management activities and more often 

goals need to be set which need a good action plan and monitoring.  

It was hypothesized in previous chapters, that the development of employees could be established by 

leadership development and coaching, and that there can be a moderating effect of self-direction here. 

From the results of the interviews, it was therefore concluded that the research model shown in Figure 4 

can be useful in optimizing the performance management cycle at Heijmans, looking at the shortcomings 

and wish for focusing on the development of employees. In the next chapter, these relationships were 

tested and so it was determined if coaching and leadership development indeed is related to the 

development of employees. A cross-sectional was done to test the relationships among the hypothesized 

constructs. It was needed to be identified if the relationships exist and so if including for example, 

coaching, leadership development, and self-direction in the performance management cycle will be 

applicable for Heijmans in the performance management cycle in order to develop their employees and 

their performance.   
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5.2. Quantitative cross-sectional survey 
 

To test the hypothesized relationships between the different constructs, descriptive statistics were 

presented, a structural equation model was made, the moderating and mediating effects were 

investigated, and a multigroup analysis was done.  

5.2.1. Descriptive statistics 
 

In this chapter, descriptive statistics are presented. The mean, standard deviation, Cronbach alpha, 

skewness, kurtosis, and the Pearson correlations between the different constructs are presented in Table 

3a and Table 3b. The values of the Cronbach alpha’s are all above 0.7, which indicates that none of the 

items need to be deleted for improving the values of the Cronbach alpha. The skewness and kurtosis are 

used for checking normality. The article of Kim (2013) described that the constructs must fall between the 

values of -2 and 2 to be able to assume normality in the data. It is seen in Table 3 that this is the case for 

all constructs, except for the kurtosis value of self-development. Furthermore, almost all the values of the 

Pearson correlations are significant. Here, * means a significance level of P-value less than 0.05, and ** 

means a significance level of P-value less than 0.01. Looking at the values of the correlations between the 

constructs, it is seen that there is a high value (e.g. > 0.70) at the relationship between coaching and 

leadership development. This means that these two constructs are highly correlated, which could be 

problematic for further analysis since this indicates a majority of shared variance. However, the 

relationship between these constructs was not hypothesized in the research model. The same holds for 

correlations between career development and self-development, self-development and employee 

development, contextual performance and task performance, and task performance and job 

performance. 

Table 3a descriptive statistics 

Construct ID µ(σ) α SK KU 

Coaching 1 3.35 (0.72) 0.835 -0.632 0.791 
Work engagement 2 5.11 (1.03) 0.841 -0.319 -0.228 
Self-Direction 3 3.90 (0.46) 0.840 -0.117 0.705 
Leadership development 4 5.35 (1.10) 0.836 -1.169 1.617 
Job crafting 5 3.36 (0.50) 0.840 0.080 0.262 
Seeking challenges 6 2.68 (0.81) 0.863 0.148 -0.051 
Seeking resources 7 3.72 (0.55) 0.839 -0.075 0.271 
Reducing demands 8 3.35 (0.87) 0.851 -0.413 0.089 
Job performance 9 3.88 (0.54) 0.839 -0.289 -0.154 
Task performance 10 3.70 (0.64) 0.848 -0.277 -0.102 
Contextual performance 11 4.02 (0.63) 0.839 -0.439 -0.259 
Employee development 12 5.24 (0.54) 0.748 -0.974 1.398 
Self-development 13 5.47 (0.87) 0.833 -1.272 2.848 
Career development 14 5.01 (1.09) 0.835 -0.860 0.754 

• µ = mean, σ = standard deviation, α = Cornbach alpha, SK = Skewness, KU = Kurtosis 
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• * = p < 0.05, ** = p < 0.01 

  

Table 3b descriptive statistics 

Construct ID 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Coaching 1 -              

Work 
engagement 

2 0.39 
** 

-             

Self-Direction 3 0.24 
** 

0.38 
** 

-            

Leadership 
development 

4 0.76 
** 

0.38 
** 

0.21 
** 

-           

Job crafting 5 0.19*
* 

0.17 
** 

0.48 
** 

0.13 
** 

-          

Seeking 
challenges 

6 -0.03 -0.00 0.15 
** 

-0.04 0.66 
** 

-         

Seeking 
resources 

7 0.34 
** 

0.24 
** 

0.46 
** 

0.29 
** 

0.76 
** 

0.14 
** 

-        

Reducing 
demands 

8 0.09 
** 

0.12 
** 

0.43 
** 

0.02 0.74 
** 

0.22 
** 

0.46 
** 

-       

Job 
performance 

9 0.12 
** 

0.43 
** 

0.52 
** 

0.20 
** 

0.36 
** 

0.08 
* 

0.36 
** 

0.35 
** 

-      

Task 
performance 

10 0.03 0.27 
** 

0.28 
** 

0.13 
** 

0.21 
** 

0.11 
** 

0.16 
** 

0.19 
** 

0.82 
** 

-     

Contextual 
performance 

11 0.16 
** 

0.45 
** 

0.57 
** 

0.20 
** 

0.39 
** 

0.04 0.43 
** 

0.38 
** 

0.88 
** 

0.43 
** 

-    

Employee 
development 

12 0.64 
** 

0.43 
** 

0.35 
** 

0.67 
** 

0.20 
** 

-0.15 0.34 
** 

0.11 
** 

0.26 
** 

0.16 
** 

0.26 
** 

-   

Self-
development 

13 0.53 
** 

0.42 
** 

0.26 
** 

0.59 
** 

0.13 
** 

-0.29 0.26 
** 

0.04 0.25 
** 

0.17 
** 

0.25 
** 

0.86 
** 

-  

Career 
development 

14 0.61 
** 

0.35 
** 

0.35 
** 

0.60 
** 

0.22 
** 

0.00 0.33 
** 

0.14 
** 

0.21 
** 

0.13 
** 

0.22 
** 

0.92 
** 

0.58 
** 

- 



30 
 

5.2.2. Confirmatory factor analysis model 
 

Given the significant intercorrelations of the previous chapter, it was explored first if the different 

constructs could be distinguished empirically. To do this, confirmatory factor analysis was executed using 

