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The Association between Coaching Leadership and Safety

Behavior: The Sequential Mediating Role of Perceived

Organizational Support and Organizational Identification, and the
Moderating Effect of Work Overload
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Abstract

Previous works on safety behavior have paid less attention to the influence of several leadership styles
on safety behavior. Among the various leadership styles, I focus on the effect of coaching leadership on

safety behavior. To be specific, this paper investigates the impact of coaching leadership on

safety

behavior and its underlying mechanisms (mediator) as well as contextual factor (moderator). This research

examines the sequential

mediating effect of perceived organizational

support and organizational

identification in the association between coaching leadership and safety behavior. Also, work overload will
negatively moderate the coaching leadership—perceived organizational support link. My results showed
coaching leadership increases employee safety behavior through the sequential mediation of perceived
organizational support and organizational identification. In addition, work overload functions as a negative
moderator which diminishes the positive effect of coaching leadership on perceived organizational support.

Keywords : Coaching Leadership, Work Overload, Perceived Organizational Support, Organizational Identification,
Safety Behavior, Moderated Mediation Model
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[Figure 1] Research Model
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3. A7 9
3.1 A7 it HolE

o] ArollM= =l 7199 AAAES dPde s A
2AFE Bl 7HEE ASEln 28Rl gAA] SAkE
d AE2ARE skl on, Hakd ME-g WHsh] 9
3l - 2y S ARESIGlaL, Al ARl AX S5
AL F3l Ik A2 S FESIITE A HA AE
oAM= 5257, F WA oA 3127, Al WA AR
of|X= 24278 9] F7kAkso] SHBith 3 HAel A
A, 123 Al 1A AL AlelellE tigk 65 JEe] (o]
A 2427 0 2 HE] S dlofE] oA ket &
w2 ASaks AAS A HE Aol 231789 Hlol
7} E3EQoh AR 7ERRe] Bk AEe 40.294
(F9HAF 8.61) 012, &G Hif 7.650]3)th
G2 AL 49.8% (115%) & xAFor, oL
50.2% (116¥%) o1t} 5 <=2 2ol dist AR =
A ARSI

3.2 HlolE] ¥4 Wi

A7) 7HE ASE fl@l SPSS 26.07 Amos 26.0
T2 @S AHgste] HolEE R stk WA, W71
S stetsl] SI) MR L A

8510} 217 22124 (CFA)

32,331,
33 W5 237 4F 2

WrsE S flaiM A 2AF el 7 B
o] &&= WA AAE HE (v T1Ev 54, e
ofltf 1) & &8stk

TR oS &A1ske 2184 [34] 9 Aol AR
1278 wFom S o] TFES A AR
A A £F2 v 2ok W AAHEE) = e
el Wb Anr EAIE sid e SlolEhar Wt
U 2es wel Aoy wis HEeoki A ske dAee

st "l AAHEIE) = ©=e8] sid S AlAIsH ] Bk
= Wt sas 2E oS
(Cronbach’s @ = .94).

AR FH3R= Cousinse} 18] F55(35]19] A75
npgro 2 FHW[36] o] 7kt 571 3k Atk A A1
oA - AA] F&(sample item)-2 oFel| 2} et
U= AHEsh] g5 JEE UF B2 4SS sk A 2
oF Lol Al o013l BE A& s |ole v ARl
KH=al) 5ol A8ukE A9k (Cronbach’s @) 3
0.94%it}

Z4 A QIS S48 218l 71 A [37] <A
AR 5 AT oA FE ot} At W7t &
g A (3 3Ah > o] A s Sl Ko =
v gy, ‘U7t Eek 22 (52 3|Ah) > AelA el Y
AHAES AR (EA F3risith.” Soltt
(Cronbach’'s @ = .92).

