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The purpose of this study was to examine behavioral self-management as a form
of newcomer proactive socialization behavior. A longitudinal field study was con-
ducted with a sample of 153 entry-level professionals who completed questionnaires
during their first month of entry and 6 months after entry. The results indicated that
self-management behavior was related to newcomers general anxiety and stress at
entry, and to internal motivation, ability to cope, and task-specific anxiety 6 months
later. In addition, anxiety and stress at entry were found to mediate the relationships
between self-management and ability to cope and task-specific anxiety. The research
and practical implications of these findings are discussed. It is recommended that
future research integrate the self-management and information seeking perspectives
to provide a more complete theory of proactive sociaization. © 1996 Academic Press, Inc.

As newcomers enter organizations they face the difficult task of learning
the attitudes and behaviors that are necessary to perform new tasks and roles
(Louis, 1980; Miller & Jablin, 1991). Thistransition period has been described
as stressful for many newcomers (Katz, 1985; Nelson, 1987). Newcomers
experience a ‘‘reality shock’ as they encounter organizational life and begin
to ‘‘learn the ropes’ (Wanous, 1992). The uncertainty a newcomer feels
about being able to cope with organization demands and the ambiguity con-
cerning his or her role can aso lead to stress and tension (Fisher, 1985). In
fact, according to Wanous (1992), newcomers experience more stress right
after entry than either before or after they have gained some experience, and
this can result in undesirable consegquences for individuals and organizations
(Nelson, Quick, & Eakin, 1988; Wanous, 1992). Thus, it is important that
the anxiety and stress that can accompany the socialization process be mini-
mized so that newcomers can effectively learn the requisite attitudes and
behaviors necessary to perform their roles and function in their organization.
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Dallas, Texas. Address reprint requests to Alan M. Saks, Faculty of Commerce and Administra-
tion, Department of Management, Corcordia University, 1455 de Maisonneuve Blvd. W., Mon-
treal, Quebec H3G 1M8, Canada.
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Wanous (1992) has argued that the orientation period should be devoted
to helping newcomers cope with ‘‘entry stress.”’ Several studiesin the social-
ization literature have in fact demonstrated that organizations can ease new-
comers' transition and assist them in their socialization through a variety of
practices. For example, Louis, Posner, and Powell (1983) found that interac-
tions with peers, supervisors, and senior co-workers were among the most
important socialization practices and were positively related to newcomers
job attitudes. Jones (1986) found that socialization tactics were related to
personal and role outcomes. In particular, he found that individualized social-
ization tactics, which encourage newcomers to question the status quo and
develop their own approach to their roles, were related to an innovative role
orientation and to higher level s of role conflict and ambiguity. Institutionalized
socialization tactics, which encourage newcomers to passively accept preset
roles and the status-quo, were related to a custodial role orientation and to
higher job satisfaction and commitment and lower intentions to quit. Jones
argued that these results support the hypothesis that institutionalized socializa-
tion tactics lower newcomers' uncertainty and reduce anxiety.

Thus, there is evidence that organizations can, through the use of various
socidization programs, influence newcomers personal and role outcomes.
While these programs and their outcomes can benefit newcomers and organi-
zations, they reflect a traditional and limited approach to socialization since
newcomers are treated as passive or reactive during the socialization process
(Morrison, 1993a). As Morrison (19934a) notes, ‘ ‘ they focus on what organi za-
tions do to newcomers, and on how newcomers respond, without addressing
ways in which newcomers may take a proactive role’’ (p.557).

In response to the traditional approach to socialization, socialization re-
search has begun to adopt a perspective that views newcomersas‘‘ proactive'’
agents in their own socidization (Miller & Jablin, 1991; Morrison, 1993a).
According to Miller and Jablin (1991), newcomers can reduce uncertainty in
their work environments through their own proactive efforts. To date, the
emphasis on proactive socialization has been on information seeking and
acquisition. For example, Morrison (1993ab) found that the frequency of
information seeking was related to task mastery, role clarity, and social inte-
gration, as well as socialization outcomes such as satisfaction, performance,
and intentions to leave. Ostroff and Kozlowski (1992) found that newcomers
acquisition of important information was related to their knowledge of differ-
ent contextual domains, and both information and knowledge were related to
higher satisfaction, commitment, and adjustment, and lower turnover inten-
tions and stress.

In addition to information seeking, other forms of proactive behavior might
also be useful for newcomers during their socialization. For example, new-
comers who are proactive and adept at managing and structuring their early
work experiences might experience more successful adjustment. The purpose
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of this study was to investigate behavioral self-management as a form of
newcomer proactive socialization behavior. We argue that newcomers who
are active in self-managing their behavior will report lower levels of anxiety
and stress during their first month of entry and more positive work adjustment
after 6 months of work experience.

