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Appendix P – Study 2 ethics approval 
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Appendix Q – Priming scenario for Study 2 

Take yourself back to the day when you were notified of your job loss. In the space below, 

please briefly describe ‘what happened,’ and what you thought and felt about it, as if you were 

telling this to a close friend. 
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Appendix R – Job Search Self-Efficacy Questionnaire 

 

 

  

1.
When I make plans about my job search actions, I am certain I can 

make them work.

2.
I feel that I am strong enough to overcome the dif ficulties in the job 

search process.

3. I feel that I can handle the situations that my job search will bring.

         A                              B                              C                              D                              E

   Strongly                  Disagree           Neither Disagree            Agree                    Strongly

   Disagree                                                 nor Agree                                                  Agree

C D B A E 

C D B A E 

C D B A E 

         A                              B                              C                              D                              E

4. Impressing interviewers during employment interviews.

5. Obtaining more than one good job of fer.

6. Being successful in your job search.

7.
Preparing a persuasive statement of why you should be considered for 

a job that will attract the interest of employers.

8. Finding out where job openings exist.

9. Preparing resumes that will get you job interviews.

   Not at all                                                Moderately                                                 T otally

   Confident                                               Confident                                                Confident

C D B A E 

C D B A E 

C D B A E 

C D B A E 

C D B A E 

C D B A E 
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Appendix S – Study 2 Sensitivity Analyses, Measurement Invariance 

Table A19 

Longitudinal Measurement Invariance Analysis of the WRI’s PC-A Facet 

 
χ2  χ2c χ2 df #fp CFI RMSEA Δχ2 Δχ2 df  ΔCFI  ΔRMSEA 

Configural 45.799* .618 15 39 .854 .176 (.119 - .236) -- --    --  -- 

Metric 37.195* .838 19 35 .914 .120 (.061 - .178) 1.723 4 .060 -.056 

Strong 44.189* .853 23 31 .900 .118 (.064 - .170) 7.062 4 -.014 -.002 

Strict 63.137* .890 29 25 .839 .134 (.088 - .179) 17.942* 6 -.061 .016 

Partial Strict 48.209* .955 28 26 .904 .105 (.051 - .153) 5.850 5 .005 -.013 

Factor variance/ 

covariance 48.870* .965 30 24 .911 .098 (.042 - .146) 1.014 2 .006 -.007 

Factor means 54.908* .972 32 22 .892 .104 (.054 - .150) 5.750 2 -.019 .006 

Note. n = 66. χ2c = scaling correction factor for χ2; df = degrees of freedom; #fp = number of parameters estimated in each 

model; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; Δχ2 = Satorra-Bentler scaled χ2 

difference statistic; Δχ2 df = degrees of freedom for Satorra-Bentler Δχ2; ΔCFI = change in CFI estimate from less restricted to 

more restricted models (i.e., change in CFI from configural invariance model to metric invariance model); ΔRMSEA = change 

in RMSEA estimate from less restricted to more restricted model. The partial strict invariance model is compared to the strong 

invariance model. The factor variance/covariance and factor mean invariance models are more restrictive models than the 

partial strict invariance model. * p < .05. 
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Table A20 

Longitudinal Measurement Invariance Analysis of the WRI’s PC-B Facet 

 
χ2   χ2c χ2 df #fp CFI RMSEA   Δχ2 Δχ2 df  ΔCFI  ΔRMSEA 

Configural 36.144* .915 15 39 .914 .146 (.086 - .208) -- --   -- -- 

Metric 35.754* .995 19 35 .932 .116 (.054 - .173) 1.938 4 .018 -.030 

Strong 37.025* .999 23 31 .943 .096 (.028 - .151) 1.382 4 .011 -.020 

Strict 39.575 1.174 29 25 .957 .074 (.000 - .128) 5.140 6 .014 -.022 

Factor variance/ 

covariance 40.444 1.149 31 23 .961 .068 (.000 - .121) .012 2 .005 -.006 

Factor means 41.500 1.132 33 21 .965 .062 (.000 - .116) .574 2 .004 -.006 

Note. n = 66. χ2c = scaling correction factor for χ2; df = degrees of freedom; #fp = number of parameters estimated in each 

model; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; Δχ2 = Satorra-Bentler scaled χ2 

difference statistic; Δχ2 df = degrees of freedom for Satorra-Bentler Δχ2; ΔCFI = change in CFI estimate from less restricted to 

more restricted models (i.e., change in CFI from configural invariance model to metric invariance model); ΔRMSEA = change 

in RMSEA estimate from less restricted to more restricted model. * p < .05. 
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Table A21 

Longitudinal Measurement Invariance Analysis of the WRI’s PC-C Facet 

 
χ2   χ2c χ2 df #fp CFI RMSEA   Δχ2 Δχ2 df  ΔCFI  ΔRMSEA 

Configural 11.426 .956 15 39 1.000 .000 (.000 - .088) -- --    -- -- 

Metric 16.231 .935 19 35 1.000 .000 (.000 - .091) 4.969 4 .000 .000 

Strong 18.376 .941 23 31 1.000 .000 (.000 - .075) 2.185 4 .000 .000 

Strict 22.013 1.042 29 25 1.000 .000 (.000 - .059) 3.950 6 .000 .000 

Factor variance/ 

covariance 23.661 1.016 31 23 1.000 .000 (.000 - .058) 1.725 2 .000 .000 

Factor means 25.545 1.024 33 21 1.000 .000 (.000 - .057) 1.847 2 .000 .000 

Note. n = 66. χ2c = scaling correction factor for χ2; df = degrees of freedom; #fp = number of parameters estimated in each 

model; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; Δχ2 = Satorra-Bentler scaled χ2 

difference statistic; Δχ2 df = degrees of freedom for Satorra-Bentler Δχ2; ΔCFI = change in CFI estimate from less restricted to 

more restricted models (i.e., change in CFI from configural invariance model to metric invariance model); ΔRMSEA = change 

in RMSEA estimate from less restricted to more restricted model. * p < .05. 
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Table A22 

Longitudinal Measurement Invariance Analysis of the WRI’s OSR Facet 

 
χ2   χ2c χ2 df #fp CFI RMSEA Δχ2 Δχ2 df  ΔCFI  ΔRMSEA 

Configural 48.475* .904 15 39 .940 .184 (.128 - .243) -- --   -- -- 

Metric 54.531* .924 19 35 .936 .168 (.117 - .222) 6.572 4 -.004 -.016 

Strong 56.464* .909 23 31 .940 .148 (.100 - .198) 1.132 4 .004 -.020 

Strict 64.937* 1.119 29 25 .935 .137 (.092 - .182) 11.090 6 -.004 -.011 

Factor variance/ 

covariance 67.928* 1.101 31 23 .933 .134 (.091 - .178) 2.546 2 -.002 -.003 

Factor means 69.267* 1.096 33 21 .935 .129 (.086 - .172) 1.092 2 .001 -.005 

Note. n = 66. χ2c = scaling correction factor for χ2; df = degrees of freedom; #fp = number of parameters estimated in each 

model; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; Δχ2 = Satorra-Bentler scaled χ2 

difference statistic; Δχ2 df = degrees of freedom for Satorra-Bentler Δχ2; ΔCFI = change in CFI estimate from less restricted to 

more restricted models (i.e., change in CFI from configural invariance model to metric invariance model); ΔRMSEA = change 

in RMSEA estimate from less restricted to more restricted model. The partial metric invariance model is compared to the 

configural invariance model. The strong, strict, factor variance/covariance, and factor mean invariance models are more 

restrictive models than the partial metric invariance model. * p < .05. 
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Table A23 