IBM SPSS AMOS 25 software package (Arbuckle., 1997). Multiple models were computed and compared. 

The model with the best fit was used for further analysis. The model fit was based on using the value of 

the fit indices CFI, TLI, RMSEA, SRMR, Chi-square, and AIC. 

Model 1 

The first model is a one-factor model for all constructs. The latent factor coaching consists of eight items, 

work engagement of three items, employee development of eight items, job performance of thirteen 

items, job crafting of thirteen items, self-direction of fourteen items, and leadership development of five 

items. In Table 4, the results of the fit indices. All latent variables are allowed to correlate.  

Model 2 

A second-order factorial model for job performance was fitted on the data where job performance 

consists of two first-order factors, which are task and contextual performance, consisting of five and eight 

items respectively. A one-factor model was fitted to all other constructs. The other constructs are 

coaching consists of eight items, work engagement of three items, employee development of eight items, 

job crafting of thirteen items, self-direction of fourteen items, and leadership development of five items. 

In Table 4, the results of the fit indices.  

Model 3 

A second-order factorial model for job performance, consisting of task performance and contextual 

performance, consisting of five and eight items respectively, and a second-order factorial model for job 

crafting, consisting of seeking challenges, seeking resources, and reducing demands, was fitted on the 

data, consisting of respectively six, three and four items. The other constructs are coaching consists of 

eight items, work engagement of three items, employee development of eight items, self-direction of 

fourteen items, and leadership development of five items. In Table 4, the results of the fit indices.  

Model 4 

A second-order factorial model for job performance, consisting of task performance and contextual 

performance, consisting of five and eight items respectively, a second-order factorial model for job 

crafting, consisting of seeking challenges, seeking resources, and reducing demands, consisting of 

respectively six, three, and four items, and a second-order factorial model for employee development, 

consisting of self-development and career development, both consisting of four items, was fitted to the 

data. The other constructs are coaching consists of eight items, work engagement of three items, self-

direction of fourteen items, and leadership development of five items. In Table 4, the results of the fit 

indices.  
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Table 4 fit indices CFA 

Model Chi-
square 

Df CMIN/Df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR AIC 

1: One factor model all 
constructs 

7686 1748 4.397 0.749 0.737 0.063 0.0766 7972 

2: Second-order factorial 
model job performance 

7184 1746 4.115 0.770 0.759 0.061 0.0751 7474 

3: Second-order factorial 
model job performance and 
job crafting 

5771 1743 3.11 0.830 0.821 0.052 0.0701 6067 

4: Second-order factorial 
model job performance, job 
crafting and employee 
development 

5701 1741 3.275 0.833 0.824 0.052 0.0701 6001 

 

It can be seen in Table 4 that model 4 has the best overall fit. Both the RMSEA and SRMR have values 

below 0.08, which indicate a good fit. Also, the CMIN/df is below the cut-off level of 5, which indicates a 

good model fit. The CFI and TLI are just below the value of 0.9. Importantly, all items loaded significantly 

on the intended latent factors. The values of the CFI and TLI could have been improved by deleting some 

items of the survey. It was chosen not to do this and to include all items for measuring the variables 

because in this way the whole constructs are measured using a verified questionnaire. Furthermore, when 

looking at the covariances between the latent variables, it can be seen that all values are below 0.85, 

which indicates discriminant validity (Lee, 2019). Discriminant validity shows if the measures that should 

not be related, are actually not related.  
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5.2.3. Multivariate assumptions 
 

First of all, it was investigated if there were outliers or influential data points. This was done by looking at 

the Cook’s distances of the data points. To do this, regression analyses were executed for all the 

relationships in the research model in Figure 4. If the Cook’s distance value is greater than 1, the data 

point should be left out of the dataset (Hair et al., 1998). Appendix B shows the graphs of the Cook’s 

distances of all the relationships in the research model. It was concluded here that there are no values 

larger than 1, which means that no data points have to be excluded.  

Secondly, it was checked if there is multicollinearity involved. This was done by looking at the variance 

inflation factor (VIF). If the value of the VIF is bigger than 4, there is multicollinearity (O’Brien, 2007). In 

this model, no VIF score was bigger than this cut-off value of 4, so there is no multicollinearity involved 

here. For finding these VIF scores, regression analyses were executed. The first regression consisting of 

the dependent variable job performance, and independent variables work engagement, coaching, and 

employee development. The second regression consisting of dependent variable work engagement, and 

independent variable coaching. The third regression analysis consisting of dependent variable employee 

development, and independent variable coaching, leadership development, self-direction, and job 

crafting. The outcome of these regressions including the VIF-scores can be seen in Appendix B.  