BEHAVIORAL SELF-MANAGEMENT

In recent years a number of writers have suggested that various approaches
and theories of self-regulation can add a more proactive approach to organiza-
tional behavior (Aldag, Brief, & Kolenko, 1983; Brief & Aldag, 1981, Brief &
Hollenbeck, 1985). Although various terms have been used to describe self-
regulatory processes—such as self-management, self-leadership, and self-
reinforcement—in the organizational literature self-management or behav-
ioral self-management (BSM) has become the preferred term and the one
used in this paper (Frayne & Latham, 1987; Gist, Stevens, & Bavetta, 1991;
Latham & Frayne, 1989; Luthans & Davis, 1979; Manz, 1986; Stevens,
Bavetta, & Gist, 1993; Tsui & Ashford, 1994).

Luthans and Davis (1979) were among the first to discuss the applications
of BSM in the organizational literature. They defined BSM as the *‘ deliberate
regulation of stimulus cues, covert processes, and response consequences to
achieve personally identified behavioral outcomes’” (p.43). Manz and Snyder
(1983) have described self-management as * ‘ the influence we exert over our-
selves to help us achieve the self-motivation and self-direction we need to
behave in desirable ways’ (p.69). Within an organizational context, BSM
involves a series of behaviors which enables one to structure and motivate
their own work behavior by setting goals, practicing new and desired behav-
iors, keeping track of progress, and rewarding oneself for goal achievement.
A newcomer, for example, might set goals for performing a new task (e.g.,
communicating more frequently with clients), practice the task outside of
work, keep track of task performance, and reward oneself when the new task
has been successfully performed.

Individuals who practice BSM have been found to display greater levels
of performance motivation, and are better able to manage and cope with
obstacles. Self-management has also been found to be related to cognitive,
affective, and behavioral outcomes (Bandura & Cervone, 1983, 1986;
Frayne & Latham, 1987). Although laboratory research has found that self-
regulatory behavior is strongly related to performance motivation (Bandura &
Cervone, 1983, 1986), very few studies have investigated self-management
in organizational settings. One of the first was a study by Aldag et al. (1983)
on self-reinforcement systems. They found that involvement in self-reinforce-
ment was positively related to job involvement and severa facets of job
satisfaction. Brief and Hollenbeck (1985) examined the relationship between
self-regulating activities and job performance. They found that the best pre-
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dictors of job performance were goal difficulty, self-criticism, and an interac-
tion between the ability to generate internal feedback and a preference for
internal feedback.

More recently, BSM has received a considerable amount of attention in
research on training. For example, Frayne and Latham (1987) and Latham
and Frayne (1989) found that training in BSM increased trainees' job atten-
dance. Gist et al. (1991) and Stevens et a. (1993) found that a self-manage-
ment training intervention improved trainees acquisition and maintenance of
complex interpersonal skills. Gist, Bavetta, and Stevens (1990) found that
self-management training improved trainees ability to apply learned skills
to a transfer task. Thus, there is evidence that BSM is related to work and
training outcomes.

Since newcomers are to alarge extent trainees who are learning to perform
new tasks and roles, BSM might also be an effective strategy that is related
to socialization outcomes. That is, newcomers who are proactive in managing
their own behavior through self-management might be more successful in
their socialization. Thus, the findings on trainees and self-management train-
ing might extend to newcomers and socialization.

PROACTIVE SOCIALIZATION AND BEHAVIORAL
SELF-MANAGEMENT

Given the recent emphasis on proactive sociaization and the effectiveness
of self-management for trainee learning and skill acquisition, the purpose of
this study is to examine BSM as the basis for newcomer proactive socializa-
tion. In fact, several writers have suggested that socialization research may
benefit from a greater emphasis on the **self’’ and self-reinforcement systems
(Aldag et al., 1983; Brief & Aldag, 1981). According to Aldag et al. (1983),
this approach views individuals as *  having the capacity to proactively struc-
ture situations and, at least to some extent, to manage their own destinies’”’
(p.154). Furthermore, socialization theory and research has begun to focus
more on learning and adaptation which *‘requires that individuals learn about
their situations and regulate their behavior in order to meet goals and manage
stress’ (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1993, p.170). One way for newcomers to
effectively manage their socialization experiences and to lower stress would
be through BSM.

In addition to being effective for trainees, BSM might also be an effective
means of proactive socialization for newcomers who must learn the attitudes
and behaviors necessary to perform new tasks and roles, and to function
effectively in a new organizational setting. BSM can be expected to be more
positively related to socialization outcomes for a number of reasons. First,
newcomers who practice BSM might be more effective in their socialization
due to a greater capacity to learn appropriate task strategies. According to
Latham and Locke (1991), *‘training in self-regulation emphasi zes the discov-
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ery or learning of appropriate task strategies'’ (p.234). As noted earlier, Gist
et a. (1991) found that self-management training facilitates the acquisition
and maintenance of complex skills, and Gist et al. (1990) suggested that self-
management training strengthens the learning of training content and results
in a greater command and orchestration of learned skills.

Second, BSM might also facilitate newcomers' socialization due to areduc-
tion in newcomer anxiety and stress. For example, Gist et al. (1990) noted
that self-management might facilitate skill generalization because it reduces
negative arousal. Further, because ‘* self-management can be viewed as a set
of drategies that aid employees in structuring their work environment’’
(Manz, 1986, p.590), it may enable newcomers to provide themselves with
a greater sense of structure, and thereby reduce the uncertainty and anxiety
of their early socialization experiences. Thus, BSM might function as a substi-
tute for other sources of structurein ahighly uncertain and unfamiliar situation
(Tsui & Ashford, 1994).

