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Chapter 1: Introduction

The literature applying attachment theory to career development has grown
rapidly in recent years (Yip et al., 2018). This growth probably reflects the
recognition of attachment dynamics as an important factor in career exploration and
management. To this point, attachment theory has been applied to a variety of career
related variables, including career decision-making (Tokar et al., 2003; Wolfe &
Betz, 2004), career search self-efficacy (O’Brien & Fassinger, 1993; Ryan et al.,
1996), leadership (Doverspike et al., 1997; Khorakian & Sharifirad, 2019), job
satisfaction (Hazan & Shaver, 1990; Krausz et al., 2001), proactive behavior (Wu &
Parker, 2017), work-family balance (Sumer & Knight, 2001) and career satisfaction
(Wise et al., 2022). In recent years, Wright and Perrone (2008) proposed a theoretical
framework for understanding how attachment influences career development. Their
framework placed attachment as a person input variable within social cognitive career
theory (SCCT; Lent et al., 1994). As shown in Figure 1, in SCCT’s models, self-
efficacy and outcome expectations are each informed by learning experiences, which
mediate the effects of person input (e.g., gender, race) and contextual (e.g.,
socioeconomic resources) variables on career outcomes.

Lent and Brown's (2013) extension of SCCT to career self-management
(CSM) focuses on the processes through which workers manage normative and non-
normative events in the workplace. The CSM model has recently been applied to the
study of self-advocacy, which was seen as one important way in which workers
exercise agency in their career behavior (Moturu & Lent, 2023). Self-advocacy
behaviors are adaptive career behaviors workers use to speak or act on their behalf to
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advance their career goals and address perceived grievances or inequalities. This
initial study found support for the role of self-efficacy beliefs relative to self-
advocacy behavior at work, but it did not include other social cognitive variables,
such as outcome expectations, that are hypothesized to function along with self-
efficacy. Although not explicitly included in the CSM model, the role that attachment
may play, as a person input variable within this model, is yet to be explored.

Figure 1

Social Cognitive Model of Career-Related Choice Behavior.
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Note. From “Toward a unifying social cognitive theory of career and academic
interest, choice, and performance,” by R.W. Lent, S.D. Brown, & G. Hackett, 1994,
Journal of VVocational Behavior, 45, p.93. Copyright 1993 by R. W. Lent, S.D.
Brown, & G. Hackett. Reprinted with permission.

Researchers have proposed that workplace relationships can restimulate early
attachment dynamics (Kahn, 2007; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2008), and Ainsworth
(1989) found that individuals (e.g., romantic partners, family, friends) other than
parents can meet the attachment needs of an individual. The role of workplace
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relationships involving supervisors, mentors, and leaders in promoting employee
exploration, self-efficacy, proactivity, and job and life satisfaction is highlighted in
the existing research on attachment (Luke et al., 2020; Wu & Parker, 2017). In this
context, integrating attachment theory with workplace self-advocacy and the CSM
model will provide an opportunity to gain additional insight into the role of
attachment security and support relative to self-advocacy in workplaces. In the
proposed study, | plan to build on prior research by incorporating attachment style
within a CSM-based study of workplace self-advocacy behavior. In keeping with
Wright and Perrone’s (2008) theoretical scheme, attachment will be viewed as a
person input variable that, theoretically, informs the development of both self-
efficacy and outcome expectations.

According to social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1977, 1997, 2001), outcome
expectations refer to the anticipated outcomes of the actions in which individuals
engage. The expected outcomes can be either positive or negative in valence which,
respectively, motivate or dissuade engagement in the corresponding behaviors.
Bandura (1997) highlighted three types of expected outcomes: physical (e.g., pleasant
or unpleasant sensations in the body), social (e.g., recognition or rejection; approval
or disapproval), and self-evaluative outcomes (e.g., sense of self-satisfaction or
criticism). When individuals anticipate physical sensations that are aversive, like pain
or discomfort, it may discourage behavioral engagement. In contrast, when they
anticipate pleasant sensations, like happiness or comfort, it might motivate
individuals to perform the behavior. Social outcomes refer to the social reactions and

consequences of engaging in a behavior. Expectations of being recognized or



rewarded can motivate people to engage in the behavior, whereas expecting rejection
and disapproval can dissuade people from performing the behavior. People also tend
to engage in behaviors that they believe will enhance their self-satisfaction, sense of
pride, and self-worth, and to avoid behaviors they anticipate will lead to
dissatisfaction, self-devaluation, or self-censure.

Bandura (1997) emphasized that both self-efficacy and outcome expectations
play an important role in an individuals’ choice to engage in a certain task or
behavior. He suggested that when success is not clearly defined and tasks are not
straightforward, outcome expectations can play a more significant role than self-
efficacy in motivating behavior. Workplace self-advocacy (e.g., requesting a pay raise
or promotion) may represent a good example of a situation in which behaviors can be
performed in a variety of ways and their outcomes can be quite uncertain (e.g., asking
assertively for a raise does not guarantee a desired outcome). In such situations,
workers may perceive that they have the skills (e.g., self-efficacy) to take action but
hesitate to do so because they anticipate that there will be neutral or negative
outcomes (e.g., the boss will be annoyed, co-workers will be envious). Thus, outcome
expectations may tell an important part of the story, apart from self-efficacy beliefs.

Gender may also be an important variable to consider in the context of
workplace self-advocacy behavior. Research has found that the compensation gap
between men and women increases substantially over time, even when starting
salaries have small differences (Gerhart & Rynes, 1991). Over the last 15 years, the
gender wage gap has continued to be steady, with women earning 14% less than men

on average in 2021, though the gap decreased by 7% among younger workers (under



30 years) compared to older workers (Pew Report, 2022a). The wage gap is higher
(20%) when equally educated men and women are considered (Pew Report, 2022b).
Although factors like occupational segregation, education, and work experience play
a role in explaining some of the difference, lower propensity to negotiate among
women and expectations of backlash (social and economic penalties) towards women
who negotiate were also identified as factors impacting the wage gap (Greig, 2008;
Rudman & Phelan, 2008).This may suggest that gender is an important person input
variable in relation to workplace self-advocacy behaviors and that differential
outcome expectations, in particular, may help to explain gender differences in self-
advocacy and the outcomes to which it may lead.

In sum, the purpose of the proposed study is to add outcome expectations,
attachment, and gender elements to the social cognitive CSM model in an effort to
better understand engagement in workplace advocacy behaviors. Consistent with this
goal, in the remainder of this section, | will (a) provide an overview of attachment
theory, (b) consider research linking attachment theory to career-related variables, (c)
highlight the role of outcome expectations relative to workplace self-advocacy, and
(d) situate attachment security, outcome expectations, and gender within the CSM

model. I will then present the study’s primary hypotheses.

Attachment Theory

In this section, | will provide a brief overview of attachment theory, including
the concept of internal working models and the two-dimensional framework used to

assess individual differences in attachment.



According to Bowlby (1982), to enhance their survival, humans have evolved
an attachment behavioral system that is activated when an individual detects a
physical or psychological threat. This system includes certain behaviors towards their
caregiver (e.g., proximity seeking, protesting unwanted separation) that evolved to
address their attachment needs for support, protection, and security and to enhance
their reproductive fitness. When the attachment behavioral system is activated, the
caregiver's availability, attentiveness, and responsiveness contribute to a sense of
relief or felt security. When attachment figures are not available or when they are
inconsistent in their responses, individuals will engage in strategies associated with
attachment insecurity (e.g., crying or avoiding the caregiver). Repetitive responses
from caregivers allow for the development of a stable attachment style marked by
predictable responses to separation. Attachment theory also suggests that caregiver
sensitivity and responsiveness provide a secure base for children to explore new
environments. Research on adult populations indicates that the attachment behavioral
system can also be triggered beyond childhood in interpersonal situations (Lee &
Thompson, 2011), such as in the workplace when there are changes in an
employment relationship (Albert et al., 2015).

Early experiences of primary caregivers’ availability are internalized as
working models of self and others. These models shape one’s views of whether they
are deserving of support and continue to guide one’s view of the accessibility and
availability of other people during adulthood. Ainsworth et al. (1978) built on the
concept of internal working models to identify three types of attachment styles that

develop based on early experiences with caregivers. The three styles are: secure,



anxious, and avoidant. Individuals with secure attachment are confident in the
availability of support from other people and feel deserving of love and support,
whereas individuals with anxious attachment worry that other people will not be
available or supportive when needed and are anxious in seeking love and support.
They tend to adopt a hyperactivating strategy and rely on others excessively for
validation and support (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007). Individuals with avoidant
attachment do not seek support when in need and are defensive when support and
care are shown by other people. They tend to use a deactivating strategy and not seek
interpersonal proximity, thereby preventing distress or potential harm due to the
unavailability of attachment figures (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007). Brennan et al.
(1998) proposed a two-dimensional framework (attachment anxiety and attachment
avoidance) to assess individual differences in attachment security. Individuals low in
attachment anxiety and avoidance are believed to be securely attached whereas
individuals high in anxiety are anxiously attached and those high in avoidance are

avoidantly attached.

Attachment Theory and Career Related Variables

In this section, I will discuss research relating attachment theory to the
following career related variables: career decision self-efficacy, career search self-
efficacy, leadership, proactive behavior, and workplace satisfaction.

Career decision self-efficacy. Wolfe and Betz (2004), in a sample of 304
undergraduate students, found that a secure attachment style was positively correlated
with career decision self-efficacy, while a fearful attachment style was significantly

negatively correlated with career decision self-efficacy. They also reported that



parental and peer attachment accounted for 8% of the variance in career decision self-
efficacy and 11% of the variance in fear of commitment (career indecisiveness).
Tokar et al. (2003), in a sample of 350 college students, found that psychological
separation and attachment security were negatively related with career indecision. In
a sample of 374 undergraduates, Wright and Perrone (2010) found that attachment
style had a moderately positive relation to career decision self-efficacy. They also
found that the relationship between attachment style and life satisfaction was partially
mediated by self-efficacy.

Lee and Kim (2015), in a study of 207 Korean college students, found that
attachment to mothers positively predicted career decision self-efficacy and that self-
efficacy partially mediated the relationship between maternal attachment and
commitment to career choice. Wright et al. (2014) in a study of 486 undergraduates,
found that perceptions of support and career barriers fully mediated the relationship
of adult attachment to academic self-efficacy and career decision self-efficacy. Thus,
several researchers have found that a secure attachment style was positively
correlated with confidence in making career decisions and negatively correlated with
career indecisiveness. Conversely, a fearful attachment style correlated negatively
with career decision self-efficacy.

Career search self-efficacy. A few studies have explored how attachment relates
to self-efficacy regarding career-search behaviors. Ryan et al. (1996), in a sample of
220 community college students, found that 12% of the variance in career-search self-
efficacy was explained by parental attachment. In a sample of 275 undergraduates,

Wright (2017) found that anxious attachment was not related to career search self-



efficacy in the areas of networking, job searching, or personal exploration but that it
had a small, negative relationship to interviewing self-efficacy. Avoidant attachment
was negatively related to networking self-efficacy, job search self-efficacy, and
personal exploration self-efficacy. In a study of 180 unemployed individuals at a
reemployment-counseling organization in the Netherlands, Leenders et al. (2019)
found that avoidant attachment negatively related to job search intentions (i.e.,
intentions to engage in job search behaviors) and job search self-efficacy. They also
found that job search self-efficacy and job search attitudes mediated the relationship
between avoidant attachment and job search intentions. Similar to Wright's (2017)
findings, anxious attachment did not relate significantly to the job search variables in
this study.

Proactive career behaviors. Several studies found that attachment anxiety and
attachment avoidance related negatively to proactive career behaviors. For example,
Luke et al., (2020) found that attachment anxiety related negatively to voice behavior
(defined as “constructive change-oriented communication intended to improve the
situation;” LePine & Van Dyne, 2001, p. 326) and taking charge behavior. Also, in a
longitudinal study of 58 undergraduates, Wu and Parker (2012) found that avoidance
at Time 1 negatively predicted monthly proactive behavior. They also found that
relationship anxiety moderated the relation between core self-evaluation and
proactive behavior such that individuals high in relationship anxiety did not engage in
proactive behavior even when they were high in core self-evaluations. They

conjectured that strengthening social relationships with mentors or colleagues might



help to reduce relationship anxiety which, in turn, might strengthen self-evaluations
and engagement in proactive behavior.

Job and career satisfaction. Hazan and Shaver (1990), in a sample of 670
workers between ages 18-79, found a positive relationship between secure attachment
and several facets of job satisfaction (e.g., satisfaction with coworkers, job security,
and recognition). They also found that secure workers are less likely to report hostile
outbursts by co-workers and that anxious workers expect their co-workers to
undervalue them. In another study of 260 workers, they found that workers with poor
work quality who are insecurely attached experienced greater anxiety over rejection
by others. In particular, anxiously attached workers felt unappreciated and
misunderstood in the workplace (Hazan & Shaver, 1990).

In a sample of 298 Turkish employees working in management, retail, and
consumer goods, Wise et al. (2022) found that secure attachment was positively
predictive of career satisfaction. Krausz et al. (2001), in a sample of 194 software
engineering professionals, found a significant positive relationship between secure
attachment and work satisfaction. Similarly, in a study of university employees,
secure attachment was positively related to job satisfaction, while anxious attachment
was negatively related to job satisfaction (Sumer & Knight, 2001).They also found
positive spillover effects between work and home for secure attachment, and negative
spillover between work and home life for insecure attachment. Insecure attachment
was related significantly with attempts at segmentation (separation of the work and
family domains). Overall, secure attachment was positively related to workplace

satisfaction with positive spillover effects between work and home, and insecure
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attachment was related to lower job satisfaction, with workers feeling

underappreciated in their workplaces.

Attachment and the Career Self-Management Model

The CSM model (Lent & Brown, 2013), shown in Figure 2, is designed to
explain the adaptive behaviors people engage in to help manage both predictable and
unpredictable tasks in school and work situations. In the CSM model, learning
experiences impact the two social cognitive variables — self-efficacy beliefs and
outcome expectations — and relate indirectly to the goals and behaviors individuals
undertake in their work. Goals, along with self-efficacy and outcome expectations, in
turn promote the types of actions people take to achieve their goals. For example,
having goals to get a promotion is assumed to precede goal-relevant actions (e.g.,
asking for a promotion), with goals being partly a result of self-efficacy and outcome
expectations. The model further posits that performing actions will increase the
probability of achieving favorable outcomes (e.g., pay raise, promotion). Learning
experiences, actions, and outcomes are assumed to be influenced by personality traits
(e.g., attachment style) and other person input variables (e.g., gender role
socialization) as well as by contextual supports and barriers.

Figure 2

Social Cognitive Model of Career Self-Management.
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Note. Adapted by Lent and Brown (2013) from “Toward a unifying social cognitive
theory of carcer and academic interest, choice, and performance,” by R.W. Lent, S.D.
Brown, & G. Hackett, 1994, Journal of Vocational Behavior, 45, p.93. Copyright
1993 by R. W. Lent, S.D. Brown, & G. Hackett. Reprinted with permission.

Applications of the CSM model. Research to this point has studied the CSM
model in relation to a variety of career issues, such as proactive career behavior
(Lent et al., 2022), confidence at self-advocacy at work (Moturu & Lent, 2023),
managing sexual minority identity in the workplace (Lent et al., 2021; Tatum, 2018;
Tatum et al., 2017), unemployment coping (Slebarska & Flakus, 2020), career
decision-making (Ireland & Lent, 2018; Lent et al., 2016, 2017, 2019), job searching
(Kimetal., 2019; Lim et al., 2016), managing work and non-work roles (Kim et al.,
2018; Roche et al., 2017), and retirement planning (Penn & Lent, 2021).

The proposed study is particularly related to two recent studies. First, Lent et
al. (2022) found that proactive career behaviors (“self-initiated anticipatory action
that aims to change or improve one’s job situation ” (Parker & Collins, 2010, p. 635)
were predicted by self-efficacy and outcome expectations which were themselves

predicted by proactive personality and supervisory support. Self-efficacy was also
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predictive of outcome expectations. Proactive career behaviors were predictive of
outcomes like organizational rewards growth and career satisfaction. Second, Moturu
and Lent (2023) adapted the CSM model to study self-advocacy behavior, its
antecedents, and consequences. Self-advocacy is seen as an adaptive career behavior
that workers use to grow in their careers and to cope with specific workplace
challenges. They found that self-assertive efficacy predicted engagement in advocacy
behaviors (e.g., voice, job change negotiation) and career outcomes (e.g., objective
and subjective career success). They also found that proactive personality and
perceived organizational support were predictive of self-assertive efficacy.

Integrating attachment into the CSM model. Wright and Perrone (2008) provided
a framework integrating attachment theory and SCCT that focuses on career
exploration and career choice. As an extension of this framework, | propose that
attachment theory can specifically be integrated with the CSM model to understand
how attachment relates to self-assertive efficacy and outcome expectations about
engaging in advocacy behaviors. According to the SCCT model, person inputs and
contextual variables play a role in the development of learning experiences which, in
turn, impact one’s self-efficacy beliefs and outcome expectations.

Wright and Perrone (2008) suggested that attachment as a person input
variable and other contextual variables (e.g., secure base support) play a role in the
development of learning experiences. According to them, the internal working models
that individuals develop through their early attachment experiences impact their
learning experiences through approach/avoidance behavior. For instance, individuals

with secure attachment are likely to approach and explore their environments more
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willingly, whereas insecurely attached individuals avoid exploration, which may
curtail their career development process.

The processes underlying attachment and career self-management behaviors
are similar to Wright and Perrone’s (2008) integrated framework of attachment and
SCCT. Attachment experiences are assumed to impact career-related learning
experiences through approach and avoidance behavior related to self-advocacy. That
is, individuals who are securely attached may be more willing to explore their work
environments and to engage in behaviors that will enhance their learning experiences
which, in turn, may promote self-assertive efficacy and outcome expectations. For
example, a securely attached employee may have learned to become relatively
comfortable at promoting their self-interests at work, demonstrating favorable levels
of self-assertive efficacy and outcome expectations (e.g., in relation to asking for pay
raises or promotions), compared to insecurely attached employees. As shown in
Figure 3, in the proposed model, attachment anxiety and avoidance are added as
person input variables that predicts assertive self-efficacy and outcome expectations
at work. Note that, in Figure 2, sets of attachment variables, outcome expectations,
advocacy behaviors, and career outcomes are shown in common circles for visual
simplicity but were treated as distinct variables in model testing.

Figure 3
Modified Model of Career Self-Management as Applied to Self-Advocacy Behavior in

Workplaces.

14



Leader Secure-Base
Support (SS)

Self-Assertive
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Note. Adapted from “Social-Cognitive Model of Career Self-Management: Toward a
Unifying View of Adaptive Career Behavior Across the Life Span,” by R.W. Lent
and S.D. Brown, 2013, Journal of Counseling Psychology, 60, p.564 Copyright 2013
by the American Psychological Association. Adapted with permission.

Another attachment related construct that has received attention in the
organizational psychology literature is leader secure base support. This variable may
offer a useful way to operationalize social support in the CSM model, offering an
additional link between attachment theory and SCCT. Feeney and Thrush (2010)
conceptualized secure base support as consisting of leaders’ availability,
encouragement of growth, and noninterference, each of which promotes their
supervisees’ exploration behavior. Availability is the extent to which an attachment
figure is available when in need. When applied to self-advocacy, availability implies
that workers can ask for help and support if their attempts to advocate for self are met
with obstacles. Encouragement of growth is the extent to which individuals are

supported in their decisions and actions by an attachment figure to accomplish
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personal goals. The extent to which an attachment figure abstains from needless
interference with an individual’s decisions and actions is noninterference.

Attachment theory underscores the importance of secure base support by early
caregivers in promoting exploration (Bowlby, 1982). In a laboratory study of 167
married couples, Feeney and Thrush (2010) found that when partners are available
during an exploration activity, individuals persisted longer in exploring, were
receptive to support during the activity, and experienced a decrease in anxiety from
the start of the activity. Interference from partners during the activity curtailed their
exploration and resulted in poorer performance, less persistence, and
negativity/hostility towards their partners. Encouragement from the partners had an
opposite effect, where individuals performed better on the exploratory task,
experienced positive affect, persisted longer, and sought support when needed. It is
possible that these dynamics are applicable to workplaces, where supervisors and
colleagues can act as a secure base in promoting exploratory behaviors in employees
which, in turn, help shape their self-efficacy and outcome expectations.

Individuals with secure attachment (low anxiety and low avoidance) perceive
others as being available, responsive, and accessible when they need support and see
themselves as deserving of support (Bowlby, 1973; 1982). In the case of anxiously
attached individuals, because of their desire for closeness and overdependence, their
partners may be less willing to be supportive or available when in need. Avoidant
attachment reflects an over-reliance on the self, discomfort with closeness, and beliefs

that others will not be available when in need (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007). This may
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limit the support they receive from others as they may be perceived as needing less or
no support from their partners or peers.