 

5.2.4. Direct effects 
 

The structural model with direct effects is shown in Figure 5. This model is based on the CFA analysis of 

the previous chapter. Here it was concluded that there should be a second-order factorial model for job 

performance and employee development. The model shown Figure 5 has an overall acceptable fit (X2 = 

2213.8, Df = 516, CMIN/Df = 4.29, CFI = 0.881, TLI = 0.870, RMSEA = 0.062, SRMR = 0.065, AIC = 2371.8). 

Only the values of the CFI and TLI are just below the value of 0.9 which could have been improved by 

deleting items from the survey. It was decided not to do this and to include all items for measuring the 

variables because in this way the whole constructs are measured using a verified questionnaire 

In the first hypothesis, it was expected that there is a positive relationship between coaching and job 

performance. This hypothesis was not supported by the model. Coaching significantly predicted 34% of 

the variance in job performance. However, because the relationship was negative (B: -0.23, S.E. 0.049, p = 

0.014), hypothesis 1 was rejected. 

The second hypothesis was that it was expected that there is a positive relationship between coaching 

and work engagement. This was supported by the model. Coaching predicted 16% of the total variance of 

work engagement (B: 0.40, S.E.: 0.047, p = 0.001). This significant positive relationship between coaching 

and work engagement supported hypothesis 2. 

In the third hypothesis, it was expected that there is a positive relationship between work engagement 

and job performance. The third hypothesis was supported by the model. Work engagement predicted 

34% of the total variance of job performance (B: 0.59, S.E.: 0.025, p = 0.001). This significant positive 

relationship between work engagement and job performance supported hypothesis 3. 
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The fifth hypothesis was supported by the model. It was expected here, that there is a positive 

relationship between coaching and employee development. Coaching predicted 74% of the total variance 

of employee development (B: 0.32, S.E.: 0.077, p = 0.001). This significant positive relationship between 

coaching and employee development supported hypothesis 5. 

In the sixth hypothesis, it was expected that there is a positive relationship between employee 

development and job performance. The hypothesis was supported by the model. Employee development 

predicted 34% of the total variance of job performance (B: 0.21, S.E.: 0.049, p = 0.028). This significant 

positive relationship between employee development and job performance supported hypothesis 6. 

The eighth hypothesis was supported by the model. It was expected here that leadership development is 

positively related to employee development. Leadership development predicted 74% of the total variance 

of employee development (B: 0.57, S.E.: 0.055, p = 0.001). This significant positive relationship between 

leadership development and employee development supported hypothesis 8. 

 

 

 

Figure 5 Structural model with the direct effects 
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5.2.5. Indirect effects  
 

Hypothesis 4 and 7 were both about mediation effects. There are two types of mediation effects. These 

are full mediation and partial mediation. Full mediation when a significant direct relationship between a 

dependent and independent variable becomes non-significant when the mediator is added.  A partial 

mediation occurs when there is a direct significant effect, but there is also a significant indirect effect by a 

mediator. Because all relationships in the model have a significant relationship, there will only be the 

possibility of partial mediation. For hypotheses 4 and 7, this partial mediation was tested. 

To test the mediating effects, the method of Preacher et al. (2011) was used. This method is a bias-

corrected bootstrapping method with 10.000 iterations with a two-sided bias-corrected interval of 95%.  

In the fourth hypothesis, it was expected that work engagement mediates the positive relationship 

between coaching and job performance. Hypothesis 4 was supported since the indirect effect of coaching 

on job performance mediated by work engagement had a significant P-value (B: 0.111, S.E.: 0.020, p = 

0.001). The results are shown in Table 5.  

In the seventh hypothesis, it was expected that employee development mediates the positive relationship 

between coaching and job performance. Hypothesis 7 was supported by the model since the indirect 

effect of coaching on job performance mediated by employee development had a significant P-value (B: 

0.031, S.E.: 0.022, p = 0.043). The results are shown in Table 5.  

Table 5 mediating effect of work engagement and employee development 

Hypothesis Estimate Standard error 95% BC CI P-value 
Coaching --> Work 
engagement --> 
Job performance 

0.111 0.020 [0.077, 0.156] 0.001 

     
Coaching --> 
Employee 
development --> 
Job performance 

0.031 0.022 [0.001, 0.091] 0.043 

• BI CI = bias-corrected confidence interval 
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Hypothesis 9 and 10 were both moderating effects. These moderating effects were tested with 

moderated structural equation modeling. The model tested is shown in Figure 6. To test the moderating 

effect, all constructs were standardized, and the moderating variables were multiplied with the variable 

coaching. The interaction term was not standardized (Dawson, 2014).  

As a result, hypothesis 9 was not supported by the model. It was expected here that self-direction 

moderates the positive relationship between coaching and employee development. The estimate of the 

moderating relationship here had a non-significant P-value (B: -0.018, S.E.: 0.025, p = 0.453) which 

indicates that there was a non-significant relationship. Hypothesis 9 was therefore rejected. Looking at 

the direct relationship of self-direction on employee development, it can be concluded that there was a 

direct relationship here (B: 0.19, S.E.: 0.028, p = 0.001). Figure 6 also shows the values for the estimate 

and standard error for both, direct and indirect employees.  