We arguein this paper that newcomers who practice BSM will report lower
anxiety and stress during their first month of socialization, and that this will
lead to greater skill development and learning as indicated by socialization
outcomes after six months of sociaization. As a result, newcomers who are
proactive in self-managing their behavior will be more successful in their
socialization. These arguments lead to the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: Behavioral self-management will be negatively related to newcomers
anxiety and stress during their first month of socialization.

Hypothesis 2: Behavioral self-management will be positively related to newcomers
internal motivation, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, ability to cope, and
negatively related to intentions to quit and anxiety after 6 months of socialization. In
addition, behaviora self-management will be positively related to supervisor ratings of
newcomers job performance 10 months after socialization.

Hypothesis 3: Newcomers' anxiety and stress during the first month of socialization
will mediate the rel ationship between behavioral self-management and the socialization
outcomes.

METHOD
Sudy Design

The present study is alongitudinal field investigation. Data were collected
from newcomers during the first month (3 weeks after entry) of entering their
organization (Time 1), and again six months later (Time 2). At Time 1,
participants completed a questionnaire to measure self-management behavior,
general anxiety, and stress. Six months|ater (Time 2) they received the second
questionnaire which measured the socialization outcomes. Supervisor rat-
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ings of newcomers job performance were obtained 10 months after entry
(Time 3).

Research Ste and Participants

Data were collected from newly hired entry-level accountants employed
in 10 large and medium-sized accounting firms. The first questionnaire was
mailed during the first month of entry to all newly hired entry-level accoun-
tants who entered one of the participating firms. A total of 198 participants
completed and returned the first questionnaire (a response rate of 60%). Six
months after entry, the second questionnaire was mailed to those participants
who completed the first questionnaire. Questionnaires were returned by 154
of the 198 participants, representing a response rate of 78%. The overall
response rate for participants completing both questionnaires was 46%. All
analyses are based on those participants who completed both questionnaires.
Because one questionnaire was not sufficiently completed, the final sample
consists of 153. There are no significant demographic differences between
those who returned and those who did not return the second questionnaire.
The mean age of the 153 participants is 23.8 years, and 55% are male. All
of the participants had at least an undergraduate degree, and over 80% had
earned their degree in commerce and administration. Participants averaged
less than 1 year of previous work experience.

Procedure

The questionnaires were sent to participants in a personalized envelope
through their firm's internal mail. Each envelope contained a cover letter
from the researchers, a letter from the (Canadian) Provincia Institute of
Chartered Accountants encouraging them to participate in the study, the study
guestionnaire, and a self-addressed stamped envel ope.

Participants were asked to complete the questionnaires as part of a study
on thetraining and development of accountants. They were told that participa-
tion was voluntary and that their individual responses were confidential. Parti-
cipants were informed that their firms would receive a summary of the find-
ings. Participants compl eted the questionnaires on their own time and returned
them by mail to the first author.

Because the firms were in the middle of tax season at the time of the 6-
month questionnaire, several firms requested that the job performance ques-
tionnaire wait until the end of tax season. Therefore, 10 months after newcom-
ers entered their organization (Time 3), the job performance questionnaires
were sent to the personnel coordinators at each firm who then distributed
them to the supervisors/managers who were most familiar with each partici-
pant. Because three of the firms declined to participate in this part of the
study, 128 questionnaires were sent to the other seven firms. The supervisors/
managers were asked to complete and return the questionnaire directly to the
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first author. A total of 112 completed questionnaires were returned, represent-
ing a response rate of 87.5%. Of the 153 participants who completed both
questionnaires, job performance data were obtained for 91.

Measures

Behavioral self-management. BSM usually involves a series of interrelated
processes through which individuals can carefully structure and guide their
own behavior. Typicaly, this involves a number of dimensions or strategies
that revolve around one’s capacity to set goal's, monitor progress, and reward
oneself for goal accomplishment. In the present study, we used the framework
outlined by Manz and his colleagues which consists of six behavioral strate-
gies of self-management (Manz 1983; Manz & Sims, 1980). The six self-
management strategies were measured by a scale developed by Manz (1983)
in which each strategy is measured by athree-item scale. Subjects were asked
to respond to each item on a 5-point Likert-type scale with anchors (1) Does
not describe me at al to (5) Describes me very well.

A brief description and sample item of each self-management strategy is
as follows: (1) Sdlf-observation—observing one’'s behavior and its causes
(“‘I try to keep track of how well I’'m doing while | work’"); (2) Cueing
strategies—regulating the frequency of behaviors by creating or altering cues
to remind one to do something or to focus attention on desirable behavior
(*'1 try to arrange my work area in a way that helps me positively focus my
attention on my work’’); (3) Self-goal-setting—self-set goals provide direc-
tion and personal standards for judging and guiding one's actions (‘‘1 like to
work toward specific goals | set for myself’’); (4) Self-reward—rewarding
oneself for goal attainment and desirable behavior (** When | have successfully
completed a task, | often reward myself with something | like'"); (5) Self-
punishment— punishing oneself for failing to attain goals and undesirable
behavior (‘I tend to get down on myself when | have performed poorly’’);
and (6) Rehearsal —practicing desired behavior (**1 often practice important
tasks before | actually do them’” (Manz, 1983; Manz & Simms, 1980).