In a sample of 81 young adults, Ognibene and Collins (1998) found that
securely attached individuals perceived more available support from others and
engaged in support seeking behaviors in the presence of distress. In a laboratory study
of dating couples, Simpson et al. (1992), also found that, as anxiety increased, secure
women sought more support from their partners as compared to avoidant women. In a
sample of 250 adult employees, Schirmer and Lopez (2001) found that anxiously
attached workers reported lower levels of supervisory support than their securely
attached peers.

Several researchers have found that leaders or supervisors who are able to
provide secure base support have employees with higher self-efficacy, autonomous
motivation, and proactive work behavior (Luke et al., 2020; Wu & Parker, 2017). In a
two-part study of US and Chinese employees of a large oil and gas company, Wu and
Parker (2017) found that leaders’ secure-base support positively predicted their
subordinates’ proactive work behavior as measured by voice behavior, taking charge,
individual innovation, and problem prevention behaviors. They also found that
leaders’ secure-base support predicted subordinates’ role breadth self-efficacy. They
further reported that when attachment anxiety was high, the relationship between
leader secure-base support and role breadth self-efficacy was significantly positive,
but there was no significant relationship when anxiety was low. In a sample of 206
full-time employees in Taiwan, Liu et al. (2022) found that leader secure base support

was positively correlated with voice behavior. Schirmer and Lopez (2001) found that
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supervisor support moderated the relationship between insecure attachment and job
satisfaction such that insecurely attached individuals were lower in job satisfaction
when they perceived less supervisor support.

The research reviewed above suggests that supervisor support, and especially
leader secure base support, may foster workers’ exploration, self-efficacy, and
engagement in proactive behaviors. The present study integrates the concept of leader
secure base support into the CSM model, suggesting that attachment style predicts
perceptions of leader support, which is, in turn, linked to self-assertive efficacy and
outcome expectations for advocacy. In other words, workers with an insecure
attachment style may be inclined to perceive their leaders as less supportive, leading
to lower self-efficacy and less positive outcome expectations for performing self-
advocacy behaviors. Conversely, more securely attached workers may be likely to
perceive their leaders as more supportive, leading to more favorable beliefs about

self-efficacy and outcome expectations regarding self-advocacy.

Outcome Expectations in Social Cognitive Career Theory

Fouad and Guillen (2006) provided a review of the origins of the construct of
outcome expectations (OE), its conceptualization, and the empirical support for
relationships between OE and other variables in the SCCT model. Although primarily
focused on the SCCT interest model, with several studies establishing relationships
between outcome expectancies and vocational interests (Ferry et al., 2000; Lent et al.,
2001), there has also been empirical support for the study of OE in other career
domains. Fouad and Guillen suggested directions for future research and

measurement issues related to OE. They advocated for domain-specific measurement
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development, inclusion of Bandura’s (1997) three types of outcome expectancies
(physical, social, and self-evaluative), and consideration of both positive and negative
outcome expectations. Since then, research on OE has expanded into several domains,
such as career decision making (Ireland & Lent, 2018), unemployment coping
(Slebarska & Flakus, 2020), proactive career behaviors (Lent et al., 2022), and
workplace sexual identity management (Lent et al., 2021).

In a meta-analysis of the career-decision making literature, vocational
outcome expectations were found to be positively related to career decision-making
self-efficacy (r. = .49,p < .001; Choi et al., 2012). In a study on workplace sexual
identity management, self-efficacy and workplace climate both predicted outcome
expectations (Tatum et al., 2017). In studying proactive career behaviors, Lent et al.
(2022) found that proactive career self-efficacy and outcome expectations were
highly interrelated, and both were moderately correlated with proactive career
behavior, supervisory support, proactive personality, and occupational role self-
efficacy. Supervisory support and proactive personality positively predicted self-
efficacy and outcome expectations which were, in turn, predictive of proactive career
behavior.

In the career self-management model, outcome expectations are assumed to be
partly shaped by learning experiences. (Although learning experiences per se will not
be included in the proposed study, it is helpful to understand their theoretical role in
the CSM model.) Developmentally, new workers engaging in self-advocacy must
build knowledge about workplace values and norms, available opportunities, and the

likely positive and negative outcomes of self-advocacy. A meta-analysis of gender
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differences in negotiation (Mazei et al., 2015) found that when negotiators had
information about the bargaining range (less structural ambiguity) and at least one
prior negotiation experience, gender differences in favor of men in terms of economic
outcomes were decreased. Additionally, new workers may have difficulty voicing
their opinions or negotiating for a raise due to lack of experience in engaging in such
behaviors, a challenge likely exacerbated by the uncertain economic landscape (e.g.,
many workers faced fears of unemployment at the beginning of the COVID
pandemic). In other words, differences in outcome expectations (and self-efficacy)
regarding self-advocacy may partly result from differential developmental learning
opportunities as well as macro and micro contextual factors (e.g., the state of the
economy or a given employer’s financial health).

Outcome expectations and gender. The gendered social context of self-advocacy
can also play a significant role in the expectations of employees engaging in self-
advocacy. Historically, many women have been socialized to engage in other-
advocacy rather than self-advocacy behaviors (Moss-Racusin & Rudman, 2010). This
may be attributed to such factors as adhering to the gender norm of modesty as well
as negative outcome expectations related to self-advocacy (e.g., being disliked for
being vocal about one’s self-interests, Brescoll, 2011; Bronstein, 2006). For example,
even in circumstances where agentic qualities are necessary (e.g., management or
CEO positions), women are more personally derogated and disliked by others when
they display agentic (masculine) characteristics (Brescoll, 2011). This ‘‘backlash’’
can ultimately result in agentic women experiencing social and economic penalties

(e.g., hiring, promotion, and wage discrimination; Rudman & Glick, 1999; Rudman
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& Phelan, 2008), and may dissuade them from advocating for themselves in the
future. This suggests that women might on average have negative expectancies when
engaging in self-promotion behaviors as compared to men.

Research on gender stereotypes may also shed light on outcome expectations.
Smith and Huntoon (2014) found that women who subscribe to gender stereotypes
may experience negative arousal when engaging in self-promotion. Such arousal is
often experienced as discomfort, anxiety, fear, or nervousness, as well as
physiological symptoms such as increased perspiration or heart rate (Smith &
Huntoon, 2014). Such physical discomfort can be acquired through prior experiences
and individuals may expect physical discomfort when they have to advocate in future
situations, negatively impacting their engagement in self-advocacy. These
expectancies are similar to Bandura’s (1997) conceptualization of physical outcome
expectations when engaging in certain behaviors.

The above literature reviews suggests that measurement of outcome
expectations for self-advocacy behaviors might usefully consider a broad range of
both positive and negative outcome expectations including social, physical, and self-
evaluative outcomes. These may include anticipation of pay raises, promotions,
interpersonal closeness or conflict, discrimination, and support. In the next section, |
will discuss the career self-management model as it relates to self-advocacy behavior,

and I will introduce the main variables included in the current study.

Career Self-Management Model Applied to Advocacy Behaviors

Self-advocacy behaviors. Figure 3 illustrates how the CSM model will be

applied to advocacy behaviors in the proposed study. The model includes personality,
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social support, social-cognitive, and outcome variables. Self-advocacy behaviors will
be operationalized by three variables: voice, self-promotion, and job change
negotiation. Voice is defined as “constructive change-oriented communication
intended to improve the situation” (LePine & Van Dyne, 2001, p. 326). Self-
promotion involves presenting a positive view of oneself by pointing out one’s
abilities or accomplishments to be seen as competent workers (Bolino & Turnley,
1999). Job change negotiation reflects the behaviors employees engage in to make
changes to job expectations to fit their skillsets (Ashford & Black, 1996; Nicholson,
1984; Parker & Collins, 2010). Voice behavior has been found to relate positively to
personality traits like extraversion and conscientiousness (Crant et al., 2011),
organizational support (Moturu & Lent, 2023; Ng & Feldman, 2012), and outcomes
such as organizational career growth (Moturu & Lent, 2023; (Wang et al., 2014),
career satisfaction (Moturu & Lent, 2023), and job satisfaction (Ng & Feldman,
2012). Self-promotion has been found to correlate positively with networking, work
role clarity, career satisfaction, and supervisor-rated promotability (Bhattarai, 2022;
Cheng et al., 2014; Gross et al., 2021). Job change negotiation has been found to
relate to role-breadth efficacy, self-assertive efficacy, organizational support, and
objective and subjective career success (Moturu & Lent, 2023; Parker & Collins,
2010).

Self-assertive efficacy and outcome expectations at work. Self-assertive efficacy at
work (SAE-W) and self-assertive outcome expectations at work (SAO-W) may be
considered as social cognitive precursors to engaging in self-advocacy behaviors,

such as voice. SAE-W reflects individuals’ perceived ability to advocate for
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themselves at work in order to address their personal wishes and career goals (Moturu
& Lent, 2023). SAE-W has been found to relate to voice self-efficacy, occupational
self-efficacy, perceived organizational support, advocacy behaviors (e.g., voice, job
change negotiation), and measures of objective and subjective career success (e.g.,
career satisfaction) (Moturu & Lent, 2023).

SAO-W may be defined as the anticipated consequences of engaging in self-
assertive behaviors, or personal advocacy, in one’s workplace. These expected
consequences could be positive or negative and can theoretically help determine
whether one chooses to pursue or avoid self-advocacy. Drawing on Bandura’s (1997)
three types of outcomes, the expected outcomes of engaging in self-advocacy
behaviors can be physical (e.g., feeling nervous about asking for a pay raise), social
(e.q., expecting to be excluded from social events if one reports discrimination or
bias); and self-evaluative (e.g., feeling good about oneself).

| could not locate an existing measure of outcome expectations that is linked
to self-advocacy behaviors, although a few prior studies have included conceptually
related outcome expectation measures. In particular, Lent et al. (2022) found that
their proactive outcome expectation scale correlated with corresponding measures of
self-efficacy and engagement in proactive career behavior, along with measures of
proactive personality, supervisory support, and relevant outcomes (e.g., career
satisfaction). Lent et al. (2021) also reported that outcome expectations regarding
workplace sexual identity management were correlated with measures of self-
efficacy, workplace climate, engagement in sexual identity management strategies,

affective commitment, and turnover intentions. In this study, both positive and
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negative outcome expectations were measured, and they related somewhat differently
to other variables. For example, only negative outcome expectations predicted
turnover intentions. In addition, workplace climate alone predicted negative OE,
whereas both workplace climate and self-efficacy predicted positive OE. As part of
the proposed study, I will develop a measure of SAO-W that is based on the measures
used in these prior studies but that is explicitly linked to the expected outcomes of
engaging in self-advocacy behaviors.

Attachment anxiety and avoidance. Attachment anxiety and avoidance, as trait
variables, are expected to be predictive of advocacy behaviors (e.g., voice) both
directly and indirectly, through their relation to self-assertive efficacy (SAE-W) and
self-assertive outcome expectations (SAO-W; see Figure 3). These relations are
assumed to result from the learning experiences that individuals accumulate over time
and that encourage their development of self-efficacy and outcome expectations
related to self-advocacy.

In prior research, attachment security has been found to relate to career
decision self-efficacy (Wolfe & Betz, 2004), voice behavior (Luke et al., 2020), and
proactive behavior (Wu & Parker, 2012). Individuals who are securely attached also
engage in proactive behavior because of positive views of self (Mikulincer & Shaver,
2007). Similarly, I anticipate that individuals’ attachment anxiety and avoidance will
be negatively predictive of positive outcome expectations and positively relate to
negative outcome expectations. This is because attachment theory specifies that
individuals who are securely attached have a positive working model of others, where

they believe that other people will be available, responsive, and supportive when

24



needed; they may also exhibit greater levels of optimism and confidence about
expectations of help (Brennan & Shaver, 1995; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2015)

Support. Social support will be operationalized with a measure of leader secure
base support. Attachment anxiety and avoidance are seen as negative predictors of
leader secure base support. Several studies researched the relationships between
leader secure base support, support-seeking behaviors, and attachment styles
(Bowlby, 1973, 1982; Gosnell & Gable, 2013; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2009; Wu &
Parker, 2017). Individuals who are insecurely attached appraise support negatively,
avoidantly attached individuals tend to see others as unavailable and untrustworthy,
and anxiously attached individuals tend to see support from others as inadequate
(Gosnelle & Gable, 2013; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2009). Conversely, securely attached
(low anxiety and low avoidance) individuals perceive others as available, responsive,
and accessible when they need support (Bowlby, 1973, 1982; Mikulincer & Shaver,
2009). Richards and Schat (2011) reported that avoidantly attached individuals
engaged less in support seeking behaviors whereas anxious individuals sought higher
levels of instrumental and social support.

Social support is seen as predictive of SAE-W, SAO-W, and outcome
variables. For example, secure base support from leaders and supervisor support may
nurture stronger self-assertive efficacy. In prior studies, supervisor support positively
predicted proactive self-efficacy, outcome expectations, and outcomes (e.g., career
satisfaction) (Lent et al., 2022). Kurtessis et al. (2017) found that supervisor support
was highly positively correlated with perceived organizational support, which has

also been found to predict self-assertive efficacy and to correlate positively with
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advocacy behaviors (Moturu & Lent, 2023). Wu and Parker (2017) found that secure-
base support predicted role-breadth self-efficacy and proactive work behavior.
Supervisor support is a more commonly used measure in the proactive behavior and
management literature, whereas leader secure base support has only emerged in the
recent years. In this study, supervisor support will be used to help estimate the
convergent validity of leader secure base support. Although the research on how
social support is connected to proactive or advocacy behavior has yielded inconsistent
findings, I anticipate significant paths from support to advocacy behaviors because
favorable perceptions of support may enable the risk-taking required to engage in
self-advocacy.

Outcomes. The outcomes of engaging in self-advocacy behaviors will be
operationalized with indicators of subjective and objective career success. Subjective
career success variables will include organizational rewards growth and career
satisfaction. Objective career success will be modeled using hierarchical status (status
in the organization as reflected by greater responsibilities). As shown in Figure 3,
SAE-W is expected to predict subjective and objective career success both directly
and indirectly through advocacy behaviors (e.g., job change negotiation). However,
SAO-W is expected to predict these outcomes only indirectly, by motivating
engagement in advocacy behavior.

Organizational rewards growth refers to employees’ perceptions about the
speed with which they receive promotions and salary increases in their organizations
(Weng et al., 2010; Weng & McElroy, 2012). It was found to be related to work

support and job satisfaction (Yang et al., 2015). The findings about how voice
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behavior is related to career growth and career success are mixed. Seibert et al. (2001)
found voice and objective career success (salary progression and promotions) were
negatively correlated, while Wang et al. (2014) found that there is a positive
correlation between voice and organizational career growth. Moturu and Lent (2023)
found that voice behavior did not predict organizational career growth but did predict
career satisfaction and hierarchical status. Abele et al. (2011) found that hierarchical
status was positively related to career satisfaction. Cheng et al. (2014) found that self-
promotion was positively correlated with career satisfaction. The relationship
between self-promotion and objective career success (e.g., salary, performance
ratings) is mixed, with some studies indicating no relationship between self-
promotion and objective success (Orpen, 1996), and other studies identifying
moderators (e.g., race, leader narcissism, group self-promotion climate) of this
relationship (Den Hartog et al., 2020; Gross et al., 2021; Orpen, 1996; Wayne et al.,

2022).

The Present Study

The present study is divided into two phases. Phase 1 involves the
development and validation of a new measure of outcome expectations. After
exploring the reliability, factor structure, and validity estimates for the new OE scale,
Phase 2 will attempt to confirm the factor structure and test a structural equation
model predicting self-advocacy behaviors. The OE measure is expected to yield
interrelated positive and negative OE factors. As part of the validity assessment of
Phase 1, I will examine the relations of OE to negative career outlook, defined as

“negative thoughts about career decisions and beliefs that one will not achieve
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favorable career outcomes” (Rottinghaus et al., 2012). Consistent with the findings of
Lent et al. (2022), I hypothesize that negative career outlook will relate negatively to
the positive OE scale, while it is expected to relate positively to the negative OE
scale. I will also examine the relation of OE scales with trait optimism (Scheier et al.,
1994). The OE scales are expected to relate moderately to strongly with the other
variables in the CSM model, in particular, self-efficacy, social support, attachment
anxiety and avoidance, and engagement in self-advocacy behaviors. The specific
hypotheses for Phase 1 include:
Factor Structure and Internal Reliability of the Outcome Expectations Measure
Research Question 1: What is the factor structure of the new outcome
expectations measure?
Hypothesis 1: Assuming they compose distinct factors, scores on the positive and
negative outcome expectation scales will each produce adequate internal consistency
values and test-retest reliability.
Hypothesis 2: Assuming they compose distinct factors, there will be a small to
moderate negative correlation between positive and negative outcome expectations.
Convergent and Discriminant Validity of the Outcome Expectations Measure

Hypothesis 3: Assuming they compose distinct factors, (a) positive outcome
expectations will correlate negatively with negative career outlook and (b) negative
outcome expectations will correlate positively with negative career outlook.
Hypothesis 4: Assuming they compose distinct factors, (a) positive outcome
expectations will correlate positively with social support and (b) negative outcome

expectations will correlate negatively with social support.
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Hypothesis 5: Assuming they compose distinct factors, (a) positive outcome
expectations will correlate positively with self-assertive efficacy and (b) negative
outcome expectations will correlate negatively with self-assertive efficacy.

Incremental Predictive Validity of the Outcome Expectations Measure

Hypothesis 6: As shown in Figure 3, the SAE-W and SAO-W scales will
each account for unique variance in the prediction of (a) voice, (b) job change
negotiation, and (c) self-promotion behaviors.

Research Question 2: Will there be gender differences in mean-level positive and
negative outcome expectations?

In Phase 2 of the study, the replicability of SAO-W’s factor structure will be
examined and, if its factor structure is confirmed, the path relations among the
variables shown in Fig. 3 will be tested. The invariance of the model across gender
will also be examined.

Prediction of Self-Efficacy

Hypothesis 7: (a) Attachment anxiety, (b) attachment avoidance, and (c) social
support will each account for unique variance in self-assertive efficacy.

Prediction of Outcome Expectations

Hypothesis 8: Outcome expectations (both positive and negative) will be
uniquely predicted by (a) attachment anxiety, (b) attachment avoidance, (c) social
support, and (d) self-assertive efficacy.

Prediction of Advocacy Behaviors

Hypothesis 9: Voice will be uniquely predicted by (a) attachment anxiety, (b)
attachment avoidance (c) secure base support, (d) self-assertive efficacy, and (e)

positive outcome expectations, and (f) negative outcome expectations.
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Hypothesis 10: Self-promotion will be uniquely predicted by (a) attachment
anxiety, (b) attachment avoidance (c) secure base support, (d) self-assertive efficacy,
and (e) positive outcome expectations, and (f) negative outcome expectations.

Hypothesis 11: Job change negotiation will be uniquely predicted by (a)
attachment anxiety, (b) attachment avoidance (c) secure base support, (d) self-
assertive efficacy, and (e) positive outcome expectations, and (f) negative outcome
expectations.

Prediction of Career Outcomes

Hypothesis 12: Career satisfaction will be predicted by (a) secure base
support, (b) self-assertive efficacy, (c) voice, (d) self-promotion, and (e) job change
negotiation.

Hypothesis 13: Organizational rewards growth will be predicted by (a) secure
base support, (b) self-assertive efficacy, (c) voice, (d) self-promotion, and (e) job
change negotiation.

Hypothesis 14: Objective career success (hierarchical status) will be predicted by (a)
social support, (b) self-assertive efficacy, (c) voice, (d) self-promotion, and (e) job
change negotiation.

Prediction of Social Support

Hypothesis 15: Attachment security will positively predict perceived social
support (i.e., leader secure base support).

Hypothesis 16: Supervisor support will be positively correlated with leader secure
base support.

Invariance Across Gender
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Research Question 1: Will the CSM-adapted structural model (shown in

Figure 3) fit the data differentially among men and women workers?
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Chapter 2: Methods

Participants

Participants (N=687) were full-time employees with the following
racial/ethnicity distribution: White or European American (N=421, 61.3%), Black or
African American (N=123, 17.9%), Asian/Pacific Islander-American (N=86, 12.5%),
Hispanic American or Latino/a (N=30, 4.4%), Native American (N=5, 0.7%), and
Multiracial (N=22, 3.2%). Compared to the 2022 population estimate by the US
census, in this study individuals who identified as white were 14.19% less than the
larger US population, Black individuals were 4.30% higher, and Asians were 6%
higher than the larger US population (U. S. Census Bureau, 2022a). The mix of men
(47.2%, n = 324) and women participants (52.4%, n = 360) in the sample were
different than that of the larger employed U.S. population over 25 years of age
(67.9% men and 55.40% women) (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2023). Small
proportions of the sample identified as Trans Male/Trans Man (0.1%) or Trans
Female/Trans Woman (0.3%). Participants ranged in age from 21 to 55 (M = 37.49,
SD = 8.55); the overall median age for the working population in the US between
ages 16-65 and over for 2023 was 42.1 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2024).