Hypothesis 10 was not supported by the model. It was expected here that job crafting moderates the 

positive relationship between coaching and employee development. The estimate of the moderating 

relationship here had a non-significant P-value (B: -0.001, S.E.: 0.026, p = 0.975) which indicates that there 

was a non-significant relationship. Hypothesis 10 was therefore rejected. Also, no direct effect between 

job crafting and employee development was found (B: 0.003, S.E.: 0.027, p = 0.914). Figure 6 also shows 

the values for the estimate and standard error for both, direct and indirect employees. 

 

 

Figure 6 Structural model for testing moderating effects. Direct: values for direct employees, Indirect: values for indirect employees 

  



36 
 

5.2.6. Multigroup analysis direct and indirect employees 
 

In this chapter, it was explored if there are differences in the hypothesized relationships in the research 

model between direct and indirect employees. It is important for Heijmans to identify if these 

relationships are stronger indirect or for direct employees, or if they are the same. This is needed to make 

sure that the performance management cycle suits the population, because there are differences 

between the two groups, for example in the work they do. Also, in the current situation, Heijmans makes 

a distinction between these two groups. This can be reflected in the fact that direct employees are 

evaluated on less competences and that their evaluation form in general is shorter. To identify if there is a 

difference in the relationships in the research model between direct and indirect employees, a multigroup 

analysis was executed using AMOS 25. To determine if there is a difference, a chi-squared difference test 

was done. Since the P-value of this chi-squared difference test is 0.005 as shown in Table 6, there is a 

significant difference between direct and indirect employees. For this reason, the values of the 

standardized estimates are compared between these two groups to identify if the relationships are 

stronger for direct or indirect employees. The standardized estimates for direct and indirect employees 

are shown in Figure 7. It can be seen that for indirect employees the relationships are stronger, except for 

the relationship between leadership development and employee development. This relationship is almost 

the same for both groups. 

Table 6 chi-squared difference test between direct and indirect employees 

Model DF CMIN P-value 

Structural weights 35 60.573 0.005 

 

 

Figure 7 Structural model direct effects, direct and indirect employees 
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6. Discussion 
 

The goal of the present study was to investigate how the performance management cycle in the 

construction services business could be optimized to stimulate the development and performance of 

employees. To do so, first, the shortcomings of the current performance management cycle were 

identified. Secondly, a model based on the literature review was made to test relationships among several 

constructs. These were the relationship between coaching and job performance, mediated by work 

engagement and mediated by employee development, the relationship between leadership development 

and employee development, and the moderating effect of job crafting and self-direction on the positive 

relationship between coaching and employee development. Lastly, it was identified if these relationships 

differ between direct and indirect employees. Direct employees are employees that work on the site, for 

example mechanics, carpenters, drivers, and crane operators. Indirect employees are employees that do 

not work directly on the site, for example administrative employees, business leaders, logistics 

employees, and human resources employees.    

The shortcomings of the current performance management cycle were identified by conducting semi-

structured interviews with multiple stakeholders at Heijmans. A major shortcomings that result from 

these interviews is that employees do not take actively participate during review moments. This means 

that often the supervisor takes the lead during review moments and conversations about the 

development of the employee in place. Next to this, a major shortcoming is that most employees do not 

develop a personal development plan. This personal development plan should be used to determine what 

the employee wants to improve in the future on their current job, but also how they want to develop 

themselves within their career. Furthermore, according to the interviewed stakeholders, the frequency of 

activities regarding performance management is too low and the forms that are used are too long and 

therefore take too much time. Lastly, a major shortcoming is that there is not enough goalsetting and no 

action plans on how to achieve these goals. The review moments mainly focus on what happened in the 

past instead of looking ahead by setting goals and developing plans on how to achieve these goals. So, 

from the interviews, it was concluded that there should be more participation from the employees during 

review moments, there should be a bigger focus on the development of the employees, there should be a 

higher frequency of performance management activities and more often goals need to be set which need 

a good action plan and monitoring. According to the theoretical review, performance management should 

be a joint process and should focus on the development of employees, instead of focusing on evaluating 

them, in order for employees to perform well (Aguinis et al., 2013; Murphy, 2020). It was hypothesized 

that this could be established by coaching, leadership development, job crafting, and self-direction. This is 

in line with the findings from the interview. At Heijmans, they also face the problem that there is a big 

focus on the evaluation of employees in performance management and there is not enough participation 

of the employees. Therefore, in order to optimize performance management at Heijmans, employees 

should participate more and there should be a focus on their development. The next step was to test the 

hypothesized relationships from the research model to explore if these relationships are present at 

Heijmans and therefore could be used to optimize the performance management cycle.  

From testing the hypotheses from the research model, it was found that coaching indirectly is positively 

related to job performance by the mediating role of work engagement and by the mediating role of 

employee development. Furthermore, a direct positive relationship was found between coaching and 

work engagement and between coaching and employee development. Next to this, a positive relationship 

was found between work engagement and job performance and between employee development and job 
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performance. Also, the hypothesized positive relationship between leadership development and 

employee development was confirmed. What was not supported by the research, was the hypothesized 

positive direct relationship between coaching and job performance, and the moderating roles of self-

direction and job crafting on the positive relationship between coaching and employee development.  

All relationships turned out to be stronger for indirect employees, compared to direct employees, except 

for the relationship between leadership development and employee development, which is the same for 

both groups.  