Because this measure of self-management has not been validated in previ-
ous research, it is unclear whether the six strategies in fact represent six
empirically distinct dimensions. Thus, we examined the factor structure of the
strategies through confirmatory factor analyses, using LISREL 7 (Joreskog &
Sorbom, 1989). LISREL provides maximum likelihood estimates of specified
relations, information which facilitates the identification and modification of
misspecified relations, and various indices of the extent to which a model fits
the observed data matrix.

A 6-factor model was compared to a null model and a general 1-factor
model. In the 6-factor model, the 18 items (6 strategies x 3 items) were
specified to load on their respective strategies. In the 1-factor model, all 18
items were specified to load together. A covariance matrix of the items served
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TABLE 1
Indices of Overall Fit of the Self-Regulation Strategies®
Model x? df RMSR  GFI AGFI NFI PFI TLI
1. Null 1285.21 135 .184 481 .342 — — —
2. 1-factor 72475 135 .098 717 641 436 436 487
3. 6-factor 21664 120 N/AP 896 .852 .831 .739 .905

4. 5-factor (without
Cueing Strategies) 157.58 80 .050 909 864 877 520 .886

# RM SR-root mean sguare residual; GFl = Goodness-of-fit index; AGFI = Adjusted goodness-
of-fit index; NFI = Normed fit index (relative to Model 1); PFl = Parsimonious fit index (relative
to Model 1); TLI = Tucker-Lewis index (relative to Model 1).

"RMSR was not obtained due to empirical underidentification, i.e., some factors were too
highly correlated to be statistically differentiated.

as input. Our sample more than met the 5:1 ratio of respondents to parameters
recommended by Bentler and Chou (1987).

The indices of fit include x? the goodness-of-fit index (GFl), adjusted
goodness-of-fit index (AGFI), and the root mean square residua (RMSR).
Although these indices indicate how closely a model corresponds with the
data, they do not indicate how well amodel performsrelative to other models.
Widely used indices of relativefit include the normed fit index (NFI: Bentler &
Bonett, 1980), parsimonious fit index (PFl:James, Mulaik, & Brett, 1982),
and the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI:Tucker & Lewis, 1973). Following Harris
and Schaubroeck’s (1990) recommendations, all three indices of relative fit
are presented in addition to the indices furnished by the LISREL 7 program.

The results of the confirmatory analyses are presented in Table 1. The 6-
factor model (see Model 3) clearly provides a better fit than the 1-factor
model (see Maodel 2). This suggests that the 18 items comprising the six
strategies should not be aggregated into a global factor.

However, the 6-factor model did not quite attain a GFI or AGFI of .900,
the generally recognized threshold of adequate fit (Marcoulides, 1990). In-
spection of the maodification indices suggested the fit might be improved by
deleting the Cueing strategy. As Table 1 indicates (see Modéd 4), this resulted
in an improved GFI, AGFI, and NFI; however, it aso resulted in a poorer
PFI and TLI, which weight the improvement in fit by the loss in degrees of
freedom. Thus, the fit indices do not uniformly indicate whether Model 3 or
Model 4 provides the better fit. However, given the very poor internal consis-
tency of the Cueing strategy (o« = .31), we selected Model 4. Accordingly,
the Cueing strategy was not included in the subsequent analyses. The reliabili-
ties for the remaining 5 self-management variables were acceptable (although
self-observation was somewhat lower than the others, o = .62): self-goal
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setting a = .84; self-reward « = .71; self-punishment « = .76; and rehearsal
a = .82

Mediating Variables

General anxiety. A scale measuring general anxiety rather than task-specific
anxiety was used on the first questionnaire because subjects completed this
guestionnaire during the first month of entry before they had acquired substan-
tial work experience. In particular, we used the State version of the State-
Trait Anxiety Inventory (Spielberger, Gorsuch, Lushene, Vagg, & Jacobs,
1983). This scale consists of 20 items and asks participants to indicate the
extent to which each item describes how they feel (e.g., calm, secure, tense,
nervous). Participants rated their responses on a 4-point Likert-type scale
with anchors (1) Not at all to (4) Very much so. The scae was formed
by averaging participants responses for the 20 items, with higher scores
representing higher anxiety. The coefficient alpha measure of internal consis-
tency was .93.

Sress. Stress was measured by Caplan, Cobb, French, Harrison, and Pin-
neau’s (1980) somatic complaints scale, which is similar to stress measures
used in previous studies on socialization and newcomer stress (Nelson &
Sutton, 1990; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992). This scale consists of 10 items
and asks participants to indicate if they have recently experienced any of the
listed physical symptoms (e.g., shortness of breath, loss of appetite). In the
present study, participants were asked if they had experienced any of these
conditions since they began work in their firm. Participants made their re-
sponses on a 4-point Likert-type scale with anchors (1) Never to (4) Often.
The scale was formed by averaging responses for the 10 items, with higher
scores representing higher levels of stress. Coefficient « was .78.