In the target population above 25 years of age, 23.5% had a bachelor’s degree
as their highest degree, whereas 332 (48.3%) reported having a bachelor’s degree in
this study, 14.4% had completed an advanced degree such as a master’s degree,
professional degree or doctoral degree in the target population whereas 23.2% had
completed an advanced degree in this study, 14.9% had completed some college but

not a degree in the target population whereas 84 (12.2%) had some college experience
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in this study, 10.5% had an associate degree whereas in this study 67 (9.8%) held an
associate degree, 27.9% had high school degree in the target population whereas in
this study, 6.1% had only a high school degree (N = 43), 8.9% had less than a high
school diploma or equivalent in the target population whereas in this study, 3
individuals (0.4%) had less than a high school education (U. S. Census Bureau,
2022b).

With regard to income, 15 reported an income less than $30,000 (9%); 293
reported an income between $30,000 and $59,999 (42.7%); 230 reported an income
between $60,000 and $99,999 (33.5%); 96 reported an income between $100,000 and
$199,999 (13.97%); and 6 had an income greater than $200,000 (0.8%). The majority
(N=516) of participants (75.1%) identified as 3" generation and beyond, 108 (15.7%)
identified as 2" generation, 33 (4.8%) identified as 1.5 generation, and 30 (4.4%)
identified as 1st generation. With regard to sexual orientation, 608 participants
(88.5%) identified as heterosexual or straight, 43 participants (6.3%) as bisexual, 17
participants (2.5%) as lesbian, 12 participants (1.7%) as gay, and 7 participants
(1.0%) selected "other."

Participants reported working in a variety of occupations, including
information technology (15.7%), business, management and administration (10.3%),
finance (9.0%), education and training (8.9%), and health science (8.2%). Other
significant categories included marketing, sales and service (6.7%), manufacturing
(5.1%), government and public administration (4.1%), hospitality and tourism (4.5%),

arts, audio/video technology, and communications (3.3%), human services (3.3%),
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transportation, distribution, and logistics (2.8%), law, public safety, and corrections
(1.6%), and other occupations (7.6%).

Three hundred eighteen participants (46.3%) reported working in-person, 221
participants (32.2%) reported working in a hybrid work model, and 146 participants
(21.3%) indicated working from home. In rating their perceived organizational
positions, assessed on a scale ranging from 1 (entry-level workers) to 7 (top leaders),
the distribution was as follows: 36 participants (5.2%) identified as level 1, 91
(13.2%) as level 2, 150 (21.8%) as level 3, 202 (29.4%) as level 4, 176 (25.6%) as
level 5, and 32 (4.7%) as level 6. Two hundred fifty participants (36.4%) reported
working in large firms (>1000 employees), 256 participants (37.3%) in medium-size
firms (100-999 employees), and 181 participants (26.3%) reported working in small-
size firms (<100 employees). Participants reported varying years of experience in
their current job, with the distribution as follows: 55 participants (8.0%) had less than
1 year, 117 participants (17.0%) had 1-2 years, 222 participants (32.3%) had 3-5
years, 158 participants (23.0%) had 6-10 years, and 135 participants (19.7%) had
more than 10 years in the current job.

Since this is a two-part study involving initial measurement validation (Phase
1) and confirmatory factor analysis and theory testing (Phase 2), the sample was
divided into two unequal parts for the two phases. According to best-practice
considerations with exploratory factor analysis (EFA; the primary analysis in Phase
1), an adequate sample size generally is above 200 participants (Worthington &
Whittaker, 2006). For Phase 2, an a priori power analysis for structural equation

model was conducted using Soper’s (2022) online calculator with 12 latent variables
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(i.e., attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance, social support, self-efficacy, positive
and negative outcome expectations, voice, career initiative, job change negotiation,
organizational rewards growth, career satisfaction, and hierarchical status) and 30
observed variables (3 item parcels per latent variable), an effect size of .20, and an
alpha of .05. Results showed that a total sample of 500 participants is required to
achieve a power of .80. Therefore, a total sample size of 700 was viewed as sufficient
to meet the aims of the study’s two phases. The final sample in this study comprised
687 participants, closely aligning with the initially intended sample size. The final
sample in the test-retest analysis included 169 participants (85%) of the 200 included
in Phase 1.

The age range was selected to include workers who are mostly in Super’s
establishment and maintenances stages of career development (ages 25-65), though
with the addition of some adult workers who are likely to be newer to the workforce
(21-25 year olds) and with an age cap at 55 because workers nearer to retirement
(e.g., those closer to 65) may be less concerned with career advancement and
promotion opportunities than are early- to mid-career workers. These stages are
defined by the developmental tasks of establishing, stabilizing, and adjusting to a
work path. It is believed that workers in this age range are likely to engage in self-
advocacy behaviors. There was no specific exclusion criteria based on gender, race,
occupation, or industry. Having full-time employees working in an organization
ensures that one has a solid foundation for engaging in self-advocacy as they have

opportunities to engage with supervisors and coworkers. It also ensures that the
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concept of attachment security and self-advocacy behaviors is relevant to each
participant.
Measures

A variety of measures was used to represent the study’s key constructs. These
include measures of attachment anxiety and avoidance, negative career outlook, self-
assertive efficacy, positive and negative outcome expectations regarding self-
advocacy, leader secure base support, supervisor support, voice behavior, career
initiative, job-change negotiation, organizational rewards growth, hierarchical status,
career satisfaction measure, and demographic questions.

Outcome Expectations

The proposed SAO-W scale (Appendix C) was intended to capture expected
outcomes when one engages in self-advocacy behaviors like asking for promotions,
negotiating raises, speaking out against discrimination, and requesting support for
achieving one’s career goals. In developing the new scale, | had generated a pool of
items based on a review of existing literature related to advocacy behaviors in the
workplace. The initial pool of 30 items was divided into positive and negative
outcome expectations. These items were reviewed by a team of SCCT researchers,
comprised of two doctoral students in counseling psychology and an SCCT research
expert. Based on the feedback, items were reworded and the process brought the item
pool to 20 items, with 10 items classified as positive and 10 items as negative
outcome expectations.

The 20 items were subsequently shared with three measurement experts in

vocational/counseling psychology to gather preliminary data on content validity,
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clarity, and overall comprehensiveness. The reviewers were given definitions of the
construct and were asked to review the items based on the representativeness of the
construct and clarity of the items. (The raters were recruited via the authors’
professional contacts). Based on their feedback, some items were deleted or reworded
for clarity and additional items were added, with the final scale consisting of 21
items. Participants were given the following general instructional stem before each
item: " If you were to speak up for yourself at work (e.g., make reasonable requests
for things you feel you deserve or ask to be treated fairly), how likely would each of
the following be to happen...:" The positive and negative items included
representation of physical, social, and self-evaluative outcomes. Participants
indicated their level of agreement with each item on a scale of 1 (very unlikely to
happen) to 5 (very likely to happen). Sample items include “I will be perceived as too
ambitious or demanding” (negative) and “l would feel proud about myself” (positive).

Experience of Close Relationships Scale — Short Form (ECR-SF)

Attachment security was measured with the 12-item Experience of Close
Relationships scale (Wei et al., 2007) (Appendix D), a shorter version of the original
36-item scale developed by Brennan et al. (1998). The original measure had adequate
internal reliability estimates, with an average of .89 for the anxiety sub-scale across
16 studies and .87 for the avoidance sub-scale across 15 studies. Test-retest reliability
for the measure over a 3-week period was .70 for both sub-scales (Brennan et al.,
1998). The short-form also had adequate internal reliability estimates, with an
average of .77 for anxiety sub-scale and .84 for avoidance sub-scale. The anxiety and

avoidance sub-scales were each positively correlated with depression, fear of
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intimacy, and psychological distress. Avoidance correlated negatively with comfort
with self-disclosure (Wei et al., 2007). All ratings were made on a 7-point Likert-type
scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree). Sample items include:
“l worry that others won't care about me as much as | care about them”, and “l am
nervous when others get too close to me.”

In the present sample, an EFA conducted on the attachment measure did not
yield two distinct factors. Specifically, one item intended to load on attachment
avoidance displayed a high loading on the anxiety subscale and one item cross-loaded
on both anxiety and avoidance. Consequently, items 3 and 11 were removed from the
analysis. Following their deletion, anxiety was assessed by 6 items, and avoidance
was measured by 4 items. Internal consistency estimates were .82 for the anxiety
subscale and .74 for the avoidance subscale.

Negative Career Outlook

Negative career outlook (Appendix E) was measured with a four-item scale
developed by Rottinghaus et al. (2012). All ratings were made on a 5-point Likert
scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). A sample item is, “I
doubt my career will turn out well in the future.” Rottinghaus et al. reported adequate
internal reliability estimates of .77 and .89 for the scale. The scale has also been
found to correlate negatively with career agency, work-life balance, support for career
goals, career decision self-efficacy, and trait optimism (Rottinghaus et al., 2017). The
internal consistency estimate was .89 in the present study.

Self-Assertive Efficacy at Work

38



Self-efficacy for engaging in advocacy behaviors was measured using an 18-
item self-assertive efficacy at work scale (Appendix F) developed by Moturu and
Lent (2023). The scale consists of two factors: work conditions management (WCM;
10-items) and self-promotion (SP; 8-items). The authors reported an alpha coefficient
of .94 for the total scale, .90 for the WCM sub-scale, and .92 for the SP sub-scale.
However, results of bifactor model testing suggested that the SAE-W measure can be
considered as largely unidimensional in structure (Moturu & Lent, 2023). Sample
items include: “ask for help with job tasks from your co-workers when you feel you
could use it” and “ask for a pay raise.” Participants were given the following general
statement stem before each item: "how much confidence do you have in your ability
to ...." Participants rated their level of confidence on a scale of 0 (no confidence at
all) to 4 (complete confidence). Evidence for validity was shown by SAE-W total
scale and sub-scale correlations with measures of proactive personality, occupational
self-efficacy, voice self-efficacy, and perceived organizational support. In addition,
the SAE-W was found to be predictive of advocacy behaviors such as voice and job-
change negotiation above and beyond proactive personality and organizational
support (Moturu & Lent, 2023). In the current study, the internal consistency estimate
for the total scale score was .93. Test-retest reliability over four weeks was .88.

Leader Secure Base Support

Leader secure base support (Appendix G) was measured using a 9-item scale
developed by Wu and Parker (2017). The authors reported that leader secure base
support correlated positively with measures of proactive personality, job autonomy,

role-breadth self-efficacy, and proactive work behavior. They also found that it

39



correlated negatively with attachment avoidance. In terms of reliability, they reported
an alpha coefficient of .87 for the total scale and .90, .80, .88 for the availability,
encouragement, and noninterference sub-scales, respectively. While Wu and Parker
(2017) utilized the average scale scores for availability, encouragement, and
noninterference to indicate one score for leader secure-base support, the exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) in this study revealed a one-factor solution. Consequently, a
single total scale score was employed. A 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) was used. Sample items include, “My
supervisor offers to provide advice or assistance when | need help with a difficult task
or problem”, and “My supervisor encourages me to live up to my potential.” The
internal consistency estimate was .94 in the current study.

Supervisor Support

Supervisor support (Appendix H) was measured using a 9-item perceived
supervisory support scale developed by Greenhaus et al. (1990). The authors reported
that supervisor support correlated moderately with career satisfaction, job
performance, perceived organizational acceptance, and promotability assessments.
Ratings are made on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to
5 (Strongly agree). Greenhaus et al. (1990) reported an internal reliability estimate of
.93 for the scale. Sample items include, “My supervisor takes the time to learn about
my career goals and aspirations” and “My supervisor gives me helpful advice about
improving my performance when | need it.” The supervisor support scale was
included in this study in order to help estimate the convergent validity of the leader

secure base support measure. Leader secure base support was strongly positively
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correlated (.80) with supervisor support in this study. On this basis, the leader secure
base support scale was included alone in Phase 2 model testing. The internal
consistency estimate of the supervisor support scale was .94 in the current study.

Voice

A 6-item scale developed by Van Dyne and LePine (1998) was used to
measure voice behavior (Appendix I). A 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree) was used to rate the items. Items were reworded
to reflect employees’ perception of their own voice behavior rather than supervisors’
perceptions of them. For example, the item, "This particular co-worker communicates
his/her opinions about work issues to others in this group even if his/her opinion is
different, and others in the group disagree with him/her" was reworded as "I
communicate my opinions about work issues to others in my work unit, even if my
opinions are different and they disagree with me." The internal consistency estimate
had been reported as .95. The measure had been found to correlate positively with
personality traits like extraversion, conscientiousness (Crant et al., 2011), and
proactive personality (Crant et al., 2011; Fuller & Marler, 2009; LePine & Van Dyne,
1998), and with such outcomes as organizational career growth (Wang et al., 2014).
The internal consistency estimate was .92 in the present study.

Self-Promotion

Self-promotion was measured using a 4-item sub-scale of the Impression
Management scale developed by Bolino and Turnley (1999; Appendix J). Participants
rated how frequently they use the self-promotion strategies at work on a scale of (1)

never behave this way to (5) often behave this way. Sample items include, “Make
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people aware of your accomplishments”, and “Talk proudly about your experience or
education.” The internal consistency estimate was reported as .78 by Bolino and
Turnley (1999). Self-promotion was found to be positively correlated with self-
monitoring and careerism, defined as individuals’ tendency to pursue career
advancement through means other than performance (Bolino & Turnley, 1999). Self-
promotion was positively associated with career satisfaction, work role clarity, and
supervisor-rated promotability (Bhattarai, 2022; Gross et al., 2021). Kacmar et al.
(2007) reported internal consistency estimates of .88, .86, and .92 in samples of 144,
236, and 204 employees, respectively. The internal consistency estimate was .93 in
the present study.

Job Change Negotiation

A 3-item measure developed by Ashford and Black (1996) was used to assess
job change negotiation (Appendix K). The authors reported an internal consistency
estimate of .90. Parker and Collins (2010) reworded the items and changed them from
past to present tense (e.g., “to what extent have you negotiated with others about your
task assignments?” is changed to “to what extent do you negotiate with others
(including your supervisor and/or coworkers) about your task assignments?”
Participants were asked to rate the statements on a scale from 1 (to no extent) to 5 (to
a great extent). Job change negotiation has been found to correlate with desire for
control, conscientiousness, role breadth self-efficacy, and performance goal
orientation (Ashford & Black, 1996; Parker & Collins, 2010). Another study found
that job change negotiation related positively with task mastery and role clarity

(Gruman et al., 2006). The internal consistency estimate was .91 in the present study.
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Subjective Career Success

Subjective career success will be assessed with measures of career satisfaction
and career growth. Greenhaus et al.’s (1990) Career Satisfaction scale (Appendix L)
was used to measure career satisfaction. This measure has produced an internal
consistency estimate of .88 (Greenhaus et al., 1990). It includes items such as “I am
satisfied with the progress I have made towards meeting my overall career goals”.
Participants were asked to indicate their level of agreement with items using a 5-point
Likert-type scale (1= strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). The measure has been
found to relate positively to advancement opportunities, visibility, and favored status
provided by mentors, job discretion, job-performance evaluations, and supervisory
support (Greenhaus et al.). It has also been found to correlate positively with the
SAE-W, perceived organizational support, voice behavior, proactive personality, and
career rewards growth (Moturu & Lent, 2023). The internal consistency estimate in
the present study was .95.

Career growth was measured with the Organizational Rewards Growth
subscale (Appendix M) of the Organization Career Growth Scale (CGS) (Weng &
McElroy, 2012). Weng (2010) initially proposed promotion speed and remuneration
growth as two separate subscales but a later study by Weng and McElroy (2012)
found that it was not possible to differentiate these two constructs, so they combined
both into a composite 7-item measure of organizational rewards growth. Sample
items are “my promotion speed in my present organization is fast” and “my salary is
growing quickly in my present organization”. Participants indicate their agreement

with each statement, from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). An alpha
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coefficient of .85 was reported for this sub-scale by Weng and McElroy (2012).
Organizational rewards growth was found to relate negatively with turnover
intentions (r =-.23) and positively with affective occupational commitment (r = .47)
and perceived opportunities (r = .15) (Weng & McElroy, 2012). Another study found
that organizational rewards growth correlated positively with voice behavior and
affective commitment (Wang et al., 2014). The internal consistency estimate was .90
in this study.

Objective Career Success

Obijective career success (Appendix N) was measured with hierarchical status,
using a scale developed by Abele and Spurk (2009). The scale contains information
about permission to delegate work (0 = no, 1=yes), project responsibility (0 = no,
1=yes), and official leadership position (0 = no, 1=yes). Hierarchical status scores can
vary between zero and 3. Test-retest correlations for this measure were .60 (time 2
and 3), .54 (time 3 and 4), and .75 (time 4 and 5) where time 2 was 14 months after
graduation, time 3 was 36 months after graduation, time 4 was 85 months after
graduation, and time 5 was 117 months after graduation. Hierarchical status was
found to relate positively with career satisfaction and number of working hours
(Abele et al., 2011). It has also been found to correlate positively with career
advancement goals and occupational self-efficacy. Individuals with higher
occupational self-efficacy at career entry stage were found to have a higher status
three years later (Abele & Spurk, 2009). Change in hierarchical status was also
related to change in salary over time (between career entry and 7 years post-entry;

Abele & Spurk, 2009). Moturu and Lent (2023) reported an internal consistency
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estimate of .67 for this measure. In the present study, the internal consistency estimate
was .75.

Demographic Variables

Age, race/ethnicity, gender identity, sexual orientation, immigration status,
education, industry, number of hours worked per week, work status (in-person, work
from home, hybrid), number of years in the current job, organization size, salary,
number of promotions in the past 3 years, organizational level, and information about
location of employment were included in the demographic questionnaire (Appendix
0). Some of the questions were presented at the beginning of the survey as screener
questions in order to filter out workers who do not meet the basic inclusion criteria,
such as full-time work status. Organizational size was measured by the number of
employees in the firm classified into three categories: small size firm (<100
employees), medium size firm (100-999 employees), and large firm (>1000
employees). Organizational level was measured using a slider (on a scale of 1 —7)
and participants selected where they stood at present in their organization relative to
other people in their organization. At the top of the ladder are the people who are at
the top of the organization (e.g., top leaders) and at the bottom are the people who are
entry-level workers, with lower pay and lower skill requirements. Moturu (2022)
reported that organizational level correlated significantly with job change negotiation,
career initiative, organizational rewards growth, hierarchical status, and career
satisfaction. Begley et al. (2006) found that organizational level measured on a four-
point scale was positively related to job satisfaction and negatively related to turnover

intention. The demographic question for the test-retest survey asked employees to
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indicate any changes in their employment status from four-weeks ago as it could have

implications for the construct being measured (Appendix P).

Procedure

Data were collected with an online Qualtrics survey, via Cloud Connect, a
participant recruitment platform developed by Cloud Research that has a pool of over
50 million participants. If individuals were interested in participating, they followed
an internet link that directed them to a consent page explaining that the study will ask
questions about their workplace experiences, support, and satisfaction. Participants
were notified that the study consists of two parts, and that selected individuals would
receive an invitation for a follow-up study four weeks after completing the initial part.
They were also told they could close their browsers at any time during the study if
they did not wish to complete the entire study. Participants indicated their consent by
selecting a box indicating, "l agree to participate.”

Once they consented, participants answered a series of screener questions
(Appendix A) to assess their eligibility for the study. If they were not eligible, they
were thanked for their participation and were directed to the end of the survey.
Eligible participants were asked to complete a series of measures in a randomized
order. Three attention check questions were inserted at different points during the
survey at T1. These include, “Please select much confidence for this item” in the
SAEW scale, “Please select strongly agree for this item” in the organizational
rewards growth scale, and “Please select kind of unlikely for this item” in the
Negative SAOW scale. At T2, one attention check was inserted in the SAEW scale -

“Please select much confidence for this item” and another one in the Negative SAOW
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scale - “Please select kind of unlikely for this item.” Responses were screened to
eliminate those with less than one-third of the median response time (4.24 minutes).
Data were also screened for duplicate IP addresses. The final sample at T1
represented 78.2% of the 878 potential participants who initially completed the
survey. Participants received compensation at a rate of $9 per hour for completing the
survey at Time 1. When participants completed the study, they were redirected to a
different survey page to thank them for their participation.