 

6.1. Theoretical implications 
 

This study contributes to the existing literature by examining new relationships and confirming prior 

relationships within a different organizational context, the construction services business. New 

relationships that were investigated are the relationships between coaching and leadership development 

on employee development and the moderating effect of job crafting and self-direction on the positive 

relationship between coaching and employee development. In line with earlier research of for example 

Azis et al. (2018), the mediating role of work engagement on the positive relationship between coaching 

and job performance was investigated. Also, the direct relationships between coaching and work 

engagement and the direct relationship between work engagement and job performance were 

investigated and confirmed, which is in line with the research of Azis et al. (2018). This study also 

contributes to the literature by investigating if the found relationships are stronger for direct or indirect 

employees. The results of the investigated relationships will be discussed in this chapter. 

The research did not support a direct relationship between coaching and job performance. This was not in 

line with the expectation because for example, Azis et al. (2018) showed that there was a direct positive 

relationship here. Also, Heslin et al. (2006) concluded that coaching is to ensure the personal and 

professional development of employees and the enhancement of their work-related performance. The 

positive relationship between coaching and work engagement was supported, which was in line with the 

article of Grant et al. (2011) which stated that coaching should be a new direction for performance 

management because it encourages work engagement. Work engagement is often linked to performance 

(Medlin & Green, 2009). This relationship was also supported in this study. Next to this, there is an 

indirect relationship between coaching and performance, mediated by work engagement, which is in line 

with the research of Tanskanen, Mäkelä, and Viitala (2019). Concluded in this study is that there was no 

direct relationship found between coaching and job performance, but there is an indirect relationship 

between coaching and job performance by the mediating role of work engagement. Therefore, coaching 

should be part of the performance management cycle because it was indirectly related to the 

performance by the mediating role of work engagement.  

The research supported the positive relationship between coaching and employee development which 

was in line with the research of Wales (2002) and Shore & Bloom (1986), which identified that coaching 

activities allow individuals to gain insights about themselves and that coaching provides spaces for 

personal development. Also, the research supports the relationship between employee development and 

job performance. This is in line with the research of Jacobs & Washington (2003) where it was concluded 

that developing employees encourage them to be able to perform sucessfully in the current and future 

tasks. Next to this, employee development mediates the relationship between coaching and job 

performance. Concluded here is that coaching should be part of the performance management cycle 
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because it was related to the development of employees and indirectly related to job performance by the 

mediating role of employee development.    

The positive relationship between leadership development and employee development was supported, 

which was in line with the hypothesis. Also, this was in line with the article of Hamilton and Beam (2005) 

where it was stated that leadership development develops the skills of employees in the organization. It is 

therefore concluded that leadership development is important for the development of employees.  

A new direction was suggested in the literature to move from evaluating employees towards coaching 

employees, with the goal to improve performance of employees and develop them (Murphy, 2020). In 

this study, these new directions for performance management were investigated. From the new 

investigated relationships of coaching and leadership development on employee development, it was 

learned that coaching and leadership development are positively related to the development of 

employees, and indirectly to job performance. The findings also contribute to existing literature about 

focusing developing and improving the performance of employees within a new research field: The 

construction services business. What is more, because it was found that work engagement positively 

mediates the relationship between coaching and job performance, it was learned that also in the 

construction services business it can be beneficial to design performance management in order to foster 

work engagement.  

The moderating role of job crafting on the relationship between coaching and employee development 

was not supported. It was expected here that when employees seek for job resources like coaching and 

feedback, it would positively impact the relationship between coaching and employee development. A 

possible explanation for this could be that coaching is an activity that managers do to stimulate the 

development of the employee, where job crafting comes from the employee self.  

The moderating role of self-direction on the relationship between coaching and employee development 

was also not supported. It was expected here that when there is self-direction among employees, it will 

strengthen the relationship between coaching and employee development. A possible explanation for this 

could be that coaching is an activity that managers do to stimulate the development of the employee, 

where self-direction comes from the employee self. 

Although no moderating relationships by job crafting and self-direction were found, a direct relationship 

between self-direction and employee development was found. This can be an opening for new research. 

Based on the interviews, supervisors and managers find it important that employees participate in 

performance management and take ownership towards their development. It is therefore interesting to 

investigate further how self-direction can be established and promoted at organizations and how a 

coaching role of the supervisor can play a role here.  

The research showed that the relationships between the variables are stronger for indirect employees 

than for direct employees. A possible explanation for this is that indirect employees may be more 

concerned with their development. For example, 85% of the direct employees say that learning is an 

important aspect of the job, where 92% of the indirect employees say that learning is an important aspect 

of the job. Another example is that 67% of the direct employees try to be involved at projects at work to 

learn more, where this is indicated by 84% of the indirect employees. This study is therefore one of the 

first studies showing that there is a significant difference between different types of employees within the 

construction-services business when looking at aspects related to the development and performance of 

employees. It was learned that coaching is stronger related to employee development for indirect 

employees than for direct employees and that work engagement and the development of employees is 

stronger related to job performance for indirect employees.   
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6.2. Practical implications 
 

General practical implications 

It can be concluded from the present study that coaching as a new direction for performance 

management would be beneficial for the development and performance of employees. For this reason, it 

seems worthwhile for organizations to invest in supervisors to ensure that they have the right skills to 

coach their employees. In this way, the supervisor will be able to be a good coach for the employees, 

which will benefit the development and performance of the employees and so the organization. Next to 

this, it can be concluded that also leadership development is beneficial for the development of employees 

within the organization. Therefore, it can be beneficial for organizations to not only invest in supervisors 

to become good coaches but also to develop the skills of supervisors to develop the employees and 

improve their performance. Skills that are included here are, next to coaching, participation, training and 

development, empowerment, and delegation (Jangbahadur & Sharma, 2017). Next to this, it is important 

not to focus on the evaluation of employees anymore, but pay attention to the needs of the employee 

and their development.  