Socialization Outcomes

The outcomes included in this study were based on those outcomes that
have traditionally been considered relevant in the socialization literature, and
at the same time, relevant to the literature on behavioral self-management.
Therefore, we measured motivational and performance outcomes (internal
motivation and job performance), affective and attitudinal outcomes (job satis-
faction, organizational commitment, and intention to quit); and negative
arousal/coping outcomes (anxiety and ability to cope). Unless otherwise noted,
all were measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale, with anchors (1) Strongly
Disagree to (7) Strongly Agree. Total scores were derived by averaging the
items for each scale.

Internal motivation. Motivation was measured by the 4-item internal moti-
vation scale from the Job Diagnostic Survey (Hackman & Oldham, 1980).
Sample items include: “‘1 feel a great sense of personal satisfaction when |
do my job well’” and *‘I feel bad and unhappy when | discover that | have
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performed poorly on my job.”” The coefficient alpha measure of interna
consistency was relatively low, .56.

Ability to cope. Ability to cope was measured by a 5-item scale adapted
from House, Levanoni, and Schuler’s (1982) role ambiguity coping/ability
scale. The items deal with handling problems on the job, figuring out what
should be done to accomplish one’s work, and being sure of how to do one's
job. Sample itemsinclude: *‘I frequently don’t know how to handle problems
that occur in my job'’ (reverse scored), and ‘*When | need to solve a problem
on my job, | usualy can figure it out by myself.”” Coefficient « was .87.

Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was measured by a 3-item scale which
assessed participants’ general satisfaction with their job. Two of the three
items were from the Job Diagnostic Survey measure of general satisfaction
(Hackman & Oldham, 1980): ‘‘ Generaly speaking, | am very satisfied with
my job,”” and ‘‘I am generally satisfied with the kind of work | do in my
job.”” The third item from the JDS measure of general satisfaction was not
used because it asks about thoughts of quitting and might not be independent
of the intention to quit measure. We therefore included the following third
item: ‘I would recommend working in my firm to afriend.”” The coefficient
«a for the three items was .72.

Organizational commitment. Organizational commitment was measured by
five items from the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (Mowday,
Steers, & Porter, 1979). The five items were chosen because they displayed
the highest average item-total correlations in an item analysis of the total 15-
item instrument (see Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1978). Sample items include:
“‘1 am proud to tell others that | am part of this organization,”” and ‘‘l am
extremely glad that | chose this organization to work for, over others | was
considering at the time | joined.”” Coefficient « was .89.

Intention to quit. Intention to quit was measured by a 3-item scale from
Colarelli (1984). Sample items include: ‘‘1 frequently think of quitting my
organization’” and *‘If | have my own way, | will be working in this organiza-
tion one year from now’’ (reverse scored). Coefficient « was .75, which is
identical to that reported by Colarelli.

Task-specific anxiety. Task-specific anxiety was measured by a scale de-
signed specifically for this study and the job of entry-level accountant. Task-
specific rather than general anxiety was measured on the second questionnaire
because we felt that by this time participants would have enough work experi-
ence to be sufficiently familiar with their tasks and roles to be able to respond
meaningfully to a task-specific measure. The scale consists of 10 items that
assess participants’ feelings of apprehension and tension versus relaxation
and comfort when performing the tasks of an entry-level accountant. Sample
itemsinclude: ‘‘| often feel apprehensive and tense just thinking about having
to work and interact with clients,”” and *‘| am usually relaxed and comfortable
about going on an on-site field engagement’’ (reverse scored). The scale was
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formed by averaging participants' responses for the 10 items, with higher
scores representing higher anxiety. Coefficient « was .80. (See the Appendix
for al 10 items).

Job performance. Supervisors were asked to rate their subordinates’ overall
job performance on a 7-point Likert-type scale with anchors (1) Far below
firm expectations to (7) Far above firm expectations. It should be noted
that although the job performance questionnaire contained items designed to
measure different dimensions of newcomers' job performance in addition to
the overall measure, a considerable amount of missing datamadeit impossible
to form a composite scale due to the low sample size. Therefore, we have
only included the measure of overall job performance because it was the only
item that was completed on all of the questionnaires. Although this poses a
potential reliability problem, this concern is somewhat mitigated by the high
correlation between the single-item measure of overall job performance and
a composite measure of job performance as well as a measure of technical
job performance (r = .94 for both correlations).

Control variables. The following variables were used as control variables:
gender, years of previous work experience, and age.