Longitudinal Measurement Invariance Analysis of the WRI’s IR Facet 

 
χ2   χ2c χ2 df #fp CFI RMSEA     Δχ2 Δχ2 df  ΔCFI  ΔRMSEA 

Configural 16.328 1.119 15 39 .997 .037 (.000 - .125) -- --    -- -- 

Metric 21.286 1.040 19 35 .994 .043 (.000 - .119) 5.201 4 -.002 .006 

Strong 26.287 1.053 23 31 .992 .047 (.000 - .115) 4.972 4 -.003 .004 

Strict 36.552 1.089 29 25 .981 .063 (.000 - .119) 9.883 6 -.011 .016 

Factor variance/ 

covariance 38.698 1.072 31 23 .980 .061 (.000 - .116) 2.034 2 .000 -.002 

Factor means 48.334* 1.038 33 21 .961 .084 (.017 - .132) 16.958* 2 -.019 .023 

Note. n = 66. χ2c = scaling correction factor for χ2; df = degrees of freedom; #fp = number of parameters estimated in each 

model; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; Δχ2 = Satorra-Bentler scaled χ2 

difference statistic; Δχ2 df = degrees of freedom for Satorra-Bentler Δχ2; ΔCFI = change in CFI estimate from less restricted to 

more restricted models (i.e., change in CFI from configural invariance model to metric invariance model); ΔRMSEA = change 

in RMSEA estimate from less restricted to more restricted model. * p < .05. 
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Table A24 

Longitudinal Measurement Invariance Analysis of the WRI’s SRP-A Facet 

 
χ2   χ2c χ2 df #fp CFI RMSEA   Δχ2 Δχ2 df  ΔCFI  ΔRMSEA 

Configural 16.677 .886 15 39 .992 .041 (.000 - .127) -- --    -- -- 

Metric 16.473 .911 19 35 1.000 .000 (.000 - .092) .227 4 .008 -.041 

Strong 19.742 .908 23 31 1.000 .000 (.000 - .084) 3.266 4 .000 .000 

Strict 21.881 1.019 29 25 1.000 .000 (.000 - .058) 3.023 6 .000 .000 

Factor variance/ 

covariance 22.008 1.049 31 23 1.000 .000 (.000 - .046) .533 2 .000 .000 

Factor means 34.667 1.032 33 21 .992 .028 (.000 - .096) 16.515* 2 -.008 .028 

Note. n = 66. χ2c = scaling correction factor for χ2; df = degrees of freedom; #fp = number of parameters estimated in each 

model; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; Δχ2 = Satorra-Bentler scaled χ2 

difference statistic; Δχ2 df = degrees of freedom for Satorra-Bentler Δχ2; ΔCFI = change in CFI estimate from less restricted to 

more restricted models (i.e., change in CFI from configural invariance model to metric invariance model); ΔRMSEA = change 

in RMSEA estimate from less restricted to more restricted model. * p < .05. 
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Table A25 

Longitudinal Measurement Invariance Analysis of the WRI’s SRP-B Facet 

 
χ2   χ2c χ2 df #fp CFI RMSEA    Δχ2 Δχ2 df  ΔCFI  ΔRMSEA 

Configural 40.109* .842 15 39 .909 .159 (.101 - .220) -- --    -- -- 

Metric 46.941* .896 19 35 .898 .149 (.096 - .204) 7.549 4 .010 -.010 

Strong 50.272* .907 23 31 .901 .134 (.083 - .185) 3.666 4 -.002 -.015 

Strict 64.778* .943 29 25 .870 .137 (.092 - .182) 14.325* 6 .031 .003 

Partial Strict 48.539* .985 28 26 .925 .105 (.052 - .154) 1.649 5 -.025 -.029 

Factor variance/ 

covariance 48.787* .994 30 24 .932 .097 (.042 - .146)  .614 2 -.006 -.008 

Factor means 50.333* .989 32 22 .933 .093 (.037 - .140) 1.424 2 -.002 -.004 

Note. n = 66. χ2c = scaling correction factor for χ2; df = degrees of freedom; #fp = number of parameters estimated in each 

model; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; Δχ2 = Satorra-Bentler scaled χ2 

difference statistic; Δχ2 df = degrees of freedom for Satorra-Bentler Δχ2; ΔCFI = change in CFI estimate from less restricted to 

more restricted models (i.e., change in CFI from configural invariance model to metric invariance model); ΔRMSEA = change 

in RMSEA estimate from less restricted to more restricted model. * p < .05. 
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Table A26 