Although no moderating effect between coaching and employee development was found by self-

direction, a direct effect was found here. It is important here, that employees get the chance to diagnose 

personal learning needs and formulate their own goals including a learning plan. Next to this, it is 

important that they must identify their resources needed to achieve these goals and reflect on 

themselves (Raemdonck, 2006). In this way, employees will participate more in the performance 

management cycle.  

In for example the article of Gruman and Saks (2011), it was also concluded that work engagement is one 

of the main predictors of job performance. In this study, this relationship was also found and also the 

relationship between coaching and work engagement was found in this study. When looking at the article 

of Gruman and Saks (2011), it was suggested to design performance management in a way to foster 

engagement. Because also in this study it was concluded that work engagement is related to job 

performance, it is advisable to design the performance management cycle to have engaged employees, 

which can be achieved by coaching. 

So the performance management cycle can be optimized by first of all focusing on the development of 

employees and their performance instead of focusing on evaluating them because employee 

development is positively related to job performance. Secondly, the performance management cycle 

should be an ongoing process of performance management activities, instead of having only one or two 

review moments per year. In the third place, important performance management activities are coaching 

and leadership development, especially for indirect employees. In this way, employees will develop which 

positively impacts their performance and so the organization. In the fourth place, employees should be 

more involved in the whole performance management cycle. It should be a joint process between 

employee and supervisor, where the employee takes actively part in seeking learning opportunities, 

develop learning plans, and evaluate themselves. Lastly, because work engagement is an important 

predictor of job performance, the performance management cycle should be designed to foster employee 

engagement. In this study, coaching is identified to be related to this.  
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Heijmans practical implications 

From the semi-structured interviews, it has become clear that there is not enough participation of the 

employees in the performance management activities like the development interview. It is therefore 

recommended for Heijmans to stimulate the participation of the employees. This can be done by for 

example adding self-evaluations to the current performance management cycle because performance 

management should be a joint process of both the employee and supervisor (Aguinis et al., 2013). Also, 

self-direction can be stimulated by letting employees determine their direction of development and allow 

employees to have input during the performance management activities like the development interview. 

At Heijmans, self-direction is found to be positively related to employee development, supporting this 

recommendation.  

Furthermore, based on the interviews, employees often do not develop their personal development plan 

and there are often no goals and action plans regarding these goals. Also, the frequency of performance 

management activities is too low according to the interviewed stakeholders, which can now be described 

as a bi-annual cycle consisting of a development interview and a progress interview. It is recommended to 

increase the frequency of performance management activities to have a continuous process (Pulakos et 

al., 2012). The lack of goalsetting among employees should be improved because goalsetting is important 

in performance management (CIPD, 2016). This can be improved by introducing for example quarterly 

goalsetting combined with actively coaching and monitoring the progress regarding these goals. It is 

recommended here that evaluating employees should switch to coaching employees for developing 

employees. Coaching is found to be positively related to employee development at Heijmans, which 

supports this recommendation. In this way, the focus will be on the development of employees instead of 

evaluating them.  

Heijmans should also built its performance management system with a focus on the engagement of their 

employees. In this study, there is a positive relationship found between work engagement and job 

performance, which supports this recommendation. Heijmans can do this by first letting employees 

formulate their own goals (Gruman & Saks, 2011). It is stated that for engagement to occur there needs to 

be alignment between individual goals and organizational goals (Gruman & Saks, 2011). Furthermore, 

Heijmans should facilitate engagement by providing employees with the resources needed to become 

engaged (Gruman & Saks, 2011). To do so, the job design plays an important role, namely, the employee 

should have a voice in the design of their work, and the roles and assignments they perform (Gruman & 

Saks, 2011). Engagement can also be facilitated by coaching and social support. To foster engagement, 

coaching should be an ongoing process instead of an annual evaluation of the performance, which is now 

the case at Heijmans. The coach should help the employee in planning the work, identifying potential 

problems, offering advice, and give emotional support (Gruman & Saks, 2011). What is more, training is 

important to make employees feel more secure about their ability to perform the job. Here, it is 

important to provide employees with resources to make them feel available to fully engage in the role 

(Gruman & Saks, 2011).  

Lastly, Heijmans should invest in supervisors to become good coaches and leaders to be able to develop 

their employees. To be successful as a coach, it is important to have the right skills to do this. In this study, 

a positive relationship between leadership development and employee development at Heijmans is found 

which supports this recommendation. Coaches can succeed if they have the right communication skills, 

are willing to work with employees and believe that employees can improve, and are willing to try 

multiple ways in helping their subordinates (Murphy, 2020). Furthermore, a leader should give social 

support, give challenging tasks to their employees, provide autonomy and participation to foster 

engagement (Gruman & Saks, 2011).  
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6.3. Limitations and future research 
 

This research has some limitations that will be presented in this chapter.  