Two hundred participants were invited to participate in the follow-up study at
T2 using a de-identified unique participant ID recorded at T1. Participants completed
three measures—SAE-W, Positive SAO-W, and Negative SAO-W—along with a
demographic question inquiring about any changes in their job status from four weeks
ago. If their job status changed, the responses were not included in the analysis. Two
attention check questions were inserted at different points during the survey.
Responses were screened to eliminate those with less than one-third of the median
response time. Data were also screened for duplicate IP addresses. The final sample at
T2 represented 85% of the potential participants who were invited to complete the
survey. Participants received compensation at a rate of $12 per hour for completing
the survey at Time 2. Total scale scores were calculated by adding item scores and
dividing by the total number of items on each scale.
Data Analysis

In Phase 1, an EFA was conducted on the new outcome expectations measure
with the first 200 participants. The factorability of the correlation matrix was

established using Bartlett’s test of sphericity and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
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statistic (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Because any potential underlying factors are
likely to be correlated, principal axis factoring with oblique rotation was used. The
number of factors was evaluated using parallel analysis, scree plots, and eigenvalues
> 1. Low communalities, low primary factor loadings, and cross-loadings in the
pattern matrix was used to evaluate individual items (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013;
Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). Internal consistency values for all scales included
in the study were computed. Means and standard deviations were computed and
assumptions for bivariate correlation were checked. Correlations were computed for
all scales, and relationships of interest were evaluated for significance. Intra-class
correlation (ICC) coefficients were computed on a sample of 169 participants for the
new SAO-W and SAE-W measure to assess test-retest reliability.

In Phase 2, a confirmatory factor analysis of the SAO-W item set was
performed using maximum likelihood estimation in Mplus 8.10 (Muthén & Muthén,
2019), and means, standard deviations, and scale reliabilities were computed. After
confirming the factor structure of the new outcome expectations, the Phase 2
hypotheses were tested using latent variable path analysis and MLM estimation. Little
et al.’s (2013) balanced parceling method was used to create three observed item
parcels representing each latent variable. To assess the adequacy of model-data fit,
Hu and Bentler's (1999) 2-index method was used. In this method, fit is considered to
be adequate if (a) SRMR values < .08 and (b) CFI values > .95 or RMSEA values <

.06
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Chapter 3: Results

This section presents the results of the Phase 1 (measure validation) and Phase 2 (model
testing) analyses. In Phase 1, | began with an exploratory factor analysis of the Self-Assertive
Outcome Expectations at Work (SAO-W) measure, followed by an estimate of the measure’s
internal consistency reliability and test-retest reliability. Next, the convergent and construct
validity of SAO-W was examined via correlations with (a) negative career outlook, (b) self-
assertive self- efficacy, and (c) supervisor support. Criterion-related validity of the SAO-W
measure was investigated by exploring its relationship with three criterion variables: voice, job-
change negotiation, and self-promotion. Then, hierarchical multiple regression was conducted to
predict each criterion variable. The regression model included gender and organizational level in
the first step, attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance, and supervisor support in the second
step, and SAE-W and SAO-W in the third step. This analysis aimed to explore whether SAE-W
and SAO-W contribute to the prediction of the criterion variables above and beyond the
demographic, trait, and support variables. Lastly, independent t-tests were conducted to examine
gender differences in mean-level positive and negative outcome expectations.

In Phase 2 of the study (model testing), | examined the stability of SAO-W’s factor
structure by doing a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). I then ran a CFA for the 12-factor CSM
model shown in Figure 3. Then, | ran a latent variable path analysis to test the path relations

among the variables in Figure 3. The invariance of the model across gender was also examined.

Exploratory Factor Analysis of SAO-W

The first research question asked, “What is the factor structure of the new SAO-W
measure?” Based on empirical considerations, exploratory factor analysis was used to explore

the underlying factor structure of the SAO-W measure. This analysis involved a randomly
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selected sub-sample of 200 participants. Bartlett’s (1950) test of sphericity and the Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test of sampling adequacy were used to determine the appropriateness of
factor analysis. The chi-square test was significant y2 (df 190, N = 200) = 2870.23, p <.000 and
the KMO value was .94. Both findings suggested the appropriateness of factor analyzing the
data.

To explore the factor structure of the SAO-W items, a principal axis factor (PAF)
analysis with direct oblimin rotation was used. To determine the factor structure, | used several
criteria including the scree plot, eigenvalues > 1.00, percentage of variance explained, the
number of items that loaded on each factor, interpretability of each factor, and an acceptable
level of cross-loading (e.g., Pett et al., 2003; Tabachnick et al., 2019; Worthington & Whittaker,
2006). Parallel analysis was also conducted. Items that loaded above .32 on a single factor and
that showed a loading difference greater than .15 between factors were retained.

Initial analysis suggested the presence of three factors, but the third factor had an
eigenvalue less than 1 and items that loaded on the third factor also cross-loaded on the other
factors, indicating that the 3-factor structure is not stable. Based on parallel analysis and other
criteria indicated above, a 2-factor solution appeared to be more plausible. The eigenvalues for
the first and second factors were 9.87 and 1.53, respectively. The first factor accounted for
49.39% of the variance, while the second factor accounted for 7.65% of the variance. There were
eleven items that loaded on the first factor, with all loadings above .54. The second factor had
nine items with loadings above .54. The two factors were significantly correlated, r =-.66 (p <
.001). The 2-factor solution included all 20 items and explained 57.04% of the total variance.
The items and their factor loadings (from the pattern matrix) are presented in Table 1.

Table 1
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Factor Loadings for the SAOW Measure

SAOW ltems Factor 1 |Factor 2
Factor 1: Negative Outcome Expectations

10. I would risk my current standing at work 0.856  0.035
11. It could wind up backfiring or causing retaliation against me 0.829 -0.039
9. I would have more to lose than to gain 0.804 0
5. I would worry about losing my job 0.783 0.04
2. It would create tension between myself and my supervisor 0.782  -0.069
4. | would be seen as too ambitious or demanding 0.756  0.072
7. 1 would feel upset 0.746.  -0.055
3. I would become unpopular with others at work 0.736  0.054
8. My needs will be minimized or downplayed by my supervisor 0.695 -0.138
6. It would be a waste of my energy 0.577 -0.272
1. 1 would feel anxious 0.542 -0.025

Factor 2: Positive Outcome Expectations

7. My supervisor’s respect for me would increase 0.006 0.826
9. My work conditions would improve 0 0.803
4. | would inspire my colleagues to speak up for themselves 0.058 0.732
8. It would benefit others in addition to myself 0.074  0.707
5. My request would be given fair consideration -0.197  0.673
6. 1 would feel proud of myself 0.049  0.604
1. I would get some or all of what | was asking for -0.233 0.6
3. I would be respected by my co-workers -0.173  0.578
2. My voice would be heard -0.29  0.542

For Factor 1, the two highest loading items include, “I would risk my current standing at
work” and “It could wind up backfiring or causing retaliation against me”. Hence, Factor 1
appears to indicate negative expectations when one thinks about advocating for themselves, and
this factor was therefore labelled “Negative Outcome Expectations”. Higher scores on this factor
indicate higher negative expectations when advocating for oneself in the workplace. The items

that loaded highly on Factor 2 were, “My supervisor’s respect for me would increase”, and “My
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work conditions would improve.” All the items in Factor 2 reflect positive expectations that

people would have if they advocated for themselves in the workplace. This factor was labeled

“Positive Outcome Expectations”. Descriptive statistics for each item are presented in Table 2.

Table 2

Descriptive statistics for SAOW items

SAOW Items Mean| SD |SKEWNes| g KUMost o
Factor 1: Negative Outcome Expectations
10. I would risk my current standing at work 217 1.20 065 0.17 -0.74 0.34
;;éilr:siorru]:ed wind up backfiring or causing retaliation 221 123 059 017 -0.74 0.34
9. I would have more to lose than to gain 236 1.27 043 017 -1.04 0.34
5. 1 would worry about losing my job 202 131 110 017 -0.08 0.34
EUFI)'; \r/il/?suolg create tension between myself and my 253 129 046 017 -0.89 0.34
4. 1 would be seen as too ambitious or demanding 228 113 053 0.17 -0.74 0.34
7. 1 would feel upset 250 1.24 015 0.17 -1.24 0.34
3. 1 would become unpopular with others at work 200 1.00 071 017 -0.19 0.34
gl;g)\g?/v?seoerds will be minimized or downplayed by my 246 128 043 017 -0.96 0.34
6. It would be a waste of my energy 276 137 006 017 -125 0.34
1. 1 would feel anxious 3.28 142 -033 0.17 -1.30 0.34
Factor 2: Positive Outcome Expectations
7. My supervisor’s respect for me would increase 341 098 -041 0.17 0.00 0.34
9. My work conditions would improve 351 111 -033 0.17 -0.66 0.34
fheln\qf\égwgsinspire my colleagues to speak up for 369 101 -062 017 0.13 034
8. It would benefit others in addition to myself 3.86 093 -059 0.17 0.08 0.34
5. My request would be given fair consideration 3.78 1.09 -0.74 0.17 -0.18 0.34
6. 1 would feel proud of myself 420 093 -108 0.17 070 0.34
1. I would get some or all of what | was asking for 3.50 1.05 -0.76 0.17 0.01 0.34
3. I would be respected by my co-workers 409 090 -092 0.17 0.78 0.34
2. My voice would be heard 393 110 -1.10 0.17 046 0.34
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Note. N=200. SD=Standard deviation. SE=Standard
Error

Internal Consistency Estimates and Intercorrelation Among the SAOW Sub-Scales

Hypothesis #1: Assuming they compose distinct factors, scores on the positive and negative
outcome expectation scales will each produce adequate internal consistency values and test-retest
reliability.

Internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s a) estimates were .94 for the negative
outcome expectations subscale and .91 for the positive outcome expectations subscale (see Table
5). In addition, item-total correlations ranged from .55 to .82 for the negative OE subscale and
.53 to .77 for the positive OE subscale (see Table 3 and 4), indicating that all items were highly
related to their respective subscales. Thus, Hypothesis 1 was supported, as the positive outcome
expectations and negative outcome expectations subscales produced adequate internal
consistency reliability estimates. Internal consistency reliability estimates for all the other
measures in this study were above a = .70; they ranged from .76 (attachment avoidance) to .94

(voice). These reliability estimates are shown in Table 5.

Test-Retest Reliability

Intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) was used to assess the test-retest reliability over a
four week period for the negative and positive outcome expectation scales. ICC estimates and
their 95% confident intervals were calculated using SPSS statistical package version 23 (SPSS
Inc, Chicago, IL) based on a mean-rating (k = 168), absolute-agreement, 2-way mixed-effects
model. The criteria used for labeling effect sizes follow standard guidelines, where ICCs of >.90,
>.75, >.50, <.50 were classified as excellent, good, moderate, and poor reliability, respectively

(Koo & Li, 2016).
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The ICC for the positive outcome expectations scale was .87 (ClI: .82 - .90; p <.001),
indicating a good and statistically significant agreement between the two time-points. The ICC
for the negative outcome expectations scale was .91 (Cl: .87 - .93, p <.001), indicating an
excellent, statistically significant agreement between the two time-points. These findings support
the test-retest reliability of the SAO-W, with a high degree of consistency in the average
measurements across the two time points. The correlation between positive outcome expectations
at Time 1 and Time 2 was r = .77 (p < .01), indicating a large, statistically significant correlation.
The correlation between negative outcome expectations at Time 1 and Time 2 was r = .83 (p <
.01). Results are presented in Table 6, which also includes test-retest reliability coefficients for
the SAEW scale.

Table 3

Item — Total Correlations and Alpha if item deleted for Negative Outcome Expectations

Alpha if
SAOW ltems (I:tg:?ég?i?rl] I?em
Deleted
Factor 1: Negative Outcome Expectations
10. 1 would risk my current standing at work .80 .93
11. It could wind up backfiring or causing retaliation against me .82 .93
9. I would have more to lose than to gain .78 .93
5. 1 would worry about losing my job 71 .93
2. It would create tension between myself and my supervisor .80 .93
4. 1 would be seen as too ambitious or demanding .68 .93
7. 1 would feel upset .78 .93
3. I would become unpopular with others at work .67 .93
8. My needs will be minimized or downplayed by my supervisor .76 .93
6. It would be a waste of my energy e .93
1. 1 would feel anxious .56 .94

Table 4

54



Item — Total Correlations and Alpha if item deleted for Positive Outcome Expectations

Alpha if
SAOW ltems (I:tgme;%t:rll Item
Deleted
Factor 2: Positive Outcome Expectations
7. My supervisor’s respect for me would increase A7 .89
9. My work conditions would improve 15 .90
4. 1 would inspire my colleagues to speak up for themselves .65 .90
8. It would benefit others in addition to myself .62 91
5. My request would be given fair consideration A7 .89
6. | would feel proud of myself .53 91
1. I would get some or all of what | was asking for 12 .90
3. 1 would be respected by my co-workers .68 90
2. My voice would be heard 71 .89

Hypothesis #2: Assuming they compose distinct factors, there will be a small to moderate
correlation between positive and negative outcome expectations.

The correlation between positive outcome expectations and negative outcome
expectations was r = -.69 which was larger than anticipated. Thus, the second hypothesis was
only partially supported in that the two scales were correlated but to an extent that exceeded
expectations. Although the two outcome expectation scales are highly correlated, the factor
analysis results suggest that they compose relatively distinct constructs. Parenthetically, the
criteria used for labeling effect sizes follow standard guidelines (that will be applied consistently
to all correlations reported in this section), where correlation coefficients of .5, .3, and .1 were

classified as large, medium, and small effect sizes, respectively (Cohen, 1988).
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Table 5

Correlations, Means, SD, Skewness, Kurtosis, and Reliability Estimates for all measures

Attachment. SBS= Secure Base Support. SS = Supervisor Support NCO = Negative Career Outlook. JCN = Job Change
Negotiation. SP = Self Promotion. ORG = Organizational Rewards Growth. HS = Hierarchical Status. CS = Career Satisfaction.
Gl = Gender Identity. Org. Lev. = Organizational Level. M = Mean. SD = Standard Deviation. * p <.05. ** p < .01.

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 |12 |13 |14 15 |16 |17
1. Neg. OE  --

2. Pos. OE -.69** --

3. SAEW -.65** 68** --

4. Att. Avo.  .36** -.33** - 28** _-

5 Att. Anx. .30** -06 -12 .18* --

6. SBS -57** 71**  BO** L 26** -09 -

7.SS -61** [ 74** (B7** L 26** - 18** . 80** --

8. NCO BO** _BOFK _AA*R* 3BRK 28F*  _46F* - H4F* -

9. Voice -48** 56** 60** -34** (03  58** 50** - 42** _.

10. JCN - 35** A7**  AQ** _19** (08 = .34** 43** -28** Bl** --

11. SP - 18** [ 33** | 33F* - 20%* 21** 17*  21*¥* _19** 3TF* A*F* -

12. CS - A8** BRFx  3FRx L JTH*F L 21F* A7F*F S51*F - G5F* 40** 28*%* 24** -

13. ORG - 49** BAF* AGF* - 28%* 02  LA44**  BAF* - AQF* AB**  AQ**  35** | G4** -

14. HS -24** 18* .23** -15* 01 .16* .20** -15* 30** 37** (.13 24** 38** --

15. Gl 16* -09 -19** 04 05 -04 -14 02 -08 -13 -07 -07 -13 -22**

16. Race 01 10 06 10 .13 60 -01 -0O7 .08 .17* -01 -07 -02 -07 .07 --
17.Org. Lev. -.28** 31** 26** -19** .06 .23** .34** - 43** A1** G1** 26** 30** A4** 34** -11 .01 --
M 242 377 336 330 310 544 357 226 535 262 267 333 276 171 - - 37
SD 098 077 079 119 126 127 100 105 129 112 118 1.13 090 116 - - 1.27
Skewness 029 -091 -004 013 039 -1.10 -0.71 0.65 -1.04 0.34 0.32 -0.50 0.07 -0.17 -- - -0.41
Kurtosis -096 108 -0.78 -0.57 -0.13 0.87 -0.12 -0.36 0.91 -0.68 -0.85 -0.73 -0.76 -1.47 -- -- -0.61
Alpha 94 91 93 76 78 94 94 90 94 92 94 94 8 75 - - --
N=200. Neg. = Negative. Pos. = Positive. OE = Outcome Expectations. SAEW = Self- Assertive Efficacy at Work. Att. =
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Table 6

Test- Retest Reliability Estimates and Correlations

Measure ICC 95% CI (LB: UB) Sig  |Pearsonr
Positive OE |Average Measures .87 .82 .90 <.001 77
Negative OE|Average Measures 91 .87 93 <.001 .83
SAEW |Average Measures .88 .84 91 <.001 .79
ICC = Intraclass Correlation Coefficient. LB = Lower Bound. UB = Upper Bound. Sig =
Significance. Cl = Confidence Interval

Convergent and Construct Validity

To investigate the convergent and construct validity of the negative and positive outcome
expectation scales, their correlations with measures of negative career outlook, supervisor
support, and self-assertive efficacy at work were examined. Table 5 shows descriptive statistics
for all predictor and criterion measures.

Hypothesis #3: Assuming they compose distinct factors, (a) positive outcome expectations will
correlate negatively with negative career outlook and (b) negative outcome expectations will
correlate positively with negative career outlook.

The correlation of the positive outcome expectations scale and negative career outlook
scale was r = -.59 (p < .01), indicating a large statistically significant, negative correlation. This
suggests that individuals who are low in negative career outlook are likely to expect positive
outcomes when they advocate for themselves regarding work-related concerns Negative outcome
expectations was positively, strongly correlated with negative career outlook (r = .59, p <.01),
indicating that individuals high in negative career outlook are likely to have higher negative

expectations when asserting themselves in workplaces. Thus, Hypothesis 3 was supported.
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Hypothesis 4: Assuming they compose distinct factors, (a) positive outcome expectations will
correlate positively with social support and (b) negative outcome expectations will correlate
negatively with social support.

Positive outcome expectations were highly positively correlated with the supervisor
secure-base support scale (r =.71, p <.01), indicating that individuals who receive high
supervisor support are likely to have positive expectations when they advocate for their growth
and advancement in the workplace. Negative outcome expectations scale were negatively
correlated with the supervisor secure-base support scale (r =-.57, p <.01), suggesting that
individuals who perceive their supervisor as less supportive are likely to have higher negative
outcome expectations when considering advocating for themselves. Thus, Hypothesis 4 was
supported.

Hypothesis 5: Assuming they compose distinct factors, (a) positive outcome expectations will
correlate positively with self-assertive efficacy and (b) negative outcome expectations will
correlate negatively with self-assertive efficacy.

The correlation of the negative outcome expectation scale and self-assertive efficacy
scale was r = -.65 (p < .01), indicating a large, statistically significant, negative correlation. This
suggests that individuals who expect negative outcomes have lesser confidence in their ability to
assert themselves and advocate for their growth and advancement at work. The positive outcome
expectations scale was highly positively correlated with the self-assertive efficacy scale (r = .68,
p < .01), indicating that individuals with higher self-efficacy to advocate for themselves are

likely to have positive expectations about self-advocacy. Thus, Hypothesis 5 was supported.

Criterion-Related Validity
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To investigate the criterion related validity of the positive and negative outcome
expectations scales, correlations of each measure were computed with several advocacy behavior
and outcome variables (voice, career initiative, job change negotiation). Preliminary analyses
included checking all the measures for skewness and kurtosis. Secure-base support and voice
measure were found to be significantly negatively skewed and somewhat kurtotic, but not
excessively so (Weston & Gore, 2006). One measure also had somewhat elevated kurtosis:
hierarchical status (1.47). However, | did not do any transformations as the deviation from
normality was not substantial. Descriptive statistics of the voice, career initiative, and job change
negotiation measures are shown in Table 5.

Hypothesis #6a: SAOW will correlate with the advocacy behavior variable: voice.

The correlation of the negative outcome expectations and voice behavior was r = -.48 (p
<.01), indicating a moderate to strong, statistically significant, negative correlation. The
correlation of positive outcome expectations with voice behavior was r = .56 (p < .01), indicating
that they are strongly, positively correlated. Thus, Hypothesis 6a was supported.

Hypothesis #6b: SAOW will correlate with the advocacy behavior variable: job change
negotiation.

The correlation of the negative outcome expectations and job change negotiation was r =
-.35 (p < .01), indicating a moderate, statistically significant, negative correlation. The
correlation of positive outcome expectations with job change negotiation was r = .47 (p < .01),
indicating that they are moderately, positively correlated. Thus, Hypothesis 6b was supported.

Hypothesis #6¢: SAOW will correlate with the advocacy behavior variable: self-promotion.
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The correlation of the positive outcome expectations scale and self-promotion was r = .33
(p < .01), indicating a moderate, statistically significant, positive correlation. Negative outcome
expectations produced a small, negative correlation with self-promotion (r =-.19, p <

.01). Thus, Hypothesis 6¢ was supported.

Incremental Validity of the SAE-W and the Positive and Negative SAO-W Scales

Hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to predict each of the three criterion
variables (the same ones used in testing hypothesis 6). This analysis was intended to examine
whether the SAE-W and the positive and negative SAO-W scores accounted for unique
predictive variance beyond attachment anxiety and avoidance and secure-base support, after
controlling for gender and organizational position. Thus, in each equation, (a) gender and
organizational position were entered at the first step, (b) attachment anxiety, attachment
avoidance, and secure-base support were entered at the second step, (c) and the SAEW scores
and positive and negative SAO-W scores were entered at the third step.