Longitudinal Measurement Invariance Analysis of the WRI’s SRP-C Facet 

 
χ2  χ2c χ2 df #fp CFI RMSEA Δχ2 Δχ2 df  ΔCFI  ΔRMSEA 

Configural 11.837 1.209 15 39 1.000 .000 (.000 - .092) -- --    -- -- 

Metric 17.244 1.151 19 35 1.000 .000 (.000 - .097) 5.925 4 .000 .000 

Strong 21.226 1.136 23 31 1.000 .000 (.000 - .092) 4.005 4 .000 .000 

Strict 31.698 1.040 29 25 .989 .038 (.000 - .104) 13.206* 6 .011 .038 

Partial Strict 25.044 1.083 28 26 1.000 .000 (.000 - .082) 3.583 5 .000 .000 

Factor variance/ 

covariance 25.635 1.060 30 24 1.000 .000 (.000 - .074) .088 2 .000 .000 

Factor means 33.472 1.043 32 22 .994 .026 (.000 - .096) 9.866 2 .006 .026 

Note. n = 66. χ2c = scaling correction factor for χ2; df = degrees of freedom; #fp = number of parameters estimated in each 

model; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; Δχ2 = Satorra-Bentler scaled χ2 

difference statistic; Δχ2 df = degrees of freedom for Satorra-Bentler Δχ2; ΔCFI = change in CFI estimate from less restricted to 

more restricted models (i.e., change in CFI from configural invariance model to metric invariance model); ΔRMSEA = change 

in RMSEA estimate from less restricted to more restricted model. The partial strict invariance model is compared to the strong 

invariance model. The factor variance/covariance and factor mean invariance models are more restrictive models than the 

partial strict invariance model. * p < .05. 
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Table A27 

Longitudinal Measurement Invariance Analysis of PsyCap 

 
χ2  χ2c χ2 df #fp CFI RMSEA Δχ2 Δχ2 df  ΔCFI  ΔRMSEA 

Configural 50.723 .899 39 51 .964 .067 (.000 - .115) -- --    -- -- 

Metric 55.193 .902 45 45 .969 .059 (.000 - .106) 4.527 6 .005 -.008 

Strong 62.915 .940 51 39 .963 .059 (.000 - .104) 7.637 6 -.005 .000 

Strict 82.811* .923 59 31 .927 .078 (.031 - .115) 21.212* 8 -.037 .019 

Partial Strict 76.024 .938 58 32 .945 .069 (.000 - .108) 13.183 7 -.019 .010 

Factor variance/ 

covariance 80.144* .925 60 30 .938 .071 (.014 - .110) 5.138 2 -.007 .002 

Factor means 84.312* .927 62 28 .931 .074 (.023 - .111) 4.056 2 -.007 .003 

Note. n = 66. χ2c = scaling correction factor for χ2; df = degrees of freedom; #fp = number of parameters estimated in each 

model; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; Δχ2 = Satorra-Bentler scaled χ2 

difference statistic; Δχ2 df = degrees of freedom for Satorra-Bentler Δχ2; ΔCFI = change in CFI estimate from less restricted to 

more restricted models (i.e., change in CFI from configural invariance model to metric invariance model); ΔRMSEA = change 

in RMSEA estimate from less restricted to more restricted model. The partial strict invariance model is compared to the strong 

invariance model. The factor variance/covariance and factor mean invariance models are more restrictive models than the 

partial strict invariance model. * p < .05. 
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Table A28 