Z2] FYUA|= Mael?} Ashforth[38] 2] 2% & 53-8+
S ARgElA AP oA - o) Ak v 3
Atel] chal] @t o, “e-2) 3aktal F= olopr| gttt 3]
APE 2 EE Flo] & U7k & s Zlolty Solth
(Cronbach’s @ = 0.85)

kA WE-L Neal ¥ Griffin[39]2] ¢ % 2=
(safety behavior scale) & AFE3lA A £ 6 &
o7 o]Fofzl o] = Al A AldollA] AREEQITE,
Al F&(sample item) & o} e} Aok = =
sk o] st BE bl A/ AAES AR
= 95FE T8 28l enkE ok AAes &8st
o e e A o) 7 Qb s Aol st
w3t} Soltt a2vts A9 (Cronbach’s @) #h
.930]3it}

% 2o WolS X85}
4, A A7

4.1 7% BA B4

o] A= <Table 1>o] YeRITE 712, S5 Elo]E]
7} AT BEE w2=x] gols] &) el s A
Abeteich 7% Ui (elx —.35, F= .71, A5 o
SHEl= .14, A% —.14), 24 A A (= .31, &
% .32), 24 U4 (e —.65, IE .70) 9 o 3%



64 3 e H4E9 A BT Alle #A TaE=

(¢I= —.37, A% 1.01) 59 A3} Yepsich ﬂJEﬂ
735 Aozt 3 298K a1, HEe] dujzte] 8=
VelA] ko At FAEE (I S glore & ?H
dolel= A S w21 Qula 2 2= Q[32].

<Table 1> Mean, standard deviation, and

correlation of study variables

Mean SD 1 2 3 4
1. CL 312 .75 -
2. WO 261 .89 -.08 -
3.POS 296 .79 557 -10 -
4. OI 340 .72 32" .03  .56" -
5. SB 3.67 .68 AT A1 267 367

“p<.01, S.D means Standard Deviation. CL. means coaching
leadership. WO means work overload. POS means perceived
organizational support. Ol means organizational identification.
SB means safety behavior.

4.2 54 @8 A5

Anderson®} Gerbing[40] ©] #|A3t 2%HA] = =2
= A A SAR 5 2 A4S eIt o] 4
S E§ 23 x3H aﬂ/\% Alole] I A
(discriminant validity) & &<

5
FEE o, A Th) 24 49

ELEE

22 A, QM W D)) 3 23 A4 B
7) 13 BE vl thel 291 291 24 (CFA)E 213
Spsict.

=0T (xz(df=157)=265.25 CF1=0.968; TLI=0.96
2; RMSEA=0.055). ©]o}x] 5 291 ®&o] 4 @2l 3 29l
2 291 1231 1 291 BEe] nlal] o] =& A3heE 2=
FRIsP] S8l 7+ 232 FlolARy ket L #jele] BAIY
S vlwekleh FlelAly xlo] 778 2] Ay= Table
20]] BAEO] 9lom 4 221 B3 (42(df=161)=797.65;
CFI=0.814; TLI=0.781; RMSEA=0.131), 3 £2! 2&
(2°(df=164)=1181.8; CFI=0.703; TLI=0.656;
RMSEA=0.164), 2 29 & (x*(df=166)=1443.5;
CFI=0.628; TLI=0.574; RMSEA=0.183), 72|11 1 &
Q1 28 (2(df=167)=1899.5; CF1=0.495; TLI=0.426;
RMSEA=0.212)l| vJ3l], 5 231 2&o] 7Fg 9<F3t Zow
LERsIT o] A= i At B39 7} wiEo] FAKeR
THE] 9SS YERich

<Table 2> The comparison among alternative measurement

models
RMS Model
Model 2 df CFI TLI BA compari  Adf Ay?  Cuoce
son
Sfactor 265.25 157 .968 .962 .055 Sfactor
Vs 4 53247 5 fadar
dfactor 797.65 161 .814 .781 .131  4factor
Sfactor
Sfactor 1181.8 164 .703 .656 .164 Vs 7 91657 5 fadar
3factor
Sfactor
2factor 1443.5 166 .628 .574 .183 Vs 9 11782 5 fadar
2factor
Sfactor
1factor 1899.5 167 .495 426 .212 Vs 10 1634.3" 5 factar
1factor