Hypothesis #7a: SAE-W and positive and negative SAO-W scales will each account for unique
variance in the prediction of voice behavior after controlling for gender, organizational level,
attachment anxiety and avoidance, and social support.

Hierarchical regression analysis showed that only self-assertive efficacy accounted for
statistically significant unique variance (p <.001) beyond the demographic control variables,
attachment anxiety, avoidance, and social support in predicting voice behavior (B = .34; AR? =
.07). Positive and negative SAO-W scales were not uniquely predictive of voice behavior.
Attachment avoidance, supervisor support, and organization position were also significant
predictors of voice behavior at the final step of the equation. These results are displayed in Table

7. Thus, Hypothesis 7a was partially supported.
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Table 7

Regression coefficients of SAEW and Pos and Neg SAOW on Voice

Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

B B SEB B SE B § SE
Constant 3.88*** 29 1.98*** 48 1.10 73
Gender Identity -09 -03.17 -11 -04 .14 .04 01 .13
Org. Position A1%** 40 .07 27*** 26 .06 .23*** 23 .05
Att. Avo. -20%** .20 .06 -.16** -16 .05
Att. Anx. .08 07 .06 .11 10 .06
SBS A8*F** 47 .06 .31*** 30 .07
SAEW S5*** 34 .12
Positive OE -05  -03 .15
Negative OE -03  -03 .10
R? .16 45 51
AR? 16*** 30*** Q7***

Note. N=200. Org. = Organization. Att. = Attachment. Anx = Anxiety. Avo =
Avoidance. OE = Outcome Expectations. SBS = Secure Base Support.
SE=Standard Error. * p <.05. ** p <.01. *** p <.001.

Hypothesis #7b: SAE-W and positive and negative SAO-W scales will each account for unique
variance in the prediction of job change negotiation after controlling for gender, organizational
level, attachment anxiety and avoidance, and social support.

Hierarchical regression analysis showed that self-assertive efficacy (8 = .31) accounted
for statistically significant unique variance (p < .001) beyond the demographic control variables,
attachment anxiety, avoidance, and social support in predicting job change negotiation (AR? =
.09). The positive and negative SAO-W scales did not account for significant variance in job
change negotiation at the final step of the equation. Other significant predictors included
attachment anxiety and organizational position. Results are displayed in Table 8. Thus,

Hypothesis 7b was partially supported.
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Table 8

Regression coefficients of SAEW and Pos and Neg SAOW on Job Change Negotiation

Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

B B SEB B SE B B SE
Constant 1.09%** 23 .36 50 -1.11 72
Gender Identity = -17 -08 .14 -20 -09 .13 -07 -03 .13
Org. Position A4*** 50 .05 .38*** 43 .05 .34*** 38 .05
Att. Avo. -11* 0 -12 05 -05 -05 .05
Att. Anx. 10 A1 .05 .11* 13 .05
SBS A8*** 21 .06 -04 -04 .07
SAEW A4%** 31 11
Positive OE .26 18 .14
Negative OE .04 03 .10
R? .26 .33 41
AR? 26%** .08*** 09***

Note. N=200. Org. = Organization. Att. = Attachment. Anx = Anxiety. Avo =
Avoidance. OE = Outcome Expectations. SBS = Secure Base Support.
SE=Standard Error. * p <.05. ** p <.01. *** p <.001.

Hypothesis #7c¢c: SAE-W and positive and negative SAO-W scales will each account for unique
variance in the prediction of self-promotion behaviors after controlling for organizational level,
attachment anxiety and avoidance, and social support.

Hierarchical regression analysis showed that self-assertive efficacy (8 = .26) and positive
outcome expectations (8 = .22) both accounted for statistically significant unique variance (p <
.05) beyond the demographic control variables, attachment anxiety, avoidance, and social
support in predicting self-promotion (AR? = .08). Negative SAO-W scale was not significant in
predicting self-promotion. Other significant predictors at step 3 included attachment anxiety,
attachment avoidance, and organizational position. These results are displayed in Table 9. Thus,

Hypothesis 7c was partially supported.
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Table 9

Regression coefficients of SAEW and Pos and Neg SAOW on Self Promotion

Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

B B SE B B SE B B SE
Constant 1.86*** 27 1.89** 57 .16 .86
Gender Identity -.10 -04 .16 -.16 -07 15 -.06 -02 .15
Org. Position 24%** 25 06 .19** 20 .06 .15* .16 .06
Att. Avoidance -.28** -25 .06 -.17** -19 .07
Att. Anxiety 20%** 21 .06 .20** 21 .06
SBS .06 06 .06 -15 -16 .08
SAEW .38** .26 14
Positive OE 33* 22 17
Negative OE 10 .09 12
R? .06 A7 .23
AR? Q7% 12%** O7%**
Note. N=200. Org. = Organization. OE = Outcome Expectations. SBS = Secure Base
Support. SE=Standard Error. * p <.05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

Gender Differences in Positive and Negative Outcome Expectations

An independent sample t-test was conducted to examine gender differences in the mean-
level of positive and negative outcome expectations. The results indicated that there was a small
but significant gender difference in negative outcome expectations (t (198) = -2.21, p < .05, 95%
Cl [-.57, -.04], Cohen’s d = -.31). Specifically, female participants (M = 2.55, SD = .85)
exhibited higher mean scores in negative outcome expectations compared to male participants
(M =2.25, SD = 1.06). This suggests that females have somewhat higher negative expectations
when they advocate for themselves than do males. Regarding positive outcome expectations, the

independent sample t-test yielded a non-significant gender difference (t (198) = 1.32, p = .19).
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This indicates that there was no significant difference in mean scores of positive outcome

expectations between male (M = 3.85, SD = .69) and female participants (M = 3.71, SD = .84).

Gender Differences in Self-Assertive Efficacy

An independent sample t-test was conducted to examine gender differences in the mean-
level of self-assertive efficacy. The results indicated that there was a small but significant gender
difference in self-efficacy (t (198) = 2.71, p < .01, 95% CI [.08, .51], Cohen’s d = .38).
Specifically, men (M = 3.52, SD = .71) exhibited somewhat higher mean scores in self-efficacy
compared to women (M = 3.22, SD = .83), suggesting that men have higher self-efficacy when

they advocate for themselves.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the SAO-W Measure

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted on data from the second sub-sample
(N = 487) to confirm the factor structure that emerged from the exploratory factor analysis of the
Self-Assertive Outcome Expectations measure. To assess the adequacy of model-data fit, Hu and
Bentler’s (1999) 2-index method will be used. In this method, fit is considered to be adequate if
(a) SRMR values < .08 and (b) CFI values > .95 or RMSEA values < .06. However, other
authors suggest that somewhat more liberal values (e.g., CFI > .90) may also connote acceptable
fit (e.g., Weston & Gore, 2006).

As the two factors of the SAO-W scales were highly correlated, we examined three
competing models in the confirmatory factor analysis: (a) a single-factor model where all items
were assumed to load on a single underlying factor, (b) a correlated two-factor model where each
item was expected to load only on its highest-loading factor determined from the exploratory
factor analysis, and (c) a bifactor model where items were hypothesized to load on both a general

factor and on one of the two specific factors. The inclusion of the bifactor model enabled
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investigation of whether the items of the SAO-W measure reflect a unidimensional or a
multidimensional structure. The negative SAO-W items were reverse-scored in these analyses.

The one-factor model did not yield adequate fit: SRMR = .09, RMSEA = .12 (90% ClI
[.11,.12]), CFI =.77; S-B y? (170) = 1260.94, p < .000. Model-data fit for the 2-factor model
was improved, though still not optimal (SRMR = .06, RMSEA = .08 (90% CI [.08, .09]), CFI =
.89; S-B %2 (169) = 704.72, p < .000), and the two factors were substantially interrelated (-.72).
Next, | ran a Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square difference test between the one- and two-factor
models. The results of the analysis, which were significant (AS-B y2 (1) = 819.32, p <.05),
indicated that the two-factor model is a better fitting model. The difference in CFI (.12) was
>.01, suggesting that the difference in model fit is meaningful (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002).

Four model adjustments were suggested by the modification indices to model error
covariances among the following items: items 10 and 9 of negative OE, items 3 and 4 of negative
OE, items 12 and 10 of negative OE, and items 4 and 8 of positive OE. 2-factor model showed
somewhat improved fit with the addition of these four modifications, SRMR = .05, RMSEA =
.07 (90% CI [.063, .08]), CFI = .92; S-B %? (165) = 552.21, p < .001. Items loaded highly on the
negative outcome expectations factor; range = .59 to .82. Item loadings on the positive outcome
expectations factor ranged between .38 and .87. The items, their factor loadings, and R? values
are presented in Table 10. The correlation between the positive and negative outcome
expectation factors was -.73.

The bifactor model also yielded adequate fit: SRMR =.04, RMSEA = .07 (90% CI [.06,
.07]), CFI = .93; S-B %? (150) = 482.93, p < .000. The Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square
difference test between the two-factor and bifactor models was significant (AS-B y2 (19) =

233.07, p < .05), indicating that the bifactor model is a better fitting model. However, bifactor

65



models tends to provide better model-fit indices even if the added complexity does not always
yield practical gains (Reise et al., 2013; Sellbom & Tellegen, 2019). It is therefore recommended
that ancillary bifactor indices be used to further evaluate the dimensionality of the measure
(Dueber, 2017; Reise et al.,2013).

The pattern of ancillary indices did not provide clear and consistent support for a bifactor
model across all indices. In particular, the percent of uncontaminated correlations (PUC) was
.52, the o hierarchical value for the general factor was .75, explained common variance (ECV)
for the general factor was .65, and the average relative parameter bias value was 25%. According
to Reise et al. (2013), if PUC values are lower than .80, a measure may still be considered as
primarily unidimensional if ECV > .60, o hierarchical > .70 for the general factor, and the
average relative parameter bias value is within 10 — 15%. These conditions were not fully met.
Moreover, only 7 of the 20 items yielded item ECV values > .80 and 10 items were below the
required range of .50. Thus, multidimensionality cannot be ruled out unambiguously in the item
set. Sellbom and Tellegen (2019) further suggested that judgments regarding bifactor models
should rely on theory and not only model-fit indices. Given the ancillary indices and theoretical
assumptions regarding peoples’ ability to hold both positive and negative outcome expectations,
SAO-W was modeled as consisting of two distinct but correlated factors in subsequent analyses.
Table 10

Confirmatory Factor Loadings and R? for the SAO-W Measure

SAOW ltems Neg. OE [Pos. OE | R?
Factor 1: Negative Outcome Expectations

10. 1 would risk my current standing at work 0.786 0.618
11. It could wind up backfiring or causing retaliation against me 0.816 0.665
9. I would have more to lose than to gain 0.764 0.584
5. 1 would worry about losing my job 0.745 0.555
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2. It would create tension between myself and my supervisor 0.811 0.658

4. 1 would be seen as too ambitious or demanding 0.706 0.499
7. 1 would feel upset 0.744 0.553
3. 1 would become unpopular with others at work 0.656 0.431
8. My needs will be minimized or downplayed by my supervisor 0.812 0.659
6. It would be a waste of my energy 0.741 0.55
1. I'would feel anxious 0.594 0.353

Factor 2: Positive Outcome Expectations

7. My supervisor’s respect for me would increase 0.715 0.512
9. My work conditions would improve 0.726 0.526
4. 1 would inspire my colleagues to speak up for themselves 0.473 0.224
8. It would benefit others in addition to myself 0.545 0.297
5. My request would be given fair consideration 0.865 0.749
6. 1 would feel proud of myself 0.38 0.144
1. I would get some or all of what | was asking for 0.821 0.674
3. I would be respected by my co-workers 0.586 0.344
2. My voice would be heard 0.803 0.645

Note. N=487. Pos. = Positive. Neg. = Negative. OE = Outcome Expectations

Measurement Model

Before testing the structural path model, a measurement model was tested to assess the
dimensionality of the 12 variables composing the structural model (see Figure 3). Robust
maximum likelihood (MLM) estimation was used in Mplus 8.10 (Muthen & Muthen, 2019). For
each factor, three parcels were created using Little et al.’s (2013) balancing strategy. Given the
promising reliability and validity estimates in the first sub-sample, test-retest reliability, and the
CFA results in the second sub-sample, I modeled outcome expectations as two correlated
(positive and negative) factors. The 12-factor measurement model yielded good fit to the data:
SRMR = .05, RMSEA = .05 (90% CI [.04, .05]), CFl = .96; S-B %2 (528) = 1070.55, p < .000.

All parcels loaded highly on their respective constructs (range of .52 to .96). See Table 11 for
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CFA factor loadings. See Table 12 for descriptive statistics and reliability for the second sub-
sample. Latent variable correlations indicated that almost all of the variables were significantly
related to one another, with the exception of non-significant correlations of attachment anxiety to
attachment avoidance and job change negotiation (see Table 13).

Table 11

Standardized CFA Factor Loadings for the 12-factor latent variable measurement model

Latent Variable and Parcels Standardized Estimate SE.
OE_Negative
OE_Negative P1 .87 01
OE_Negative P2 .94 .01
OE_Negative P3 92 01
OE_Positive
OE_Positive P1 .86 .02
OE_Positive_P2 .88 .02
OE_Positive P3 .82 .02
Self-assertive efficacy
SAEW_P1 91 .01
SAEW P2 .90 .01
SAEW_P3 .92 .01
Att_Anxiety
Att_Anxiety P1 79 .03
Att_Anxiety P2 79 .03
Att_Anxiety P3 .76 .02
Att_Avoidance
Att_Avoidance_P1
Att_Avoidance P2
Att_Avoidance_P3
Secure Base Support
SBS _P1 a1 01
SBS_P2 .96 01
SBS_P3 92 01
Voice

.03
.03
.04
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Voice_P1

Voice P2

a1

Voice_P3

Self-promotion

Self-Promotion_P1

Self-Promotion_P2

Self-Promotion_P3

Job Change Negotiation

.87

JCN_P1

.85

JCN_P2

a1

JCN_P3

.84

Career Satisfaction

CS P1

.92

CS_P2

.95

CS_P3

‘Organizational Rewards

92

ORG_P1

.87

ORG_P2

.82

ORG_P3

Hierarchical Status

HS_P1

HS_P2

52

HS_P3

.73

.03

N=487. SAEW = Self- Assertive Efficacy at Wo
Attachment. SBS= Secure Base Support. JCN = Job Change Negotiation. SP = Self Promotion.
ORG = Organizational Rewards Growth. HS = Hierarchical Status. CS = Career Satisfaction.
All estimates significant at p < .000.

rk. OE = Outcome Expectations. Att. =

Table 12

Correlations, Means, SD, Skewness, Kurtosis, and Reliability Estimates in the Second Sub-

Sample

\Variable 1 2

10

11

12

1. Neg. OE

2. Pos. OE i-.63** i--
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3.SAEW  -.60** .64** --

4. Att. Avo. .29** -31** -28** --

5. Att. Anx. .35** -15** -25** (01 --

6. SBS -56** .68** .56** -28** -10* --

7. Voice -45%*% 5e**  60**F - 27F* - 12%* 52** -

8. SP -15%* 30** .32*%* -24** 16** .25%* .38** --

9.JCN -23** 35%*  40** -22** .04 33** A48*F 42%* -

10. CS -53** 53** A7** -36** -19** 50** 41** 32** 34** --

11. ORG  -43** 52** A4** -25%* -11** A47** 40** 20** 39** .64** --

12. HS -18** 16** .19** -10* -08  .20** 30** 22** 32** 23** 26** --
M 254 379 332 33 322 537 514 271 260 342 270 173
SD 094 068 075 124 129 127 126 106 099 109 092 115

Skewness 0.16 -057 -001 041 031 -122 -094 024 029 -0.60 0.09 -0.23

Kurtosis -060 063 -035 -0.21 -061 142 085 -0.73 -0.58 -0.54 -0.60 -1.41

Alpha .93 .88 .93 15 81 94 92 92 90 9 91 .75

N=487. Neg. = Negative. Pos. = Positive. OE = Outcome Expectations. SAEW = Self- Assertive
Efficacy at Work. Att. = Attachment. Avo. = Avoidance. Anx. = Anxiety. SBS= Secure Base
Support. SP = Self Promotion. JCN = Job Change Negotiation. CS = Career Satisfaction. ORG =
Organizational Rewards Growth. HS = Hierarchical Status. * p <.05. ** p < .01.

Table 13

Latent Variable Correlations

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Neg. OE --

2.Pos. OE -.70** --

3.SAEW  -.64** 71** --

4. Att. Avo. .29** -36** -30** --

5. Att. Anx. .39** - 19** -20** -08  --

6. SBS -60** 74**  58** -31** -11**F --

7.Voice  -48** .62** .66** -.34** -13** 5H5** ..

8. SP -16%* 33** . 35** -32%* 19** 26%* .20%* --

9.JCN -24**  A0**  45%*  -20*%* 06 35** 35** 25%* -

10. CS -40**  50**  52**  -.08** -25*  .54** A41** 32** 35** --

11. ORG  -.48** .38** 50** -24** -07* .52** 41** 28** 40** .69** --

12. HS -16**  25%*  25** - 17** 01 22%% A0F* 18** 31** .24%* 0.28** --
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N=487. Neg. = Negative. Pos. = Positive. OE = Outcome Expectations. SAEW = Self-
Assertive Efficacy at Work. Att. = Attachment. Avo. = Avoidance. Anx. = Anxiety. SBS=
Secure Base Support. SP = Self Promotion. JCN = Job Change Negotiation. CS = Career
Satisfaction. ORG = Organizational Rewards Growth. HS = Hierarchical Status. * p <.05.
**p<.01.

Structural Model

Given that the measurement model yielded good fit to the data, | went on to test the
structural model in Figure 3 with a latent variable path analysis. The model yielded good fit to
the data, SRMR = .06 RMSEA = .05 (90% CI [.05, .06]), CFI = .95, S-B y2 (543) = 1202.858, p
< .00. Path coefficients are shown in Figure 4 (p < .05 was used as the critical value for statistical
significance).

Prediction of Self-Efficacy

Hypothesis 7: (a) Attachment anxiety, (b) attachment avoidance, and (c) social support
will each account for unique variance in self-assertive efficacy.

As shown in Figure 4, attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance, and secure base support
were predictive of self-assertive efficacy; respectively, attachment anxiety (y = -.24, SE = .04),
attachment avoidance (y = -.16, SE = .04), and secure base support (8 = .50, SE =.04). Thus,
Hypothesis 7 was fully supported. The model accounted for 40.4% of the variance in self-
assertive efficacy.

Prediction of Positive and Negative Outcome Expectations

Hypothesis 8: Outcome expectations (both positive and negative) will be uniquely
predicted by (a) attachment anxiety, (b) attachment avoidance, (c) social support, and (d) self-
assertive efficacy.

Attachment avoidance, secure base support, and self-assertive efficacy were each

significantly predictive of both positive and negative outcome expectations. Attachment anxiety
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was positively predictive of negative outcome expectations (y = .26, SE = .04) but not
significantly related to positive outcome expectations. Thus, Hypothesis 8a was partially
supported. Attachment avoidance negatively predicted positive outcome expectations (y = -.09,
SE =.04), and positively predicted negative outcome expectations (y = .12, SE =.04). Secure
base support was positively predictive of positive outcome expectations (8 = .49, SE = .04), and
negatively predictive of negative outcome expectations (8 = -.34, SE = .04). Self-assertive
efficacy was positively predictive of positive outcome expectations (f = .38, SE = .04), and
negatively predictive of negative outcome expectations (8 = -.34, SE = .04). Thus, Hypothesis
8b, 8c, and 8d were fully supported. The model accounted for 68.1% of the variance in positive

outcome expectations and 56.7% of the variance in negative outcome expectations.

72



Figure 4

Latent Variable Path Model of Career Self-Management as Applied to Self-Advocacy Behavior in the Workplace
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Prediction of Advocacy Behaviors

Hypothesis 9: Voice will be uniquely predicted by (a) attachment anxiety, (b) attachment
avoidance (c) secure base support, (d) self-assertive efficacy, (e) positive outcome expectations,
and (f) negative outcome expectations.

Attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance, secure base support, self-efficacy, and
positive outcome expectations produced significant direct paths to voice behavior, though,
negative outcome expectations did not contribute directly to predicting voice behavior. The
structural coefficients that were significant in predicting voice behavior were attachment anxiety

(y =-.09, SE =.05), attachment avoidance (y = -.09, SE = .04), secure base support (8 = .15, SE

.04), self-assertive efficacy (8 = .43, SE =.05), and positive outcome expectations (8 = .23, SE

.08). Among the significant predictors of voice, attachment avoidance and attachment anxiety
were the only negative predictors. Thus, hypothesis 9a, 9b, 9c, 9d, and 9e were supported but not
9f. The model accounted for 50.5% of the variance in voice behavior.