Longitudinal Measurement Invariance Analysis of PWB 

 
χ2  χ2c χ2 df #fp CFI RMSEA Δχ2 Δχ2 df  ΔCFI  ΔRMSEA 

Configural 27.469* .899 15 39 .967 .112 (.039 - .178) -- --    -- -- 

Metric 33.207* .928 19 35 .962 .106 (.040 - .165) 5.908 4 -.005 -.006 

Strong 35.111 .972 23 31 .968 .089 (.000 - .146) 2.796 4 .006 -.017 

Strict 49.938* .967 29 25 .944 .105 (.052 - .153) 14.932* 6 -.024 .016 

Partial Strict 41.828* .961 28 26 .963 .087 (.013 - .138) 6.666 5 -.005 -.002 

Factor variance/ 

covariance 43.356 .934 30 24 .964 .082 (.000 - .133) .554 2 .001 -.005 

Factor means 49.869* .924 32 22 .952 .092 (.035 - .139) 7.207* 2 -.012 .010 

Note. n = 66. χ2c = scaling correction factor for χ2; df = degrees of freedom; #fp = number of parameters estimated in each 

model; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; Δχ2 = Satorra-Bentler scaled χ2 

difference statistic; Δχ2 df = degrees of freedom for Satorra-Bentler Δχ2; ΔCFI = change in CFI estimate from less restricted to 

more restricted models (i.e., change in CFI from configural invariance model to metric invariance model); ΔRMSEA = change 

in RMSEA estimate from less restricted to more restricted model. The partial strict invariance model is compared to the strong 

invariance model. The factor variance/covariance and factor mean invariance models are more restrictive models than the 

partial strict invariance model. * p < .05. 
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Table A29 

Longitudinal Measurement Invariance Analysis of JSSE 

 
χ2  χ2c χ2 df #fp CFI RMSEA Δχ2 Δχ2 df  ΔCFI  ΔRMSEA 

Configural 30.084* .799 15 39 .961 .123 (.057 - .187) -- --    -- -- 

Metric 33.385* .883 19 35 .963 .107 (.041 - .166) 4.542 4 .002 -.016 

Strong 38.818* .852 23 31 .959 .102 (.040 - .156) 5.104 4 -.004 -.005 

Strict 39.477 .908 29 25 .973 .074 (.000 - .127) 2.464 6 .014 -.028 

Factor variance/ 

covariance 38.146 .943 31 23 .981 .059 (.000 - .115) .077 2 .009 -.015 

Factor means 42.113 .951 33 21 .976 .065 (.000 - .117) 3.784 2 -.005 .006 

Note. n = 66. χ2c = scaling correction factor for χ2; df = degrees of freedom; #fp = number of parameters estimated in each 

model; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; Δχ2 = Satorra-Bentler scaled χ2 

difference statistic; Δχ2 df = degrees of freedom for Satorra-Bentler Δχ2; ΔCFI = change in CFI estimate from less restricted to 

more restricted models (i.e., change in CFI from configural invariance model to metric invariance model); ΔRMSEA = change 

in RMSEA estimate from less restricted to more restricted model. * p < .05. 
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Appendix T – Study 2 Sensitivity Analyses, Hierarchical Multiple Regression 

Table A30 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Results for Time 1 → 

Time 2 PWB on Time 1 → Time 2 WRI and PsyCap 

Predictors, Reduced Sample 

 
Step 1 Bs Step 2 Bs 

PC-A -.153 -.152 

PC-B .295* .324** 

PC-C -.225 -.192 

IR -.131 -.154 

OSR -.320** -.290* 

SRP-A -.036 -.017 

SRP-B .009 -.034 

SRP-C .184 .232 

PsyCap  -.186 

R2 .341** (.249) .368** (.266) 

ΔR2 .026 (.017) 

Note. n = 66. Values in parentheses are adjusted R2 

estimates. Table presents standardized regression 

coefficients. * p < .05, ** p < .01. 
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Table A31 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Results for Time 2 → 