RESULTS
Intercorrelation of Study Variables

Table 2 presents the means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and intercorre-
lations of the study variables. Inspection of Table 2 indicates that the correla
tions among the five self-management variables were low to moderate. Thus,
asindicated earlier, it appears that these five strategies of BSM are relatively
independent. Second, severa of the self-management variables were corre-
lated with general anxiety and stress. Self-observation, self-set goals, and
self-reward were negatively correlated with general anxiety, and self-punish-
ment was positively correlated with general anxiety. Self-set goals was nega-
tively related to stress, and self-punishment was positively related to stress.
Third, the BSM variables were also related to several of the socialization
outcomes. All of the self-management variables except for self-reward (p =
.06) were positively related to internal motivation. Only self-punishment was
significantly and negatively related to job satisfaction. Self-observation and
self-set goals were positively related to ability to cope. Rehearsal was posi-
tively related to commitment. Self-observation and self-set goals were nega-
tively related to task-specific anxiety, and punishment was positively related
to task-specific anxiety. None of the self-management variables, however,
were related to intention to quit, and only self-reward was related to job
performance. Finally, the correlations between the control variables and the
study variables were generally low and nonsignificant with few exceptions.
Further analyses of these relationships were conducted using multiple regres-
sion analyses.
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TABLE 3
Mediating Variables

Self-management variables General anxiety Stress
1. Self-observation —.22%* -.14
2. Self-goa setting —.21* -.17
3. Self-reward -.10 .04
4. Self-punishment 30%** 24x*
5. Rehearsal 13 A1
R? .18 .09
F ratio 6.51%** 2.98**

Note. Entries represent standardized regression coefficients.
*p < .05
**p < .01
*** < .001.

Multiple Regression Analyses

To further examine the relationships between BSM and socialization out-
comes, multiple regression analyses were performed in which the mediating
variables and the socialization outcomes were regressed on the five self-
management variables. First, we regressed the mediating variables and the
outcomes on the control variables. The results of these regressions indicated
that the control variables did not explain a significant amount of variance in
any of the outcomes. The control variables were therefore removed from the
subsequent analyses.

Table 3 reports the multiple regression results for the mediating variables
measured at Time 1. Inspection of Table 3 indicates that the self-management
variables explained a significant amount of the variance in general anxiety
(R* = .18, p < .001) and stress (R*> = .09, p < .01). For general anxiety,
the betas were significant for self-punishment (.30, p < .001), self-set goals
(—.21, p < .05), and self-observation (—.22, p < .01) and approached signifi-
cance for rehearsal (.13, p < .10). For stress, the beta for self-punishment
was significant (.24, p < .01) and approached significance for self-set goals
(—.17, p < .10).

Table 4 reports the results for the socialization outcomes. The self-manage-
ment variables explained a significant amount of the variance in internal
motivation (R? = .07, p < .05), ability to cope (R = .10, p < .01), and task-
specific anxiety (R? = .17, p < .001). However, the results were nonsignificant
for job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to quit, and job
performance.

For internal motivation, none of the betas were significant although the
beta for self-punishment approached significance (.14, p < .10). For ability to
cope, the beta for self-set goals was significant (.25, p < 01), and approached
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significance for self-observation (.15, p < .10). For task-specific anxiety, the
betas were significant for self-punishment and self-observation (.36, p < .001,
and —.22, p < .05, respectively).

Mediation Analyses

To determine the extent to which newcomers entry anxiety and stress
mediated the relationship between BSM and the outcomes, we performed
hierarchical multiple regression analyses. According to Baron and Kenny
(1986), in order to test for mediation it is necessary to estimate three regression
equations. First, it must be demonstrated that the independent variable (i.e.,
BSM) isrelated to the mediating variable(s) (anxiety and stress). Asindicated
in Table 3, the BSM variables explained asignificant amount of the variancein
both anxiety and stress. Thus, the first requirement for mediation is supported.

Second, the independent variable must be related to the dependent vari-
able(s). As indicated earlier, BSM explained a significant amount of the
variance in internal motivation, ability to cope, and task-specific anxiety.
Thus, the second requirement is supported only for these outcomes. Therefore,
the mediation analyses can only be conducted for internal motivation, ability
to cope, and task-specific anxiety.

Finaly, the dependent variable(s) must be regressed on both the indepen-
dent variable and on the mediating variable(s). In order to demonstrate media-
tion it must be shown that the mediating variable(s) is related to the dependent
variable(s) when the dependent variable(s) is regressed on both the indepen-
dent variable and on the mediator. Therefore, if anxiety and stress mediate the
relationship between BSM and the socialization outcomes, then the variance
explained by BSM after anxiety and stress have been held constant should
be lower than the variance explained by BSM aone (Baron & Kenny, 1986).
In order to establish amodel of complete mediation, the relationships between
BSM and the outcomes must disappear when anxiety and stress are held
constant. Anxiety and stress must also be shown to enhance the explanatory
power of the model (James & Brett, 1984).