" p<.05, " p¢.01
4.3 7V AF

4.3.1 & w7 vs. F-E WA

29 2)EAle] b WEe] S uAE BAL )
Faluk o] Fold S 9l ) W

A VT o AT AA 3RS w)H = 9] 311]'94

4 vi7) (full mediation), F4+2] H-$¢-5 H
w7} (partial mediation) 2}al $Hc},

Overload

Support

Safety
Behavior

[Figure 2] Final Model
(Standardized coefficient, ##+p<.001)

[Figure 2]+ 3 w7l B28e] A= AgE RoFtt
wgol] Z3hE A HaE(FS], 25 VIR 5
I, 183l ) & B FAAOE folskA] ook
7 Brije] 9P Eel vlx= Pk FAACE 72
&F4] ekIH( 8 =0.07, p>.05). 73 BlE4le %4 A
AAE AR FoeHdl  F7MIHTH A =0.54,
<001, 2] A Q1AL 27 FUAE Fels S7H

HEH(8=0.62, p<.00D). PAErOR, 2] FUA = oFd
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Pse TAFCE FolskAl S7MIFTH B =0.37,
p<K.001). o1& Eall 7 12 714= 0, 7 2, 3, 4
52 AA S & Sk ok, 7 10] 71230k
= A9 ou)= 3] urel vt Q) o] Avh= 73
griplo] 24 A9l A} 22 FUAIE TAF O w7
3| ok gl P vHth= SlolA], 74 Budd
QA &g Afolell ob TRl gloh= ofuli= ofytt
LRl 73 2uj4lo] 22 A9 912 Ul 27 =9l
NS =2 0 2 mj7stoiAul & il o sl
FFE vA= & w7l (full mediation) 2] AU A,
uj 7] MEEo] glole Hee} FE5HS Aol 24
Al ko] EASH= FEul7] (partial mediation) 2]
Wraldx] ghelsl B}, 3 WA 248 Esielnh
T A, o upl BES vl =2 AdE(y
2(df=175)=296.28;CFI1=0.952; TL1=0.943;
RMSEA=0.055)& WeRLaL, 7= w7l 23 o] 23t
T A =R, 2(df =174)=295.45; CFI=0.952;
TLI=0.942; RMSEA=0.055). 121} 7ol Al 2jo] +
A A3} (4 %?[1]1=0.83, non—significant), ¢4 wi7)
n&o] f 1Hdsta £ o7 gk}, ik 3
il 2ol gk 73 2luA]elA] b E kA
AR AG7Y AR SR FoleA s e W, I3
4 b ol ARAQ1 JES A4 Pal, v

H

4 A A4 24 FAATE 23 ey <k
T AlolE Ao R wizfsith= 7 5 daH
skQlsl7] Sl8ll 10000 2] R %5 F35t FEAES]
Me eI o] WS- wivl BEelA R 1F

w290 3 eake FYsk, 54 AlE %t
(confidence interval, CI)©] 08 X3Vl &5 79 3F
A Gt AR Fefsirharl st (32]. A
M= AMOS 26.0 &A1 AZESOlE ARgate] 95
percentile—based 1% 77+ AARIATH B4 Ay}
<Table 3>l Rt ute} o] o] 47312 0 3|
ATH95% CI=[.064, .195]), o]= <lal 773 2|54
o] P dgel vixl= 1 a3t $AIF o E {oFS
ok = Utk o= 7M. 57F AAEH S-S LStk

FE‘.J\,% o

X

<Table 3> Bootstrapping analysis results

95% Confidence
Interval
Path Total Direct Indirect (Percentile—based
Effect Effect Effect bootstrap)
Lower Upper
bound bound
CL — POS
S0l > SB 190 .068 122 .064 .195

Note. 10000 sampling was conducted, and all coefficients
values are standardized. CL means coaching leadership. POS
means perceived organizational support. Ol means
organizational identification. SB means safety behavior.

433 A% FRale] 22 5% B4

L3 Weel 773 Al 24 WRel AR yPeh=
1+ 543} mean centering) A 2|7} ¥, AEA-E &
& WS wete] ARkslgltt4l]. [Figure 2] 4] K
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