Hypothesis 10: Self- promotion will be uniquely predicted by (a) attachment anxiety, (b)
attachment avoidance (c) secure base support, (d) self-assertive efficacy, (e) positive outcome
expectations, and (f) negative outcome expectations.

Attachment anxiety and avoidance, self-efficacy, and positive outcome expectations
produced significant direct paths to self- promotion, though, contrary to expectations, secure
base support and negative outcome expectations did not contribute directly to the prediction of
self-promotion behavior. The structural coefficients that were significant in predicting self-
promotion were attachment anxiety (y = .25, SE =.05), attachment avoidance (y =-.18, SE =
.05), self-assertive efficacy (8 = .34, SE =.06), and positive outcome expectations (§ = .17, SE =

.08). Among the significant predictors of self-promotion, attachment avoidance was the only
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negative predictor. Thus, hypothesis 10a, 10b, 10d, and 10e were supported but not 10c or 10f.
The model accounted for 25.7% of the variance in self- promotion behavior.

Hypothesis 11: Job change negotiation will be uniquely predicted by (a) attachment anxiety, (b)
attachment avoidance (c) secure base support, (d) self-assertive efficacy, (e) positive outcome
expectations, and (f) negative outcome expectations.

Attachment anxiety and avoidance, self-efficacy, and negative outcome expectations
produced significant direct paths to job change negotiation, though, contrary to expectations,
secure base support and positive outcome expectations did not contribute directly to predicting
job change negotiation. The structural coefficients that were significant in predicting job change
negotiation were attachment anxiety (y = .15, SE = .05), attachment avoidance (y =-.12, SE =
.05, p <.05), self-assertive efficacy (f = .41, SE = .07), and negative outcome expectations (8 =
.15, SE =.07). Among the significant predictors of job change negotiation, attachment avoidance
was the only negative predictor. Thus, hypothesis 11a, 11b, 11d, and 11f were supported but not
11c or 11e. The model accounted for 27.6% of the variance in job change negotiation.

Prediction of Career Outcomes

Hypothesis 12: Career satisfaction will be predicted by (a) secure base support, (b) self-
assertive efficacy, (c) voice, (d) self-promotion, and (e) job change negotiation.

Self-efficacy, secure base support, self-promotion, and job change negotiation produced
significant direct paths to career satisfaction, though, contrary to expectations, voice did not
contribute directly to predicting career satisfaction The structural coefficients that were
significant in predicting career satisfaction included self-assertive efficacy (8 = .23, SE = .06),

secure base support (8 = .34, SE =.05), self-promotion (8 = .12, SE =.04), and job change
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negotiation (B = .09, SE =.07). Thus, hypothesis 12a, 12b, 12d, and 12e were supported but not
12c. The model accounted for 38.1% of the variance in career satisfaction.

Hypothesis 13: Organizational rewards growth will be predicted by (a) secure base support, (b)
self-assertive efficacy, (c) voice, (d) self-promotion, and (e) job change negotiation.

Self-efficacy, secure base support, self-promotion, and job change negotiation produced
significant direct paths to organizational rewards growth though, contrary to expectations, voice
did not contribute directly to predicting organizational rewards growth. The structural
coefficients that were significant in predicting organizational rewards growth were self-assertive
efficacy (8 = .19, SE = .06), secure base support (g = .32, SE =.05), self-promotion (f = .08, SE
=.04), and job change negotiation (8 = .18, SE = .04). Thus, hypothesis 13a, 13b, 13d, and 13e
were supported but not 13c. The model accounted for 36.7% of the variance in organizational
rewards growth.

Hypothesis 14: Hierarchical status will be predicted by (a) secure base support, (b) self-
assertive efficacy, (c) voice, (d) self-promotion, and (e) job change negotiation.

Voice and job change negotiation produced significant direct paths to hierarchical status,
though, social support, self-assertive efficacy, and self-promotion did not contribute directly to
predicting hierarchical status. The structural coefficients that were significant in predicting
hierarchical status were voice (8 = .38, SE = .05) and job change negotiation (8 = .22, SE =.05).
Thus, hypotheses 14c¢ and 14e were supported but not 14a, 14b, and 14d. The model accounted
for 19.8% of the variance in hierarchical status.

Prediction of Social Support

Hypothesis 15: Attachment anxiety and avoidance will negatively predict social support

(i.e., leader secure base support).
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Attachment anxiety negatively predicted social support (8 = -.14, SE = .04) as did
attachment avoidance (B = -.33, SE = .05), Thus, hypothesis 15 was fully supported. The model
accounted for 11.1% of the variance in social support.

Invariance Across Gender

Research Question 1: Will the structural model fit the data differentially among male and
female workers?

To address this question, | conducted a model invariance test using the data from the
second sub-sample. Prior to examining the structural model, I assessed whether the proposed
measurement model is suitable for both groups (men and women). There were a total of 234 men
and 253 women. The measurement model for men exhibited good fit to the data, with SRMR =
.05, RMSEA = .05 (90% CI [.04, .05]), CFI = .96, S-B y2 (528) = 790.19, p < .000. The
measurement model for women also exhibited good fit to the data, with SRMR = .05, RMSEA =
.05 (90% CI [.04, .05]), CFI = .95, S-B y2 (528) = 846.25, p < .000. The unconstrained
measurement model exhibited good fit to the data, with SRMR = .06, RMSEA = .05 (90% ClI
[.04,.05]), CFI =.951, S-B %2 (1116) = 1758.322, p < .000. The constrained measurement model
also exhibited good fit to the data, with SRMR = .05, RMSEA = .05 (90% CI [.04, .05]), CFI =
.956, S-B %2 (1080) = 1668.581, p <.000. Next, | ran a Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square
difference test between the constrained and the unconstrained models. The results of the analysis
were significant (S-B Ay2 (36) = 92.91, p < .05) indicated that the measurement model did differ
between the two groups. However, the difference in CFI was .005, which did not meet the .01
criterion for practical significance (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). Additional analysis of the
measurement model also revealed configural invariance, suggesting that the underlying factor

structure is consistent across both groups.
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Next, | proceeded to analyze the structural model. I constrained the path coefficients to be
equal across the two groups (men and women). The structural model yielded decent fit to the
data, SRMR = .08, RMSEA = .05 (90% CI [.05, .06]), CFIl = .944, S-B 2 (1180) = 1927.31, p <
.000. I then released all the constraints between the two groups. The unconstrained structural
model also yielded a decent fit to the data, SRMR = .07, RMSEA = .05 (90% ClI [.05, .06]), CFI
=.945, S-B y2 (1134) = 1868.200, p < .000. The Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square difference test
between the constrained and the unconstrained models was non-significant (S-B Ay2 (46) =
58.84, p =.0969). In addition, the difference in CFI between the two models was .001, suggesting
that structural model fit did not differ meaningfully across the two groups.

Indirect Effects

Although hypotheses were not explicitly stated regarding indirect effects, the target
model does contain a number of indirect pathways. All indirect effects shown in Figure 4 were
tested. The results are displayed in Table 14. I will summarize the significant indirect paths and
will also note indirect paths that were not supported by the data.

There are significant indirect pathways from attachment anxiety and attachment
avoidance to SAEW through secure base support. Attachment anxiety and avoidance were also
indirectly related to positive outcome expectations and negative outcome expectations through
SAEW and secure base support.

Attachment anxiety related indirectly to voice behavior through various pathways,
including SAEW, secure base support, support and SAEW, SAEW paired with positive outcome
expectations, and through support, SAEW, and positive OE. Attachment avoidance related
indirectly to voice behavior through various pathways, including SAEW, positive OE, support,

SAEW and positive OE, support and SAEW, SAEW paired with positive outcome expectations,
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and through support, SAEW, and positive OE. Attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance
related indirectly to job change negotiation through two pathways, including from SAEW to
JCN, and from support to SAEW to JCN. Similarly, attachment anxiety and avoidance were
related to self-promotion through SAEW and through support to SAEW pathways.

SAEW was related indirectly to self-promotion and voice through positive OE. SAEW
was related indirectly to organizational rewards growth through job change negotiation. SAEW
related indirectly to career satisfaction through job change negotiation and self-promotion.
SAEW related indirectly to hierarchical status through voice, job change negotiation, and
positive OE to voice pathways. The only significant path from outcome expectations to career
outcomes was the path from positive outcome expectations to hierarchical status through voice.

Support was related indirectly to job-change negotiation through SAEW and negative
OE. Support was related indirectly to voice through SAEW, positive OE, and SAEW to positive
OE pathways. Support was related indirectly to hierarchical status through voice, job change
negotiation, positive outcome expectation to voice, SAEW to voice, and SAEW to positive OE
to voice pathways. Support was related indirectly to career satisfaction through SAEW, SAEW
to self-promotion, and SAEW to JCN pathways. Support related indirectly to organizational
rewards growth through SAEW and SAEW to JCN pathways.

Table 14

Indirect Effects

Indirect Effects Estimate S.E

Att. Anx. -> Supp -> SAEW* -0.07 0.02
Att. Avo. -> Supp -> SAEW* -0.165 0.027
Att. Anx. -> SAEW -> OE_Pos* -0.09 0.017
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Att. Anx. -> Supp -> OE_Pos* -0.068 0.022
Att. Anx. -> Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Pos* -0.026 0.008
Att. Avo. -> SAEW -> OE_Pos* -0.061 0.017
Att. Avo. -> Supp -> OE_Pos* -0.162 0.027
Att. Avo. -> Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Pos* -0.063 0.011
Att. Anx. -> SAEW -> OE_Neg* 0.082 0.015
Att. Anx. -> Supp -> OE_Neg* 0.048 0.015
Att. Anx. -> Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Neg* 0.024 0.008
Att. Avo. -> SAEW -> OE_Neg* 0.054 0.015
Att. Avo. -> Supp -> OE_Neg* 0.113 0.02
Att. Avo. -> Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Neg* 0.056 0.011
Att_Anx. -> SAEW -> Voice* -0.104 0.021
Att_Anx. -> OE_Neg -> Voice 0.015 0.016
Att_Anx. -> OE_Pos -> Voice -0.009 0.008
Att_Anx. -> Supp -> Voice* -0.021 0.009
Att_Anx. -> Supp -> SAEW -> Voice* -0.03 0.01
Att_Anx. -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> Voice 0.005 0.004
Att_Anx. -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> Voice* -0.019 0.008
Att_Anx. -> Supp -> OE_Neg. -> Voice 0.003 0.003
Att_Anx. -> Supp -> OE_Pos. -> Voice* -0.014 0.007
Att_Anx. -> Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> Voice 0.001 0.001
Att_Anx. -> Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> Voice* -0.006 0.003
Att_Avo. -> SAEW -> Voice* -0.069 0.02
Att Avo. -> OE_Neg -> Voice 0.006 0.006
Att_Avo. -> OE_Pos -> Voice* -0.022 0.011
Att_Avo. -> Supp -> Voice* -0.049 0.02
Att_Avo. -> Supp -> SAEW -> Voice* -0.072 0.015
Att_Avo. -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> Voice 0.003 0.003
Att_Avo. -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> Voice* -0.013 0.006
Att_Avo. -> Supp -> OE_Neg. -> Voice 0.006 0.006
Att_Avo. -> Supp -> OE_Pos. -> Voice* -0.034 0.013
Att_Avo. -> Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> Voice 0.003 0.003
Att_Avo. -> Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> Voice* -0.013 0.005
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SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> Voice -0.019 0.018
SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> Voice* 0.081 0.032
Supp -> SAEW -> Voice* 0.217 0.035
Supp -> OE_Neg. -> Voice -0.019 0.018
Supp -> OE_Pos. -> Voice* 0.104 0.037
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> Voice -0.009 0.01
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> Voice* 0.04 0.015
Att_Anx. -> SAEW -> JCN* -0.098 0.022
Att_Anx. -> OE_Neg -> JCN 0.037 0.02
Att_Anx. -> OE_Pos -> JCN -0.006 0.006
Att_Anx. -> Supp -> JCN -0.01 0.01
Att_Anx. -> Supp -> SAEW -> JCN* -0.028 0.01
Att_Anx. -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> JCN 0.011 0.006
Att_Anx. -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> JCN -0.013 0.008
Att_Anx. -> Supp -> OE_Neg. -> JCN 0.007 0.004
Att_Anx. -> Supp -> OE_Pos. -> JCN -0.009 0.007
Att_Anx. -> Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> JCN 0.003 0.002
Att_Anx. -> Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> JCN -0.004 0.003
Att_Avo. -> SAEW -> JCN* -0.064 0.02
Att_Avo. -> OE_Neg -> JCN 0.015 0.01
Att_Avo. -> OE_Pos -> JCN -0.014 0.01
Att_Avo. -> Supp -> JCN -0.023 0.023
Att_Avo. -> Supp -> SAEW -> JCN* -0.067 0.017
Att_Avo. -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> JCN 0.007 0.004
Att_Avo. -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> JCN -0.008 0.006
Att_Avo. -> Supp -> OE_Neg. -> JCN 0.016 0.008
Att_Avo. -> Supp -> OE_Pos. -> JCN -0.022 0.015
Att_Avo. -> Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> JCN 0.008 0.004
Att_Avo. -> Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> JCN -0.009 0.005
SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> JCN -0.047 0.025
SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> JCN 0.052 0.032
Supp -> SAEW -> JCN* 0.204 0.042
Supp -> OE_Neg. -> JCN* -0.047 0.024
Supp -> OE_Pos. -> JCN 0.067 0.044
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> JCN -0.023 0.013
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Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> JCN 0.026 0.016
Att_Anx. -> SAEW -> SP* -0.081 0.022
Att_Anx. -> OE_Neg -> SP 0.031 0.019
Att_Anx. -> OE_Pos -> SP -0.007 0.007
Att_Anx. -> Supp -> SP 0.002 0.011
Att_Anx. -> Supp -> SAEW -> SP* -0.023 0.009
Att_Anx. -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> SP 0.009 0.006
Att_Anx. -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> SP -0.015 0.008
Att_Anx. -> Supp -> OE_Neg. -> SP 0.006 0.004
Att_Anx. -> Supp -> OE_Pos. -> SP -0.011 0.007
Att_Anx. -> Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> SP 0.003 0.002
Att_Anx. -> Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> SP -0.004 0.003
Att_Avo. -> SAEW -> SP* -0.053 0.017
Att Avo. -> OE_Neg -> SP 0.013 0.01
Att_Avo. -> OE_Pos -> SP -0.017 0.01
Att_Avo. -> Supp -> SP 0.004 0.025
Att_Avo. -> Supp -> SAEW -> SP* -0.055 0.015
Att_Avo. -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> SP 0.006 0.004
Att_Avo. -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> SP -0.01 0.006
Att_Avo. -> Supp -> OE_Neg. -> SP 0.013 0.008
Att_Avo. -> Supp -> OE_Pos. -> SP -0.027 0.015
Att_Avo. -> Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> SP 0.006 0.004
Att_Avo. -> Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> SP -0.01 0.005
SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> SP -0.039 0.025
SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> SP* 0.064 0.031
SAEW -> Voice -> HS* 0.167 0.031
SAEW -> JCN -> HS* 0.091 0.026
SAEW -> SP -> HS 0.019 0.015
SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> Voice -> HS -0.007 0.007
SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> Voice -> HS* 0.031 0.012
SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> JCN -> HS -0.01 0.006
SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> JCN -> HS 0.012 0.007
SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> SP -> HS -0.002 0.002
SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> SP -> HS 0.004 0.003
Supp -> SAEW -> HS -0.056 0.034
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Supp -> Voice -> HS* 0.057 0.028
Supp -> JCN -> HS 0.015 0.016
Supp -> SP -> HS -0.001 0.004
Supp -> SAEW -> Voice -> HS* 0.083 0.018
Supp -> OE_Neg. -> Voice -> HS -0.007 0.007
Supp -> OE_Pos. -> Voice -> HS* 0.04 0.015
Supp -> SAEW -> JCN -> HS* 0.046 0.014
Supp -> OE_Neg. -> JCN -> HS -0.01 0.006
Supp -> OE_Pos. -> JCN -> HS 0.015 0.01
Supp -> SAEW -> SP -> HS 0.01 0.008
Supp -> OE_Neg. -> SP -> HS -0.002 0.002
Supp -> OE_Pos. -> SP -> HS 0.005 0.004
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> Voice -> HS -0.004 0.004
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> Voice -> HS* 0.015 0.006
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> JCN -> HS -0.005 0.003
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> JCN -> HS 0.006 0.004
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> SP -> HS -0.001 0.001
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> SP -> HS 0.002 0.002
OE_Neg. -> Voice -> HS 0.021 0.02
OE_Neg. -> JCN -> HS 0.031 0.017
OE_Neg. -> SP -> HS 0.007 0.006
OE_Pos. -> Voice -> HS* 0.081 0.03
OE_Pos. -> JCN -> HS 0.031 0.019
OE_Pos. -> SP -> HS 0.01 0.008
SAEW -> Voice -> CS -0.002 0.023
SAEW ->JCN -> CS* 0.038 0.016
SAEW -> SP -> CS* 0.042 0.014
SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> Voice -> CS 0 0.001
SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> Voice -> CS 0 0.004
SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> JCN -> CS -0.004 0.003
SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> JCN -> CS 0.005 0.004
SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> SP -> CS -0.005 0.003
SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> SP -> CS 0.008 0.005
OE_Neg. -> Voice -> CS 0 0.003
OE_Neg. -> JCN -> CS 0.013 0.008
OE_Neg. -> SP -> CS 0.014 0.009
OE_Pos. -> Voice -> CS -0.001 0.011

83




OE_Pos. -> JCN -> CS 0.013 0.01
OE_Pos. -> SP -> CS 0.021 0.013
Supp -> SAEW -> CS* 0.118 0.033
Supp -> Voice -> CS -0.001 0.008
Supp -> JCN -> CS 0.006 0.007
Supp -> SP -> CS -0.001 0.01
Supp -> SAEW -> Voice -> CS -0.001 0.012
Supp -> OE_Neg. -> Voice -> CS 0 0.001
Supp -> OE_Pos. -> Voice -> CS 0 0.006
Supp -> SAEW -> JCN -> CS* 0.019 0.008
Supp -> OE_Neg. -> JCN -> CS -0.004 0.003
Supp -> OE_Pos. -> JCN -> CS 0.006 0.005
Supp -> SAEW -> SP -> CS* 0.021 0.007
Supp -> OE_Neg. -> SP -> CS -0.005 0.003
Supp -> OE_Pos. -> SP -> CS 0.01 0.007
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> Voice -> CS 0 0.001
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> Voice -> CS 0 0.002
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> JCN -> CS -0.002 0.001
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> JCN -> CS 0.002 0.002
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> SP -> CS -0.002 0.002
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> SP -> CS 0.004 0.002
SAEW -> Voice -> ORG 0.009 0.022
SAEW ->JCN -> ORG* 0.073 0.021
SAEW -> SP -> ORG 0.027 0.014
SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> Voice -> ORG 0 0.001
SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> Voice -> ORG 0.002 0.004
SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> JCN -> ORG -0.008 0.005
SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> JCN -> ORG 0.009 0.006
SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> SP -> ORG -0.003 0.003
SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> SP -> ORG 0.005 0.004
OE_Neg. -> Voice -> ORG 0.001 0.003
OE_Neg. -> JCN -> ORG 0.024 0.013
OE_Neg. -> SP -> ORG 0.01 0.007
OE_Pos. -> Voice -> ORG 0.004 0.011
OE_Pos. -> JCN -> ORG 0.024 0.017
OE_Pos. -> SP -> ORG 0.014 0.01
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Supp -> SAEW -> ORG* 0.095 0.031
Supp -> Voice -> ORG 0.003 0.008
Supp -> JCN -> ORG 0.012 0.012
Supp -> SP -> ORG -0.001 0.006
Supp -> SAEW -> Voice -> ORG 0.004 0.008
Supp -> OE_Neg. -> Voice -> ORG 0 0.001
Supp -> OE_Pos. -> Voice -> ORG 0.002 0.005
Supp -> SAEW -> JCN -> ORG* 0.036 0.011
Supp -> OE_Neg. -> JCN -> ORG -0.008 0.005
Supp -> OE_Pos. -> JCN -> ORG 0.012 0.009
Supp -> SAEW -> SP -> ORG 0.014 0.007
Supp -> OE_Neg. -> SP -> ORG -0.003 0.003
Supp -> OE_Pos. -> SP -> ORG 0.007 0.005
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> Voice -> ORG 0 0
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> Voice -> ORG 0.001 0.002
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> JCN -> ORG -0.004 0.002
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> JCN -> ORG 0.005 0.003
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Neg. -> SP -> ORG -0.002 0.001
Supp -> SAEW -> OE_Pos. -> SP -> ORG 0.003 0.002

N=487. Neg. = Negative. Pos. = Positive. OE = Outcome Expectations. SAEW =
Self- Assertive Efficacy at Work. Att. = Attachment. Avo. = Avoidance. Anx. =
Anxiety. Supp.= Secure Base Support. SP = Self Promotion. JCN = Job Change
Negotiation. CS = Career Satisfaction. ORG = Organizational Rewards Growth. HS
= Hierarchical Status. * p <.05.