Time 3 PWB on Time 1 → Time 2 WRI and PsyCap 

Predictors, Reduced Sample 

 
Step 1 Bs Step 2 Bs 

PC-A .277* .277* 

PC-B -.134 -.130 

PC-C -.087 -.083 

IR .256 .253 

OSR .005 .009 

SRP-A -.039 -.037 

SRP-B .298* .293* 

SRP-C .251 .257 

PsyCap  -.025 

R2 .211 (.100) .211* (.084) 

ΔR2 .000 (-.016) 

Note. n = 66. Values in parentheses are adjusted R2 

estimates. Table presents standardized regression 

coefficients. * p < .05, ** p < .01. 
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Table A32 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Results for Time 2 → 

Time 3 PWB on Time 2 → Time 3 WRI and PsyCap 

Predictors, Reduced Sample 

 
 Step 1 Bs Step 2 Bs 

PC-A -.425** -.361** 

PC-B .038 .017 

PC-C .062 .055 

IR -.415** -.383** 

OSR -.091 -.075 

SRP-A .031 -.047 

SRP-B -.362** -.283* 

SRP-C .046 -.010 

PsyCap  .230* 

R2 .458** (.382) .495** (.413) 

ΔR2 .037* (.031) 

Note. n = 66. Values in parentheses are adjusted R2 

estimates. Table presents standardized regression 

coefficients. * p < .05, ** p < .01. 
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Table A33 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Results for Time 1 → 

Time 2 JSSE on Time 1 → Time 2 WRI and PsyCap 

Predictors, Reduced Sample 

 
Step 1 Bs Step 2 Bs 

PC-A -.084 -.085 

PC-B .292* .282* 

PC-C .116 .104 

IR -.097 -.089 

OSR -.062 -.073 

SRP-A -.001 -.008 

SRP-B .141 .156 

SRP-C .052 .035 

PsyCap  .066 

R2 .197 (.084) .200 (-.013) 

ΔR2 .003 (.002) 

Note. n = 66. Values in parentheses are adjusted R2 

estimates. Table presents standardized regression 

coefficients. * p < .05, ** p < .01. 
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Table A34 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Results for Time 2 → 

Time 3 JSSE on Time 1 → Time 2 WRI and PsyCap 

Predictors, Reduced Sample 

 
Step 1 Bs Step 2 Bs 

PC-A .136 .137 

PC-B -.052 -.041 

PC-C .036 .048 

IR .012 .003 

OSR .075 .086 

SRP-A -.078 -.071 

SRP-B -.146 -.162 

SRP-C .200 .218 

PsyCap  -.071 

R2 .067 (-.064) .071 (-.078) 

ΔR2 .004 (-.014) 

Note. n = 66. Values in parentheses are adjusted R2 

estimates. Table presents standardized regression 

coefficients. * p < .05, ** p < .01. 
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Table A35 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Results for Time 2 → 

Time 3 JSSE on Time 2 → Time 3 WRI and PsyCap 

Predictors, Reduced Sample 

 
Step 1 Bs Step 2 Bs 

PC-A -.142 -.108 

PC-B .141 .130 

PC-C .025 .022 

IR -.152 -.135 

OSR -.277* -.269* 

SRP-A .181 .140 

SRP-B -.056  -.014 

SRP-C .146 .116 

PsyCap  .123 

R2 .197 (.084) .207 (.080) 

ΔR2 .011 (-.004) 

Note. n = 66. Values in parentheses are adjusted R2 

estimates. Table presents standardized regression 

coefficients. * p < .05, ** p < .01. 
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Appendix U – Study 2 Drop-out Effects 