First of all, the research design for testing the hypotheses using a survey was cross-sectional based 

research. This means that it was only possible to identify relationships between constructs but not to 

identify causal effects between these constructs. This is seen as a limitation of the research since it could 

be possible that other factors played a role in the relationships found. For identifying these causal 

relationships, a longitudinal study is necessary for the future.  

Secondly, only people who are interested in performance management may have filled in the survey. It is 

therefore not known if the data precisely represents the organization. A more systematic sampling 

technique can therefore be used in future research to get even more representative data. 

Thirdly, the values of the fit indices from the confirmatory factor analysis were not all good. The value of 

the CFI and TLI were below the cut-off point of 0.9, which could indicate a not accurate fit of the model. 

Therefore, the model could be improved in the future by deleting some variables or by including other 

variables. In the CFA, some items had a low loading on the construct, e.g. lower than 0.7. This was the 

case at leadership development having an item with a loading of 0.64. Next to this, at the construct of job 

crafting, the loadings were low for the four items of reducing demands, which were all below 0.5.  

This study investigated relationships among theoretical constructs and their importance to be included in 

the performance management cycle. Future research should focus on an intervention to determine if 

coaching, leadership development, and self-direction indeed result in better development of employees 

and their performance. Next to this, it should be identified if there is indeed a difference in this outcome 

between direct employees and indirect employees, since the relationship between these two different 

groups were found to be stronger for indirect employees.  

This research pointed out important relationships that could be used for optimizing the performance 

management cycle. A major conclusion for future research is to test these relationships within a different 

organizational context. Next to this, a pilot study could be done to determine if a performance 

management cycle that focuses on engaging employees through coaching and developing employees 

through coaching, leadership development, and self-direction leads to improved job performance of 

employees.  
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8. Appendix  
 

A. Semi-structured interview 
 

The interview was conducted in Dutch since this is the preferred language at Heijmans. 

Vragenlijst Performance management binnen Heijmans 

Beste deelnemer, 

Allereerst bedankt voor het meedoen aan deze vragenlijst. Mijn naam is Yannick Munsters en ik ben 

student aan de Technische Universiteit Eindhoven. Ik ben momenteel bezig met mijn afstudeerstage 

waarbij ik onderzoek doe naar het performance management systeem binnen Heijmans. Deze vragenlijst 

is bedoeld om beter in kaart te krijgen wat er aan het huidige performance management systeem 

verbeterd kan worden, en welke aspecten juist goed zijn. Hierbij zal gekeken worden naar de aspecten 

van de huidige performance cyclus die bestaat uit het ontwikkelingsgesprek, voorgangsgesprek en 

persoonlijk ontwikkelplan (POP).  

1. De performance cyclus in het algemeen 

a. Wat is de belangrijkste opbrengst van performancemanagement cyclus voor jou? Wat 

zou de opbrengst idealiter zijn?  

b. Is de performance cyclus duidelijk en bruikbaar?  

c. Zijn de tools binnen de performance cyclus duidelijk en bruikbaar?  

d. Is de frequentie van de gesprekken in de performance managent cyclus voldoende? 

e. Wat vind u van de deadline voor het ontwikkelingsgesprek en voortgangsgesprek? 

 

2. Het ontwikkelings- en voortgangsformulier 

a. In hoeverre zijn de formulieren bruikbaar voor zowel directe als indirecte 

medewerkers? 

b. In hoeverre helpt het formulier om het goede gesprek te voeren? 

c. Wat werkt wel en wat werkt niet in de formulieren? 

 

3. Focus in het ontwikkelingsgesprek 

a. Ligt de focus op het verleden, heden of toekomst? 

b. Ligt de focus op ontwikkeling en groei van de werknemer of op het beoordelen van de 

werknemer? 

c. In hoeverre wordt de input van werknemer zelf meegenomen? 

 

4. Doelstellingen 

a. Spreek je doelstellingen elk jaar af? Waarom wel/niet? 

b. In hoeverre is een werknemer in staat eigen doelstellingen te formuleren? 

c. In hoeverre neem je de situatie van de werknemer als uitgangspunt m.b.t. 

bijvoorbeeld leeftijd, achtergrond, persoonlijke situatie in het gesprek? 

d. Worden vorige doelstellingen geëvalueerd tijdens het 

ontwikkelingsgesprek/voorgangsgesprek? 
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5. Training en opleiding 

a. Hoe ga je in gesprek over de opleidingsbehoefte van een medewerker? Wat heb je 

hierin nodig om dit goed te kunnen doen?  

b. Hoe zorg je dat de juiste training of opleiding wordt toegewezen? 

 

6. Feedback en coaching 

a. Hoe ervaren medewerkers en leidinggevenden feedback en coaching? 

b. Hoe geven jullie feedback en coaching? 

c. Hoe kijk je aan tegen een cyclus met meerdere gesprekken per jaar? 

d. Ondersteund de huidige cyclus je rol als coach? 

e. Hoe zorg je dat er feedback wordt gevraagd en gegeven? Zou je daarin meer 

ondersteund willen worden door het systeem? 

f. Is er voldoende spraken van coaching m.b.t. het doel? 

g. Is er voldoende spraken van feedback m.b.t. het doel? 