Supplemental Models

The two outcome expectation factors, one positive and one negative, were highly
interrelated, though the confirmatory factor analysis findings suggested that they could be
modeled as distinct factors rather than as representing a single dimension. However, this
appeared to create some problems with statistical suppression, which may have distorted the
unique predictive utility of the two factors. To clarify how each one might function in the
absence of the other, | ran two supplemental model tests, one including only positive outcome
expectations and the other including only negative expectations. As can be seen in Tables 15 and

16, the measurement and structural tests for the full and partial (i.e., positive or negative OE)
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models yielded similar fit indices. However, in the model including only negative outcome
expectations, negative expectations did not predict any advocacy behaviors, whereas in the
original model, negative expectations were predictive of job change negotiation. Conversely, in
the model with only positive outcome expectations, positive expectations predicted voice
behavior, unlike in the original model where it predicted both voice and self-promotion
behaviors. Thus, the full model may have slightly, if artifactually, enhanced the predictive utility
of each OE variable.

Table 15

Measurement Model — Fit Indices between Three Models

Measurement Model SRMR RMSEA CFlI Chi-square

Both Pos. and Neg. OE. 0.05 0.05 0.9692 (528) = 1070.55
Only Pos. OE. : 0.047 0.047 0.95942 (440) = 915.46
Only Neg. OE. 0.065 0.05 0.96y2 (452) = 910.46

|N:487. Neg. = Negative. Pos. = Positive. OE = Outcome Expectations.

Table 16

Structural Model — Fit Indices between Three Models

Structural Model SRMR RMSEA CFI Chi-square

Both Pos. and Neg. OE. 0.06 0.05 0.95y2 (544) = 1232.68
Only Pos. OE. 0.06 0.05 0.94942 (452)=1035.09
Only Neg. OE. 0.065 0.05 0.95y2 (452) =1035.29
N=487. Neg. = Negative. Pos. = Positive. OE = Outcome Expectations.
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Chapter 4: Discussion

The main goals of the current study were to: (a) develop and validate a measure of self-
assertive outcome expectations at work (SAO-W), (b) situate this construct within the career
self-management (CSM) model, and (c) integrate attachment theory with the CSM model.
Recognizing the significance of gender differences in the workplace (Pew Report, 2022a), | also
sought to explore gender differences in outcome expectations and self-efficacy related to self-
advocacy, providing insights into the interplay between gender and self-assertive behavior in
workplaces. Attachment theory, rooted in the study of interpersonal relationships and emotional
bonds, is increasingly recognized as a useful explanatory perspective in various life domains,
including career development (Wright & Perrone, 2008; Yip et al., 2018). In the present study, |
sought to illuminate the links between attachment styles, secure-base support, self-advocacy
behaviors, and career outcomes. | will first summarize the current findings on (a) the factor
structure, reliability, and construct validity of the SAO-W measure and (b) the latent variable
path analysis in which it was included.

Summary of Major Findings

Outcome Expectations Measure

A pilot study with input from a panel of experts in the field of career development
supported the content validity of the new measure. Findings from the current two-part study then
provided support for the factor structure, validity, internal consistency, and test-retest reliability
of the SAO-W scales. In particular, an exploratory factor analysis indicated that the SAO-W
scale contains two negatively correlated factors: Negative Self-Assertive Outcome Expectations
and Positive Self-Assertive Outcome Expectations. High scores on negative SAO-W imply a

tendency toward anticipating unfavorable outcomes when individuals think about promoting

87



their own interests at work. High scores on positive SAO-W suggest that individuals anticipate
favorable outcomes when they consider advocating for themselves at work. Both SAO-W scales
also produced good internal consistency estimates, test-retest reliability, and validity estimates in
the measure development phase. The large positive correlation of the negative self-assertive
outcome expectations scale with negative career outlook, and the large negative correlation of
positive self-assertive outcome expectations with negative career outlook provided initial
convergent validity for the SAO-W scales.

Positive OE was positively correlated with supervisor secure-base support, implying that
individuals who perceive a supportive and secure base from their supervisors tend to hold
positive expectations about the outcomes of their self-advocacy efforts in the workplace.
Negative OE was negatively correlated with secure-base support, implying that a supportive and
secure relationship with one’s supervisor is associated with lesser worry over the negative
consequences of self-advocacy. Positive OE also positively related to self-assertive efficacy,
whereas Negative OE was negatively correlated with self-assertive efficacy, which is consistent
with CSM model hypotheses. Positive OE was moderately, positively correlated with voice
behavior, job change negotiation, and self-promotion behavior, providing support for criterion-
related validity. Conversely, negative OE was moderately, negatively correlated with voice
behavior and job change negotiation; its correlation with self-promotion behavior was small.

In regression analyses, positive outcome expectations were found to be uniquely
predictive of self-promotion, after controlling for gender identity, organizational level,
attachment anxiety and avoidance, support, and self-assertive efficacy. They were not, however,
a unique predictor of voice or job change negotiation. In other words, employees who anticipate

positive outcomes from self-advocacy are inclined to engage in self-promotional behavior. On
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the other hand, the lack of a unique predictive relationship between positive outcome
expectations and voice and job change negotiation suggests that there are other factors (e.g., self-
efficacy, prior negotiation experiences) that may affect engagement in these behaviors. Negative
outcome expectations did not contribute uniquely to prediction of any of the advocacy behaviors
after controlling for the other predictors in the regression equations.

Confirmatory factor analysis of SAO-W conducted on the second sub-sample
demonstrated that a two-factor model fit the data better than a one-factor model. Although a
bifactor model displayed better fit indices than the two-factor model, its ancillary indices did not
provide consistent support for considering the item set as unidimensional. A 2-factor solution
was provisionally accepted in the current data set. A potential downside of the use of two highly
related OE factors in the structural model was that their relations to the advocacy behaviors
could have been distorted by multicollinearity and statistical suppression. The results of
supplemental analyses suggested that the relation of the two forms of OE to the advocacy
behaviors was not substantially affected by statistical artifact. However, the underlying
dimensionality of the SAO-W merits exploration in future studies with different samples.

According to the career self-management model, outcome expectations are expected to
relate to career outcomes indirectly through advocacy behaviors. The path model test did not
offer consistent support for this assumption: the relation of positive outcome expectations to
hierarchical status was mediated only by use of voice behavior. This implies that individuals
with positive expectations are more likely to voice their concerns or ideas which, in turn, is
associated with higher status positions in the organization. The absence of other significant
indirect relations of positive and negative outcome expectations to the other career outcomes

suggests that they may not translate into career satisfaction or perceived rewards within the
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organization. Thus, factors beyond outcome expectations, such as self-assertive efficacy,
organizational culture, leadership styles, or external factors like market conditions, may play a
more significant role in shaping individuals' overall satisfaction with their careers and
perceptions of rewards within their organizations.

| also found that women have more negative outcome expectations and lower self-
assertive efficacy than men. Both of these differences were small but statistically significant.
This result aligns with prior research identifying that women may fear negative judgments and
backlash when they advocate for themselves (Amanatullah & Tinsley, 2013). Structural
disparities in the workplace, including issues related to unequal opportunities (Lyness &
Judiesch, 1999), backlash (Bowles, Babcock, and Lai, 2007), wage gaps (Pew Report, 2022a),
and limited representation in leadership roles (Pew Report, 2024) could contribute to women
having more negative outcome expectations and lower self-assertive efficacy. If individuals are
socialized into traditional gender roles (Heilman, 2012), that may also affect their beliefs and
attitudes. For example, if girls are socialized to be more cautious or less assertive compared to
boys, these patterns may persist into adulthood, influencing workplace expectations and assertive
beliefs. If organizational cultures reinforce certain gender stereotypes (Heilman, 2012), this may
also contribute to the observed differences in outcome expectations and self-assertive efficacy.

Implications for the Utility of the SAO-W Measure

The study’s emphasis on measuring anticipated outcomes of self-advocacy attends to a
gap in the literature on self-advocacy behaviors (Moturu & Lent, 2023). As workplaces evolve
and grapple with promoting diverse, equitable, and inclusive spaces, it is important to assess
individuals' expectations regarding the consequences of self-advocacy. Within the context of

organizational dynamics, supervisors and entities can employ this measure to shed light on how
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employees perceive the organizational culture. For instance, conducting an anonymous survey
among employees can yield insights into the prevailing culture related to expressing opinions or
concerns. It sheds light on whether individuals anticipate being misunderstood, encountering
backlash, or experiencing other negative repercussions.

Employers concerned about their organizational culture can use the SAO-W in the
context of team-building activities. Cultivating a culture that fosters positive outcome
expectations (and lessens negative outcome expectations) for self-assertion has the potential to
amplify collaboration, increase innovation, and elevate overall employee engagement. The
gender differences observed in negative outcome expectations and self-efficacy suggest the
continuing need to amplify the voices of women in the workplace, especially in organizations
that value equity. Open communication channels, recognizing employees’ contributions, and fair
compensation practices can each contribute to building a positive workplace environment. Future
research can examine sources of negative and positive outcome expectations to better understand
ways to encourage development of favorable expectations regarding self-advocacy. Such
research might have useful implications for organizational development and counseling
interventions.

Attachment Anxiety and Attachment Avoidance

In the path analysis, attachment anxiety and avoidance were both negatively predictive of
secure base support, aligning with prior findings (Collins & Feeney, 2004; Ognibene & Collins,
1998). Existing studies have consistently highlighted the relevance of attachment insecurity to
the formation and maintenance of supportive relationships within work environments (Schirmer
& Lopez, 2001). Individuals with higher levels of attachment anxiety tend to exhibit heightened

concerns about rejection and abandonment, which may impede their ability to seek and receive
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secure base support from colleagues or supervisors (Bowlby, 1973; Hazan & Shaver, 1990).
Similarly, individuals who are avoidantly attached are prone to emotional distancing and
reluctance in forming close connections, which may pose challenges in establishing secure base
support structures at work (Bowlby, 1973; Hazan & Shaver, 1990). Avoidantly attached
individuals tend to prioritize independence and self-reliance. While this can be a strength, it may
also result in a reluctance to seek support from others. The convergence of this study's findings
with prior research underscores the utility of using attachment theory to understand the dynamics
of supportive relationships within the workplace.

Both attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance were negatively predictive of self-
assertive efficacy. Although this is the first study to study the relationship between self-assertive
efficacy and attachment styles, this result aligns with prior research that connected attachment
styles with other types of self-efficacy. For example, avoidant attachment has been shown to
relate negatively to networking self-efficacy, job search self-efficacy, and personal exploration
self-efficacy (Wright, 2017; Leenders et al., 2019). The current findings align with attachment
theory in suggesting that individuals with higher levels of attachment anxiety or avoidance may
be less confident in asserting themselves at work (Bowlby, 1973). Advocating for oneself also
often involves expressing one's emotions, needs, and desires, which can be challenging for those
with avoidant tendencies.

Attachment anxiety and avoidance were positively predictive of negative outcome
expectations for self-advocacy at work, implying that individuals who are anxious or avoidant
may expect unfavorable outcomes (e.g., rejection or adverse consequences) when they advocate
for themselves at work. It is noteworthy that while attachment avoidance is linked to lower

positive outcome expectations, attachment anxiety did not show a significant relationship with

92



positive outcome expectations in this study. Individuals with an avoidant attachment style may
have difficulty trusting others due to past experiences of emotional unavailability or
inconsistency in relationships (Ainsworth et al., 1978). This lack of trust can make it challenging
to believe that advocating for oneself will lead to positive outcomes, as they may doubt that
others in the workplace will genuinely support or understand their needs.

Attachment avoidance was negatively predictive of all three advocacy behaviors in the
model test, suggesting that individuals with an avoidant attachment style are less inclined to
engage in voice behavior, self-promote, or negotiate for job changes. This may be due to the
tendency of avoidant individuals to exhibit a heightened concern about rejection and a tendency
to avoid conflict in interpersonal relationships (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Attachment anxiety,
by contrast, yielded positive paths to self-promotion and job change negotiation (but not voice
behavior). The positive path to self-promotion aligns with the notion that individuals with higher
attachment anxiety may engage in self-promotion as a means of seeking external validation and
reassurance in the workplace (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Bowlby, 1973). However, the
positive, significant path to job change negotiation may have been due to statistical suppression
given discrepancies between the bivariate versus multivariate relations between attachment
anxiety and job change negotiation.

It is also noteworthy that both attachment anxiety and avoidance related negatively to
self-assertive efficacy but attachment anxiety was positively predictive of advocacy behaviors
and attachment avoidance was negatively predictive of advocacy behaviors. While individuals
with both insecure attachment styles may hold negative self-efficacy beliefs, the engagement in

advocacy behaviors may vary based on the specific attachment style, reflecting different coping
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strategies and relational patterns between the two attachment styles (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007;
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016).

These findings relating attachment anxiety and avoidance to support, self-efficacy,
positive and negative OE, and advocacy behaviors may have useful implications for
organizational practitioners aiming to foster a workplace culture that promotes self-advocacy.
For example, interventions might be designed to provide targeted support and development
opportunities for individuals with insecure attachment patterns, thereby contributing to a more
supportive and empowering work environment. Counselors can assist individuals with strategies
to manage anxiety and develop more secure attachment styles (see Slade & Holmes, 2019;
Tyrrell et al., 1999). In an organizational context, anxiously attached individuals can be aided by
use of structured communications (e.g., one-on-one check-ins or team meetings), clearly defined
roles and responsibilities, mentorship programs, regular feedback mechanisms, flexible work
arrangements, and training in assertiveness and stress management. Strategies for avoidantly
attached individuals may involve creating a positive reinforcement loop for self-advocacy, team
building activities, emotional intelligence workshops, and supportive leadership practices.

Secure Base Support

Secure base support positively predicted self-assertive efficacy, positive outcome
expectations, voice behavior, career satisfaction, and organizational rewards. These findings
highlight the importance of secure base support in fostering a supportive and satisfactory work
environment for employees. They align with social cognitive theory, which posits that
individuals' beliefs about their capabilities are influenced by social support, emphasizing the
importance of a secure base in promoting one's confidence to assert oneself (Bandura, 1997). The

positive association between secure base support and voice behavior underscores the significance
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of a supportive environment in encouraging individuals to express their opinions and contribute
actively to organizational discussions. In addition, the finding that higher levels of secure base
support were associated with lower negative outcome expectations emphasize the potential role
of supportive relationships in mitigating apprehensions about advocating for oneself at work.
Future studies could examine the moderating role of secure base support in the relationship
between attachment styles and outcome expectations.

Self-Assertive Efficacy

Consistent with the results of Moturu and Lent, (2023), self-assertive efficacy was found
to be predictive of all three advocacy behaviors in the current study. This finding underscores the
generalizability of the predictive utility of self-assertive efficacy across multiple types of
advocacy behavior. Interestingly, differing from previous results of Moturu and Lent (2023),
self- assertive efficacy was directly linked to two of the outcome variables, career satisfaction
and organizational rewards growth. Its relation to hierarchical status was indirect only, via
specific advocacy behaviors, specifically engagement in negotiation and voice behaviors.
Positive outcome expectations also helped to mediate the relationship from self-efficacy to
hierarchical status (via voice behavior).

Self-efficacy was also positively predictive of positive outcome expectations and
negatively predictive of negative outcome expectations. This suggests that confidence in one's
ability to assert oneself is positively linked to the expectation of favorable outcome and may help
to mitigate concerns about potential negative consequences, leading to a more optimistic outlook
when advocating for oneself. These results align with prior research studies where different
forms of self-efficacy were positively related to positive outcome expectations (Choi et al., 2012;

Lent et al., 2022). Organizations and career development programs could consider interventions
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aimed at enhancing self-assertive efficacy as a means of promoting favorable outcome
expectations for self-advocacy.

Advocacy Behaviors

Voice behavior was predictive of hierarchical status but not career satisfaction or
organizational rewards growth in this study. This result differs from a previous study (Moturu &
Lent, 2023) where voice was predictive of career satisfaction and organizational rewards growth
but not hierarchical status. Interestingly, Seibert et al.’s (2001) also found that voice behavior did
not relate significantly to career satisfaction. Voice behavior is distinct from traditional in-role
behavior in that it extends beyond one’s formal job responsibilities and addresses the internal
organizational environment (LePine & Van Dyne, 2001; Morrison, 2011). Higher hierarchical
status often comes with increased managerial responsibilities, which may be offered to those
individuals who actively participate in shaping organizational outcomes through their voices.
This aligns with the social exchange theory, where employees who contribute positively to the
organization may be rewarded with opportunities for career advancement (Blau, 1964).
However, the lack of a significant relationship between voice behavior and career satisfaction or
organizational rewards growth may suggest that other factors, beyond voicing opinions, play
crucial roles in determining satisfaction and tangible rewards.

While voicing ideas may contribute to career progression, other factors such as work
environment, organizational culture, and interpersonal relationships may weigh more heavily in
shaping individuals' career satisfaction and perceived rewards. The discrepancy in the findings of
different studies regarding the predictive utility of voice raises questions about the contextual
factors that may moderate the utility of voice behavior relative to the outcome variables. This

offers a potentially valuable direction for future research.
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Job change negotiation was found to play a significant role in predicting career
satisfaction, organizational rewards growth, and hierarchical status. This finding aligns with a
prior study (Moturu & Lent, 2023), which also found that job change negotiation predicted
career satisfaction and organizational rewards growth. These results suggest that when
individuals engage in negotiation in the workplace, they are likely to encounter more
opportunities for career growth and experience higher overall career satisfaction. Self-promotion
was also predictive of career satisfaction and organizational rewards growth, but not hierarchical
status. Engaging in self-promotion may enhance visibility and recognition contributing to
satisfaction in one’s careers but it may not necessarily translate into increased tangible rewards
such as promotions in the workplace.

It is difficult to account for the variations in the predictive utility of the different
advocacy behaviors. Future research is needed to explore the replicability of these findings and
the methodological or conceptual basis for possible differences in the linkage of particular
advocacy behaviors to particular career outcomes.

Gender Differences and Similarities

Although there were significant differences in self-efficacy and negative outcome
expectations between men and women in the first sub-sample, the structural model did not fit the
data differentially by gender in the second sub-sample. This suggests that while men and women
may differ in certain social cognitive variables at the mean level, these differences are not
reflected in gender differences in the overall relationships between variables in the model. In
other words, the underlying structure of relationships between variables in the CSM model of
self-advocacy remains consistent across genders, despite variations in individual beliefs and

expectations.
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It should be noted that hierarchical status was the sole indicator of objective career
success in this study. However, existing research on gender differences in career outcomes
emphasizes variations in salary and leadership positions (Pew Report, 2022b; 2024). Future
studies should incorporate diverse measures of objective success to explore potential gender-
specific model variations. It might also be noted that the measurement model showed a
statistically significant difference in model fit by gender, though this difference did not meet the
criterion for practical significance. Therefore, the measurement model was not modified prior to

the test for structural model invariance.

Future Directions and Limitations

Several limitations of the study should be noted. First, | developed a new measure of self-
assertive outcome expectations to test the CSM model of self-advocacy. While it yielded a clear
2-factor structure in the exploratory factor analysis, four error covariances were added in the
confirmatory factor analysis in order for the 2-factor model to achieve adequate fit to the data.
Moreover, results involving a bifactor representation were somewhat ambiguous. Although the
positive and negative OE item sets yielded promising reliability (both internal consistency and
test-retest) and validity estimates, it will be important to further examine their psychometric
properties and to clarify their underlying dimensionality in independent samples.

Second, broad categories of advocacy behaviors were included in this study. While this
provided a useful window on the relationships between different predictors and behaviors, future
research could examine the predictive utility of self-assertive efficacy and SAOW relative to
more specific advocacy behaviors, for example, requesting disability supports and

accommodations, or speaking out against unfair conditions and discrimination.
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Third, attachment anxiety and avoidance were measured using the ECR-SF (Wei et al.,
2006) measure. Unfortunately, problems with factor structure resulted in the deletion of two
items in the avoidance subscale. Therefore, the results need to be interpreted with caution. Other
studies have also encountered some difficulty in replicating the factor structure of the ECR-SF.
For example, Petrowski et al. (2020) found that the ECR-SF scales yielded low reliability
coefficients (.54 and .73) and six items did not load on their respective factors. Lafontaine et al.
(2015) reported other problems with the factor structure. It may, therefore, be important to
further examine the structure of this measure in future research.

A fourth limitation involved including secure base support as the only contextual factor
predicting social cognitive variables, self-advocacy behaviors, and outcomes. While supervisor
secure base support is important and relevant, other contextual elements such as organizational
policies related to employee rights, feedback mechanisms, and career development opportunities
may also help to shape self-advocacy behaviors. The perception of psychological safety, where
individuals feel secure in expressing their opinions without fearing negative consequences, is
another crucial contextual variable. Additionally, workplace diversity initiatives and inclusivity
efforts may enable self-advocacy, particularly for individuals from underrepresented groups.
Researchers and practitioners might expand their consideration beyond individual factors and
account for the multifaceted contextual elements that can impact self-advocacy. Such an
approach might encourage a more inclusive understanding of the complexities influencing career
behaviors and outcomes (Blustein, Ali, & Flores, 2019).