 Table A36 

Logistic Regression: Stayers versus Leavers 

 b SE OR 

Constant -.152 6.845 .859 

Sex -.113 .698 .893 

Age -.050 .051 .951 

Education -.445** .165 .641 

Organizational level 1.140 .650 3.128 

Functional area -.027 .129 .973 

Tenure .000 .009 1.000 

PC-A -.753 .678 .471 

PC-B -.169 1.009 .844 

PC-C .856 .662 2.353 

OSR -1.298** .499 .273 

IR .162 .474 1.176 

SRP-A 1.189 .700 3.285 

SRP-B -1.110 .834 .330 

SRP-C .183 .780 1.201 

PsyCap 2.188 1.609 8.914 

PWB -1.026 1.313 .359 

JSSE -.040 .626 .961 

Nagelkerke R2 .430   

Cox & Snell R2 .305   

-2LL 76.096   

𝜒2 (df) 31.676* (17)   

Note. OR = odds ratios. * p < .05, ** p < .01. 
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Table A37 

T-tests: Stayers versus Leavers 

 Stayer Leaver t(109) 

Sex 1.406 (.499) 1.481 (.503) .704 

Age 52.226 (8.413) 53.414 (7.031) .737 

Education 5.563 (2.199) 5.923 (2.266) .764 

Organization level 3.594 (.875) 3.154 (1.14) -1.957 

Functional area 3.125 (2.791) 2.872 (2.669) -.446 

Tenure 41.839 (36.046) 43.881 (43.931) .230 

PC-A 3.692 (.573) 3.783 (.651) .679 

PC-B 4.428 (.447) 4.388 (.468) -.408 

PC-C 4.024 (.511) 3.843 (.630) -1.423 

OSR 4.008 (.991) 4.315 (.709) 1.814 

IR 2.478 (.833) 2.476 (.881) -.014 

SRP-A 3.761 (.555) 3.645 (.609) -.921 

SRP-B 3.495 (.559) 3.572 (.524) .678 

SRP-C 3.666 (.618) 3.521 (.664) -1.047 

PsyCap 4.112 (.416) 4.040 (.359) -.880 

PWB 3.744 (.434) 3.783 (.355) .469 

JSSE 3.904 (.687) 3.843 (.646) -.418 

Note. Standard deviations in parentheses. * p < .05. 
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Table A38 

Differences in Variances: Whole Sample versus Stayers 

 Whole Sample Stayer za 

Sex .251 .249 -.026 

Age 55.648 7.781 1.088 

Education 5.031 4.835 -.156 

Organizational level 1.177 .765 -1.399 

Functional area 7.263 7.790 .290 

Tenure 1739.496 1299.340 -1.012 

PC-A .395 .328 -.680 

PC-B .211 .199 -.227 

PC-C .362 .262 -1.112 

OSR .651 .983 2.042* 

IR .745 .694 -.274 

SRP-A .352 .308 -.505 

SRP-B .284 .312 .393 

SRP-C .424 .383 -.393 

PsyCap .141 .173 .893 

PWB .143 .188 1.259 

JSSE .430 .472 .391 

Note. nWhole Sample = 111, nStayer = 33. * p < .05. a two-tailed z-test as detailed in 

Goodman & Blum (1996), critical z = |1.960|. 
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Table A39 

Results of Regression Analyses: Psychological Well-Being  

 Whole Sample Stayers 

ta  b SE b SE 

Sex .088 .069 -.039 .172  

Age -.005 .005 -.011 .009  

Education -.008 .015 .050 .026  

Organizational level -.035 .041 -.151 .147  

Functional area -.015 .012 .005 .025  

Tenure .000 .001 .005* .002 -.009 (p = .993) 

PC-A -.006 .064 -.031 .109  

PC-B .080 .097 -.021 .240  

PC-C .076 .062 -.419* .154 .943 (p = .347) 

OSR .156* .044 .016 .070 .266 (p = .790) 

IR .036 .048 .006 .056  

SRP-A -.108 .061 -.279* .123 .325 (p = .746) 

SRP-B .050 .077 -.039 .163  

SRP-C .098 .079 .357* .143 -.494 (p = .622) 

PsyCap .188 .146 .434 .213  

JSSE .185* .061 .321 .171 -.261 (p = .794) 