Table 5 presents the results of the hierarchical multiple regression analyses
in which internal motivation, ability to cope, and task-specific anxiety were
each regressed on anxiety and stress and then on the BSM variables. Anxiety
and stress explained a significant amount of the variance in ability to cope
(R = .07, p < .01), task-specific anxiety (R*® = .23, p < .0001), but not
internal motivation. When the BSM variables were entered into the regression
after anxiety and stress, they continued to explain seven percent of the vari-
ance in internal motivation (p < .05). However, the BSM variables explained
much less of the variance in task-specific anxiety when anxiety and stress at
Time 1 were controlled (R’change = .06, p < .05), compared to when the
BSM variables were entered alone as indicated in Table 4 (R? = .17, p <
.001). Similarly, the BSM variables explained much less of the variance in
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TABLE 5
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses

Socialization outcomes R R? Change in R? F change

Internal motivation
1. Anxiety and stress 12 .01 1.08
2. Self-management .30 .08 .07 2.38*
F = 2.02*

Ability to cope
1. Anxiety and stress .27 .07 5.87***
2. Self-management .36 A3 .06 1.97
F = 3.14**

Task-specific anxiety
1. Anxiety and stress .48 .23 22.09***
2. Self-management 54 .29 .06 2.49*
F . 8.40)\'**

*p < .05
**p < .01
*** p < .001.

ability to cope when anxiety and stress at Time 1 were controlled (Rchange
= .06, n.s.), compared to when they were entered alone (R* = .10, p < .01).

Finaly, we conducted supplementary mediation analyses on those specific
BSM strategies that were found to be related to task-specific anxiety and
ability to cope. Asindicated in Table 4, only self-goal setting was related to
ability to cope, and self-observation and self-punishment were related to
task-specific anxiety. The results of the supplementary regression analyses
indicated that self-goal setting explained 5% (p < .01) of the variance in
ability to cope when entered alone and 3% (p < .05) of the variance when
entered after anxiety and stress. For task-specific anxiety, self-observation
and self-punishment explained 16% (p < .001) of the variance when entered
aone, and 6% of the variance (p < .01) when entered after anxiety and stress.

In sum, these results provide some support for the hypothesis that anxiety
and stress at Time 1 mediate the relationship between BSM and ability to cope
and task-specific anxiety. In particular, anxiety and stress at Time 1 were found
to partialy mediate the relationship between BSM and task-specific anxiety,
and to completely mediate the relationship between BSM and ability to cope.
In addition, anxiety and stress were found to partially mediate the relationship
between self-goal setting and ability to cope, and the relationship between self-
observation and self-punishment with task-specific anxiety.

DISCUSSION

Socialization research has recently begun to adopt a new perspective in
which newcomers are viewed as proactive agents in their own sociaization
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rather than as passive recipients of organizational sociaization programs.
Most of the research in this area has taken an information seeking perspective
in which newcomers actively seek out information on various contextual
domains from supervisors and co-workers in order to obtain task and role
knowledge to reduce their feelings of uncertainty. This study contributes to
the proactive socialization perspective by adding behavioral self-management
as an additional means of proactive socialization behavior.

The results indicated that BSM was related to newcomers' general anxiety
and stress during the first month of entry, and to internal motivation, ability
to cope, and task-specific anxiety six months later. However, except for a
few bivariate correlations, BSM was not related to affective or attitudinal
outcomes (i.e., job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and intention to
quit), or to job performance. The results also indicated that anxiety and stress
during the first month of entry partly mediated the relationship between BSM
and task-specific anxiety, and completely mediated the relationship between
BSM and ability to cope. These findings add to previous research on new-
comer stress which found that distress symptoms reported by newcomers
prior to beginning a new job explained a considerable amount of the variance
in distress 9 months later (Nelson & Sutton, 1990). The results of this study
suggest that one way for newcomers to break this apparent distress-cycle
might be through BSM which in this study was negatively related to general
anxiety and stress at entry as well as to task-specific anxiety 6 months later.

The results also provide some insight into the relationship between specific
self-management strategies and the socialization outcomes. For example, self-
set goals, self-punishment, and self-observation were significantly correlated
with severa of the outcomes, while rehearsal and self-reward were only
correlated with two of the outcomes. The results of the regression analyses
indicated that self-set goals, self-punishment, self-observation, and self-re-
ward were al related to at least one of the outcomes. The results of the
supplementary analyses also indicated that anxiety and stress partialy medi-
ated the relationships between self-goal setting and ability to cope and be-
tween self-observation and self-punishment with task-specific anxiety.

That self-set goals were related to socialization outcomes should not be
surprising as the goal setting literature provides ample support for the effects
of goals on work outcomes (Locke & Latham, 1990), and laboratory research
on self-regulatory processes have found that self-set goas are related to
motivation and performance (Bandura & Cervone, 1983, 1986). What is per-
haps most surprising is that self-punishment seemed to be a negative factor
in relation to several of the outcomes. Newcomers who used self-punishment
reported feeling more general anxiety and stress at entry, as well as more
task-specific anxiety 6 months later. These findings seem to corroborate those
of Brief and Hollenbeck (1985) who found that self-punishment had a detri-
mental effect on performance. Thus, although these results are preliminary,
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they do suggest that self-punishment may increase the anxiety and stress of
newcomers. Although we can only speculate at this time, self-punishment
may reflect a self-critical stance which prevents one from deriving pleasure
from achievements and exacerbates performance anxiety. According to Manz
and Snyder (1983), excessive use of self-punishment and self-criticism are
examples of dysfunctional self-management practices that can have negative
implications for motivation, satisfaction, and performance. Therefore, al-
though self-punishment has been part of self-management training programs
(see Frayne & Latham, 1987), its role in the self-management process, and
more importantly as part of training in BSM, needs to be more carefully
investigated. Alternatively, self-punishment might indicate a more pervasive
individual difference in which one is self-punitive and hypercritical across
social domains.*