 

7. Competenties 

a. Is het duidelijk wat met competenties bedoeld wordt? 

b. Zijn de competenties up-to-date en passen ze goed bij de functie en visie van 

Heijmans? 

c. Is het duidelijk hoe competenties geëvalueerd moeten worden? 

d. Worden competenties gebruikt als input voor het stellen van een doel? 

 

8. Rol van de manager 

a. In hoeverre is de manager in staat een werknemer te beoordelen? 

b. Hoe vormt de manager een beeld van zijn werknemer? 

c. In hoeverre is de manager in staat te coachen en feedback te geven? 

d. Hoe is de rolverdeling tussen werknemer en manager in een ontwikkelings- en 

voortgangsgesprek? 

 

9. Erkenning werkzaamheden werknemer 

a. In hoeverre wordt er aandacht gegeven voor waardering van de werknemer?  

b. In hoeverre is er ruimte voor het goede gesprek tussen manager en medewerker? 

i. Ervaart de medewerker en manager het gesprek als een opbouwend 

gesprek?  

 

10. Differentiatie tussen werknemers 

a. In hoeverre kun je met het huidige systeem differentiëren tussen werknemers? 

b. Hoe ervaren werknemers dat ze onderling anders of juist eenduidig beoordeeld 

worden? 

 

11. Potentieel ontwikkelen en identificeren 

a. Helpt het huidige systeem om potentieel te identificeren? 

b. Is het systeem ondersteunend aan het richting geven aan groeimogelijkheden voor de 

‘high potentials’? 
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12. Duurzame inzetbaarheid 

a. Is er ruimte voor de werknemer aan te geven wat hij/zij wil in de toekomst? Juiste plek 

of toe aan iets nieuws? 

b. Is er ruimte voor de werknemer aan te geven hoelang hij/zij nog wil functioneren 

binnen de huidige functie? 

c. Zijn er voldoende hulpmiddelen voor leidinggevende en medewerker om het gesprek 

over duurzaam inzetbaarheid te voeren? 

13. Eerlijkheid 

a. Hoe eerlijk worden werknemers behandeld? 

b. In hoeverre is er consensus over de uitkomsten? 

c. In hoeverre hebben de werknemers een stem in het gesprek? 

d. In hoeverre veranderd gedrag na een ontwikkelingsgesprek? 
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B. Multivariate assumptions 
 

Cook’s distances and multicollinearity tests 

Cook’s distances of the following regression analysis are shown in Figure 8: 

Dependent variable: Job performance 

Independent variables: Work engagement, coaching, and employee development 

 

Figure 8 Cook's distances (DV: job performance, IV: work engagement, coaching, and employee development) 

 

The VIF values of the following regression analysis are shown in Table 7: 

Dependent variable: Job performance 

Independent variables: Work engagement, coaching, and employee development 

Table 7 test for multicollinearity VIF score. DV: Job performance. IV: Work engagement, coaching and 
employee development 

Model Unstandardized 
B 

Coefficients 
Std. Error 

Standardized 
Coefficients 
Beta 

T Sig. Tolerance VIF 

(Constant) 2.576 0.111  23.166 0.000   
Coaching -0.078 0.030 -0.106 -2.614 0.009 0.584 1.714 
Work 
engagement 

0.208 0.018 0.399 11.679 0.000 0.815 1.227 

Employee 
development 

0.095 0.026 0.154 3.636 0.000 0.532 1.881 

• VIF: Variance Inflation Factor 
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Cook’s distances of the following regression analysis are shown in Figure 9: 

Dependent variable: Work engagement 

Independent variable: Coaching 

 

Figure 9 Cook's distances (DV: work engagement, IV: coaching) 

 

 

The VIF values of the following regression analysis are shown in Table 8: 

Dependent variable: Work engagement 

Independent variable: Coaching 

Table 8 test for multicollinearity including VIF score. DV: Work engagement. IV: Coaching 

Model Unstandardized 
B 

Coefficients 
Std. Error 

Standardized 
Coefficients 
Beta 

T Sig. Tolerance VIF 

(Constant) 3.590 0.159  22.533 0.000   
Coaching 0.454 0.046 0.319 9.767 0.000 1.000 1.000 

• VIF: Variance Inflation Factor 
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The Cook’s distances of the following regression analysis are shown in Figure 10: 

Dependent variable: Employee development 

Independent variable: Coaching, leadership development, self-direction, and job crafting 

 

Figure 10 Cook's distances (DV: employee development, IV: coaching, leadership development, self-direction, and job crafting) 

 

The VIF values of the following regression analysis are shown in Table 9: 

Dependent variable: Employee development 

Independent variable: Coaching, leadership development, self-direction, and job crafting 

Table 9 test for multicollinearity including VIF score. DV: Employee development. IV: Coaching, 
leadership development, self-direction, job crafting 

Model Unstandardized 
B 

Coefficients 
Std. Error 

Standardized 
Coefficients 
Beta 

T Sig. Tolerance VIF 

(Constant) 0.922 0.198  4.661 0.000   
Coaching 0.337 0.045 0.281 7.484 0.000 0.404 2.477 
Leadership 
development 

0.324 0.029 0.411 11.101 0.000 0.414 2.417 

Self-
direction 

0.371 0.052 0.196 7.120 0.000 0.747 1.339 

Job crafting 0.003 0.047 0.002 0.056 0.956 0.766 1.306 

• VIF: Variance Inflation Factor 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 