F 6.082   8.960   

R2 .582*  .635*   

Adjusted R2 .486  .530   

Note. Table presents unstandardized coefficients. nWhole Sample = 111, nStayer = 33. * p 

< .05. a Two-tailed t-tests are shown for the difference between coefficients that were 

found to be significant in the Whole Sample, but not in the Stayers, and vice versa. 
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Appendix V – Study 2 Longitudinal Confirmatory Factor Analyses 

Psychological Well-being. Table A13 documents the results of the MI tests of the PWB 

measure used in this study. As with the LCFA analyses of the PWB measure conducted in Study 

1, the configural invariance model appeared to the data reasonably well, exhibiting 𝜒2(15) = 

27.161, p = .028, and CFI and RMSEA estimates of .970 and .089 (90% CI = .029 - .141), 

respectively. Adding the equality constraints across the PWB’s parcels across all three 

timepoints resulted in a non-significant Δ𝜒2(4) = 8.693, p = .069. Thus, suggesting that the 

parcel’s factor loadings are equivalent across timepoints. Next, adding the equality constraints 

across all three timepoints respective parcel means similarly resulted in a non-significant 

decrease in model-data correspondence, Δ𝜒2(4) = 2.759, p = .599. Therefore, the PWB item 

parcels displayed similar means over time. 

Building upon the equality constraints on the means of the PWB parcels in the previous 

scalar invariance stage, the next step was to add equality constraints over respective parcel 

residual variances. Imposing all six constraints, in contrast to all of the other invariance analyses 

conducted so far in Study 1 or 2 resulted in a change in model fit that was unacceptably large. In 

particular, according to the Δ𝜒2 test model fit of this strict invariance model was significantly 

worse than that of the scalar invariance model, Δ𝜒2(6) = 13.778, p = .032. Thus, it became 

necessary to investigate the partial MI of the PWB measure by relaxing one the residual variance 

constraints imposed. I consulted the modification indices and also the residual variance estimates 

from the scalar invariance model to determine which constraint(s) were likely to be causing this 

misfit. I determined that a residual variance for one of the item parcels at Time 2 was 

substantially smaller than at Time 1 or Time 3. Thus, relaxing this equality constraint allowed 

me to estimate a partial strict invariance model in which all but one of the residual variances was  
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Table A40 

Longitudinal Measurement Invariance Analysis of PWB 

 
χ2  χ2c χ2 df #fp CFI RMSEA Δχ2 Δχ2 df  ΔCFI  ΔRMSEA 

Configural 27.161* .914 15 39 .970 .089 (.029 - .141) -- --    -- -- 

Metric 35.985** .937 19 35 .958 .093 (.044 - .139) *8.693 4 -.012 .004 

Strong 38.219* .959 23 31 .962 .080 (.029 - .124) *2.759 4 .004 -.013 

Strict 51.999** .959 29 25 .943 .088 (.047 - .126) 13.778* 6 -.019 .008 

Partial Strict 44.904* .958 28 26 .958 .077 (.029 - .117) *6.676 5 -.004 -.003 

Factor variance/ 

covariance 
48.022* .923 30 24 .955 .076 (.031 - .115) *3.017 2 -.003 -.001 

Factor means 55.364** .917 32 22 .942 .084 (.045 - .121) *7.776* 2 -.013 .008 

Note. n = 111. χ2c = scaling correction factor for χ2; df = degrees of freedom; #fp = number of parameters estimated in each 

model; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; Δχ2 = Satorra-Bentler scaled χ2 

difference statistic; Δχ2 df = degrees of freedom for Satorra-Bentler Δχ2; ΔCFI = change in CFI estimate from less restricted to 

more restricted models (i.e., change in CFI from configural invariance model to metric invariance model); ΔRMSEA = change 

in RMSEA estimate from less restricted to more restricted model. The partial strict invariance model is compared to the strong 

invariance model. The factor variance/covariance and factor mean invariance models are more restrictive models than the 

partial strict invariance model. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 
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