Fifth, the examination of gender differences relied only on a binary conception of gender.
Aligning with the call by Fouad et al. (2023), there may be value in studying self-advocacy

within specific gender groups, particularly focusing on females and other marginalized gender
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groups, rather than solely focusing on gender differences. This approach would allow for a more
nuanced examination of the unique experiences and challenges faced by individuals within
specific gender categories, potentially fostering a better understanding of how self-advocacy
dynamics operate in diverse gender contexts.

Sixth, while the sample is representative of certain demographic categories within the US
population, such as gender and race, it poses challenges in generalizing the findings to specific
sub-groups that encounter unique challenges and barriers. For instance, individuals with multiple
marginalized identities may contend with intersectional discrimination, influencing their career
development. Therefore, it is important for future research to investigate the relationships
between the variables within these specific sub-populations. This approach will allow for a more
nuanced understanding of how self-advocacy dynamics unfold among groups facing distinct
challenges, contributing to a more comprehensive exploration of career development.

Seventh, future research might examine the tenability of fuller versions of the CSM
model. For example, organizational level, which was used as a control variable in the regression
analysis, might be conceptualized as a proxy for prior career success, which could function as a
source of self-efficacy and outcome expectations in social cognitive theory (Lent & Brown,
2013). Future studies might, therefore, build organizational level or other representations of
experiential learning sources into model testing.

Finally, the cross-sectional nature of this study precludes causal inferences regarding the
relations among the variables. Future longitudinal studies to test hypotheses about temporal
precedence are recommended. In addition, the study employed self-report measures, which may
inflate relationships between variables due to common method variance and social desirability.

The use of web-based surveys also raises concerns regarding generalizability because not all
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workers have internet access at home or are included within the recruitment platform used in this
study. There are also potential concerns about selection bias as participants who respond to the
survey might differ in terms of demographic and attitudinal variables from those who do not
respond. In future studies, it would be helpful to replicate the findings by recruiting participants
outside of research panels. For example, research partnerships might be sought with different
work organizations or community centers to further diversify research samples.
Summary

The new SAO-W scale, developed and validated in this study, appears to offer a useful,
though preliminary, means for capturing positive and negative outcome expectations associated
with advocacy. The inclusion of both types of outcome expectation responds to calls to
reconsider the traditional emphasis solely on positive outcome expectations within social
cognitive model research (Swanson & Gore, 2000). The study's findings also provide a useful
window on the different roles that attachment styles, secure base support, social cognitive
factors, and advocacy behaviors may jointly play in relation to three different career outcomes,
career satisfaction, organizational rewards growth, and hierarchical status. The findings offer
interesting directions for theory building (e.g., integration of social cognitive and attachment

theories), future research, and practical efforts to promote employees’ career advancement.
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Appendices

Appendix A

Screening Questions (Chandler et al., 2019)

Q1. Which of the following words is MOST related to "moody"?
O distant

O stable

O fantastic
O emotional

Q2. Which of the following words is MOST related to "distracted™?

O thoughtful

O unfocused

O generous

O beautiful

Q3. Which of the following words is MOST closely related to "persevere™?
O persist

O tame

O forgetful

O lucky

Q4. Which of the following words is MOST closely related to "sympathy"?
O compassion

O sociable

O truthful

O honest

Q5. Please enter the text exactly as it appears.
Captcha

Eligibility questions for the study
Q6. Are you between 21 — 55 years of age?

Q7. Are you currently employed by an organization full-time in the US?
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Appendix B

Informed Consent Form

Thank you for your interest in the workplace self-advocacy study!

This is a roughly 10-12-minute survey that will ask you to complete several brief scales that will
ask about your attitudes about advocating for yourself in the workplace. The results of this study

could be used to help employees like yourself in the future.

Below is a consent form that describes the study and asks for your consent to participate. Please
review the consent form below.

Project Title Workplace Experiences and Career Advancement Study
Purpose of the This research is being conducted by Bhanu Priya Moturu, MS, under the
Study supervision of Robert W. Lent, PhD, of the University of Maryland,

College Park. We are inviting you to participate in this research project
because you: (a) are between the ages of 21 and 55 years old, (b) are
employed full-time by an organization in the US (i.e., not self-employed),
and (c) living in the US.

The purpose of this research is to ask about U.S. employees’ beliefs about
workplace attitudes and behaviors they use to advance in their careers and
achieve career satisfaction.

Procedures This study is a two-part study conducted online via Qualtrics. The first
part consists of a roughly 10-12-minute survey that will have to be
completed now if you agree to participate. The second part of the study
will be a brief 3-5-minute survey that you will complete 3-4 weeks from
the time you completed the first part. Both surveys will ask you about
your career related attitudes and behaviors. For example, the survey will
ask you questions such as, “How much confidence do you have in your
ability to ask for help from your co-workers when you feel you could use
it?” and rate your agreement with statements such as, “My supervisor is
sympathetic and supportive when | am worried or upset about
something.” The survey will also ask you unidentifiable demographic
questions at the end of the survey.

Compensation As a result of your participation, you will be eligible for compensation up
to $2.50 for both parts. The survey will take approximately 10 minutes.
You may also be invited to participate in a brief (3-5-minute) follow-up
survey in 3-4 weeks. For the first, 10-min survey, you will be
compensated $1.50 through the Cloud Connect platform. If you are asked
to participate in the follow-up survey, the additional compensation will be
$1.00 for completing the survey. The compensation for each part of the
study will be paid separately.
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Potential Risks
and
Discomforts

The main risks of participating are potential reactions to the survey items.
Specifically, it is possible you may feel uncomfortable answering some of
the survey questions. You must answer all questions in order to
participate in the study. Also, some questions ask about sensitive
information (e.g., salary). Please remember that you can exit the survey at
any time if you do want to answer any questions.

Potential
Benefits

There are benefits to participating in the study. You may benefit from
reflecting on your own career development with your participation in this
research study. The results of the study may also help us understand more
about the factors that help workers advance in their careers, and to
support the development of interventions that will help employees,
employers, and human resource professionals grow in their careers.

Confidentiality

For the first part of the survey, you will not be asked to provide
information that may link your identity to your survey responses. For the
second part of the survey, you will be contacted by your participant IDs
that do not contain any identifying information. The survey will not
collect any identifiable information about you. We will do our best to
minimize any potential loss of confidentiality. The data will be collected
via the online Qualtrics® and stored on their online (cloud) platform,
which is only accessible only by members of the research team with a
password. Once the information is downloaded from the online
Qualtrics® platform, it will be stored in a password-protected computer
at the University of Maryland accessible only by members of the research
team. All reports of survey responses will be on all participants taken
together. This means that your specific responses will never be reported
individually. If we write a report or article about this research project,
your identity will be protected to the maximum extent possible. Your
information may be shared with representatives of the University of
Maryland, College Park or governmental authorities if you or someone
else is in danger or if we are required to do so by law.

Right to
Withdraw and
Questions

Your participation in this research is completely voluntary. You may
choose not to take part at all. If you decide to participate in this research,
you may stop participating at any time by closing your browser. If you
decide not to participate in this study or if you stop participating at any
time, you will not be penalized or lose any benefits to which you
otherwise qualify.

If you decide to stop taking part in the study, if you have questions,
concerns, or complaints, or if you need to report an injury related to the
research, please feel free to contact the investigator(s):

Bhanu Priya Moturu at bpmoturu@umd.edu
3214 Mail Room, Benjamin Building,

University of Maryland, College Park, MD 20742
(301) 405-2878

104




or

Dr. Robert W. Lent at boblent@umd.edu
3207 Benjamin Building, University of Maryland, College Park, MD
20742; (301) 405-2878

IRBNet number of this project: 1975486-1

Participant
Rights

If you have gquestions about your rights as a research participant or wish
to report a research-related injury, please contact:

University of Maryland College Park
Institutional Review Board Office
1204 Marie Mount Hall

College Park, Maryland, 20742

E-mail: irb@umd.edu
Telephone: 301-405-0678

This research has been reviewed according to the University of Maryland,
College Park IRB procedures for research involving human subjects.

For more information regarding participant rights, please
visit: https://research.umd.edu/research-resources/research-
compliance/institutional-review-board-irb/research-participants

Statement of
Consent

By selecting your choice below you are indicating your right to consent
or not consent electronically.

Selecting “Yes, I Consent” and clicking on the “Continue” button below
indicates that you are at least 21 years old and have read and understand
the terms of this study and thus voluntarily agree to participate.

If you do NOT wish to participate in this study, please select “No, I DO
NOT Consent” and click “Continue” to decline participation.

You may wish to save/print a copy of this form for your records.

____Yes, | consent to participate
___No, I do NOT consent to participate
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Appendix C
Self-Assertive Outcome Expectations at Work (SAO-W)
Instructions: Here is a list of things that could happen when people speak up for themselves at work, for

example, by asking for things they feel they deserve, like a promotion or fair treatment. Please indicate
how likely each of these things would be to happen for you.

Very unlikely Kind of Unsure Kind of likely | Very likely
to happen unlikely to happen
1 2 3 4 5

If you were to speak up for yourself at work (e.g., make reasonable requests for things you
feel you deserve or ask to be treated fairly), how likely would each of the following be to
happen...

Positive outcomes

I would get some or all of what | was asking (social)

My voice would be heard (social)

I would inspire my colleagues to speak up for themselves (social)
My request would be given fair consideration (social)

My work conditions will improve (social)

It would facilitate my career growth (social)

I would feel proud of myself (physical)

My supervisor’s respect for me would increase

It would benefit others in addition to myself

wWoNOOR~WNE

Negative outcomes

I would feel anxious (physical)

It would create tension between myself and my supervisor (social)
I would become unpopular with others at work (social)

I would be seen as too ambitious or demanding (social)

I would worry about losing my job (physical)

It would be a waste of my energy (self-evaluative)

I would feel upset (physical)

My needs will be minimized or downplayed by my supervisor
I would have more to lose than to gain

10 I would risk my current standing at work

11. It could wind up backfiring or causing retaliation against me

WoNOR~WN P
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Appendix D

Attachment Security: ECR-SF (Wei et al., 2007)

It helps to turn to others in times of need
| need a lot of reassurance that I am loved by others.

| want to get close to my others, but | keep pulling back.

1
2
3
4. T1find that my others don’t want to get as close as I would like.
5.
6
7
8
9

| turn to others for many things, including comfort and reassurance.
My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away.

| try to avoid getting too close to people
| do not often worry about being abandoned.

I usually discuss my problems and concerns with others.

10. | get frustrated if people are not available when | need them.

11. 1 am nervous when people get too close to me.

12. 1 worry that people won’t care about me as much as I care about them
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Appendix E

Negative Career Outlook (Rottinghaus et al., 2012)

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree

1 2 3 4 5

| doubt my career will turn out well in the future.
It is unlikely that good things will happen in my career.
| lack the energy to pursue my career goals.

M w0 b

Thinking about my career frustrates me.

Appendix F
Self-Assertive Efficacy at Work (SAE-W) (Moturu & Lent, 2023)

Please rate your level of confidence on a scale of 0 (no confidence at all) to 4 (complete
confidence) for all items.
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No Complete
confidence at confidence
all

0 1 2 3 4

“How much confidence do you have in your ability to ..."

S T oA

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

Ask for help with job tasks from your co- workers when you feel you could use it
Let a co-worker know if you feel they are treating you in an unfair or discriminatory way
Ask for a personal (e.g., health) leave when you feel you need one
Express your concerns about job assignments that you feel are unethical
Let your supervisor know if you are having difficulty with a work assignment
Speak up against discrimination or bias that you feel is directed toward you (e.g., based
on your age, appearance, gender, race, or religion)
Speak up if you feel you are being asked to work too many hours
Ask to leave early from work on occasion to take care of non-work issues
Request that your supervisor provide training to assist your professional development
Request resources (e.g., equipment) you need to do your job better
Ask for a pay raise
Nominate yourself for awards in your workplace
Negotiate for better benefits for yourself, apart from pay
Ask for a promotion that you want
Advocate for changes in company policies you feel are unfair to you
Point out your accomplishments to your supervisor
Volunteer for new projects that can benefit your career advancement.

Request a flexible work schedule from your supervisor
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Appendix G

Leader Secure Base Support (Wu & Parker, 2017)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly :\)//Ioderate Slightly ,Izl\glrt:ee;or Slightly | Moderate | Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree ly Agree |Agree

1. My supervisor is sympathetic and supportive when | am worried or upset about
something.

2. My supervisor gives me encouragement and support when | have a difficult and stressful
task or responsibility

3. My supervisor offers to provide advice or assistance when | need help with a difficult
task or problem.

4. My supervisor encourages me to live up to my potential.

5. My supervisor allows me to take a strong hand in setting my own performance goals.

6. When I tell my supervisor about something new that | would like to try, my supervisor
encourages me to do it.

7. My supervisor delegates to me the authority to make important decisions and implement
them without his/her prior approval

8. My supervisor encourages me to determine for myself the best way to carry out an
assignment or accomplish an objective

9. My supervisor encourages me to take the initiative to resolve problems on my own.
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Appendix H

Supervisory Support (Greenhaus et al., 1990)

Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements

Strongly Disagree to | Uncertain Agree to Strongly
Disagree some extent some extent | Agree
1 2 3 4 5

1. My supervisor takes the time to learn about my career goals and aspirations.
2. My supervisor cares about whether or not | achieve my career goals.

3.My supervisor keeps me informed about different career opportunities for me in
the organization.

4. My supervisor makes sure | get the credit when I accomplish something substantial
on the job.

5. My supervisor gives me helpful feedback about my performance.

6. My supervisor gives me helpful advice about improving my performance when |
need it.

7. My supervisor supports my attempts to acquire additional training or education to further my
career.

8. My supervisor provides assignments that give me the opportunity to develop and strengthen
new skKills.

9. My supervisor assigns me special projects that increase my visibility in the organization.
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Appendix |

Voice (LePine and VanDyne, 1998)

Please indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement
bychoosing from the following options

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly :\;Ioderate Slightly xglrt:ee:lor Slightly | Moderate | Strongl
Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree ly Agree |Agree

1. I develop and make recommendations to my supervisor concerning

issues thataffect my work.

2. | speak up and encourage others in my work unit to get involved in

issues thataffect our work.

3. | communicate my opinions about work issues to others in my work unit,
even iftheir opinions are different and they disagree with me.

4. | keep well informed about issues where my opinion might be useful to this
workgroup.

5. I get involved in issues that affect the quality of work life here in this group.

6. | speak up in this group with ideas for new projects or changes in procedures.
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Appendix J

Self-Promotion ((Bolino & Turnley, 1999)
Please indicate how frequently you use each of the strategies described below while at work.

(1) never behave this way, (2) very rarely behave this way, (3) occasionally behave this way, (4)

sometimes behave this way, and (5) often behave this way.

1. Talk proudly about your experience or education.
2. Make people aware of your talents or qualifications.
3. Let others know that you are valuable to the organization.

4. Make people aware of your accomplishments.
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Appendix K
Job change negotiation (Ashford and Black, 1996)

Rate the extent to which you engage in the following behavior ranging from 1- (to
noextent) to 5 (to a great extent).

To what extent do you...
1. Negotiate with others about your task assignments and role expectations?
2. Negotiate with others (e.g., supervisor, coworkers) about the demands
placedon you?

3. Negotiate with others (e.g., supervisor, coworkers) about desirable job changes?

Appendix L
Organizational rewards Growth (Weng and McElroy, 2012)

Please indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement
bychoosing from the following options
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Neither
Strongly agree nor Strongly
Disagree Disagree disagree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5

My promotion speed in the present organization is fast

. The probability of being promoted in my present organization is high

. Compared with previous organizations, my position in my present one is ideal
. Compared with my colleagues, | am being promoted faster
My salary is growing quickly in my present organization

In this organization, the possibility of my current salary being increased is

verylarge

. Compared with my colleagues, my salary has grown more quickly.
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Appendix M
Hierarchical status (Abele and Spurk, 2009)

Please think about your current work position and select if the following
statementsapply to you.

1. Do you have permission to delegate work — Yes, No

2. Do you have Project responsibility — Yes, No

3. Do you have an official leadership position — Yes, No
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Appendix N

Career Satisfaction (Greenhaus et al., 1990) — “subjective career success” perSiebert et
al. (1999)

Please indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement

bychoosing from the following options

1 2 3 4 5
Neither

Strongly |Moderately | Agree | Moderately | Strongly

Disagree |Disagree |nor Agree Agree
Disagree

1. I am satisfied with the success | have achieved in my career.

2. | am satisfied with the progress | have made towards meeting my overall
careergoals

3. | am satisfied with the progress | have made towards meeting my goals for income
4. | am satisfied with the progress | have made towards meeting my

goals foradvancement

5. | am satisfied with the progress | have made towards meeting my goals

for thedevelopment of new skills

Appendix O

Demographic Variables
1. Age: _

2. Gender
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Identity:

Man

Woman

Trans Male/ Trans Man

Trans Female/ Trans Woman
Genderqueer/ Gender NonConforming
Other:

3. Race/ethnicity

O Black or African American O Hispanic American or

Latino/aO White or European American O Asian/Pacific Islander-

American

O Native American O Multiracial

O Other (please specify):

4. Sexual Orientation

Heterosexual or Straight
Gay

Lesbian

Bisexual

Other (please specify):

5. Immigration Status

1st generation = | was born in another country and came to the U.S. as an adult

1.5 generation = I was born in another country and came to the U.S. as a child or
adolescent

2nd generation = | was born in the U.S., and at least one of my parents was born
in another country

3rd generation and beyond = My parents and | were all born in the U.S

6. Please indicate which option best describes the highest level of

education youhave attained: [drop-down menu]

O Less than high school
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O High school graduate (or equivalent)
O Some college (1-4 years, no degree)
O Associate’s degree (including occupational or academic degrees)
O Bachelor’s degree (BA, BS, AB, etc)
O Master’s degree (MA, MS, MENG, MSW, etc)
O Professional school degree (MD, DDC, JD, etc)\
O Doctorate degree (PhD, EdD, etc)
7. How many hours do you work on an average per week?
8. How many promotions did you receive in the past 3 years?
9. Please select the size of the firm you work at from the below options [drop-down menu]
o Small Size Firm (<100 employees)
o Medium Size Firm (100-999 employees)
o Large Firm (>1000 employees).
10. How many years have you been working in your current job?

e Lessthan 1year

o 1-2years
e 3-5years
e 6-10 years

e More than 10 years

11. Please indicate your current work status:
o Work-from-Home
o In-person
o Hybrid

o Other
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12. Please indicate which options best describes your current annual salary (

from all sources of your work): [drop-down]

13. Please indicate your current annual salary (Please enter your annual salary

as a numerical value, for example: $50,000 or 50,000 or 50000)

14. Please indicate your annual household income (i.e., your annual salary plus

income from any other sources)

[“16 Career Clusters” from the O*NET — present as a drop-down menu:]
15. Which of the following best describes your primary occupation or type of

work:O Agriculture, Food & Natural Resources
O Architecture & Construction

O Arts, Audio/Video Technology &
CommunicationsO Business, Management &
Administration

O Education &

TrainingO Finance

O Government & Public

AdministrationO Health Science

O Hospitality &
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16.

TourismO Human

Services

O Information Technology

O Law, Public Safety, Corrections &
SecurityO Manufacturing

O Marketing, Sales & Service

O Science, Technology, Engineering &
MathematicsO Transportation, Distribution &
Logistics

O Other: Please specify

Think of this ladder as representing where people stand in your organization. At the top
of the ladder are the people who are at the top of the organization (e.g., top leaders). At
the bottom are the people who are entry-level workers with lower pay and lower skill
requirements. The higher up you are on this ladder, the closer you are to the very top;
the lower you are, the closer you are to the people at the very bottom. Where would you
place yourself on this ladder?

Please use the slider and select where you think you stand at this time in your
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organization relative to other people in your organization.

17. How do you advocate for yourself in your workplace? That is, what are some ways you
stand up for yourself to try to achieve your career goals and receive fair
treatment?

18. For which of the following issues do you stand up for yourself at work? Please indicate
all that apply to you:

O Asking for salary increases

O Requesting promotions

O Asking for training or professional development opportunities

O Asking to do different work tasks

O Pointing out when you feel you are being treated unfairly

O Other: Please specify
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Appendix P

Demographic Variables

1. Are you still working the same full-time job as you were four weeks ago, without any
changes in your employment status?

e Yes
e No

2. If No, Please select the response that best describes your current employment status
e Working part-time for the same employer

e Working part-time for another employer
e Unemployed at the moment

e Other (Please specify:)
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