An important direction for future research would be to build on the findings
of this study by investigating the processes underlying the relationship be-
tween BSM and socialization outcomes. In the present study we did not
actually measure socialization processes, but rather, a number of traditional
socialization outcomes that have been linked to self-management. Therefore,
it is important that future research on BSM and socialization investigate a
more theoretically developed set of socialization processes and outcomes.
For example, it has been suggested that BSM leads to greater learning and
maintenance of complex skills (Gist et a., 1990, 1991). Thus, newcomers
who practice BSM might experience greater and more rapid sociaization
because of enhanced learning and skill development, and a greater capacity
to orchestrate the required knowledge and skills necessary to perform new
tasks and roles. Therefore, future research should measure BSM in relation
to newcomer learning, knowledge, and skill development.

The results also suggest that newcomers may benefit from training in BSM.
As noted earlier, several studies have demonstrated that training in self-
management is effective for improving job attendance (Frayne & Latham
1987; Latham & Frayne, 1989) and the acquisition and maintenance of com-
plex interpersona skills (Gist et al., 1991; Stevens et a., 1993). Thus, there
is fairly strong evidence that training in BSM is effective. Tsui and Ashford
(1994) recently suggested the use of orientation and training programs during
socialization to teach self-management skills. They aso noted that BSM can
be encouraged and reinforced through norms and role models. Thus, there
are both practical and research implications for self-management training as
part of the socialization process. Given that skill in BSM requires experience
and training (Latham & Locke, 1991), we would expect that self-management
training for newcomers would result in even stronger relationships between
BSM and socialization outcomes than those found in the present study.

* We thank one of the reviewers for this suggestion.
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Future research on proactive socialization would benefit by integrating
the BSM approach with the information seeking perspective. Although our
intention was to explore BSM as a form of newcomer proactive behavior,
there is good reason for future research on this topic to also include measures
of information seeking which might function as a behavioral manifestation of
self-management behavior.? Because information and feedback are important
mechanisms of the self-management process, information seeking and BSM
should be viewed as complementary approaches to proactive socialization.
While the information seeking perspective delineates the methods, sources,
and types of information sought by newcomers, the BSM approach indicates
what newcomers do with this information to further proactively structure and
manage their socialization experiences by setting goals, practicing desired
behaviors, and administering rewards and punishments based on the evalua-
tion of their behavioral outcomes. Further, the extent to which information
seeking leads to socialization outcomes may depend on how well newly
acquired information is learned, retained, integrated and orchestrated into
successful performance which might be enhanced when accompanied by self-
management. Thus, information seeking behavior may be most effective when
it is combined with BSM. Therefore, a more comprehensive and complete
theory of proactive socialization should include self-management and infor-
mation seeking behaviors.

It is important that the results of this study be interpreted in accordance
with its limitations. One limitation was that the extent to which participants
actually practiced BSM appeared to be relatively moderate as the means for
most of the self-management variables tended to be in the middle range, and
the standard deviations were low. Nonetheless, that significant relationships
were found attests to the relevance of BSM for newcomers. A second limita
tion was the use of self-report measuresfor self-management and the socializa-
tion outcomes. However, because self-management behavior is difficult to
observe, and may occur outside of work and in private, individuals are proba-
bly the best source to report their self-management behavior. Further, because
we obtained longitudinal data that measured self-management and socializa-
tion outcomes on separate questionnaires at different points in time, and job
performance data was obtained from participants’ supervisors, some of the
biases of self-report data such as common method variance should be less
of a problem. Since general anxiety and stress were measured on the first
guestionnaire, we cannot rule out common method variance for these vari-
ables.

Finally, some of the limitationsin the measurement of the self-management
variables and the socialization outcomes should be noted. Although the results

2We thank one of the reviewers for this suggestion.
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of the confirmatory factor analyses of the self-management variables sup-
ported the existence of a six factor model, we had to drop the measure of
cueing strategies due to its low reliability. Thus, we were unable to examine
al six of the self-management variables. In addition, due to missing data we
had to rely on a single item measure of job performance. These along with
the low reliability for internal motivation, are also limitations that should be
kept in mind when interpreting and generalizing the study findings.

In conclusion, the results of this study suggest that newcomer behavioral
self-management during the first month of sociaization is related to several
socialization outcomes. This research contributes to the more traditional per-
spectives of socialization, and extends previous research on proactive social-
ization. Thus, it is recommended that future research further explore BSM as
aform of newcomer *‘proactive’’ socidization behavior and as a complemen-
tary approach to the information seeking perspective.

APPENDIX
Task-Specific Anxiety Scale

Responses were measured on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from (1)
Strongly Disagree, to (7) Strongly Agree. (R) indicates reverse scoring. Higher
scores reflect higher anxiety.

1. | tend to feel relaxed and comfortable when | am performing and docu-
menting review procedures. (R)

2. | am usualy relaxed and comfortable about going on an on-site field
engagement. (R)

3. | often fedl tense and apprehensive about going to work.

4. | often feel apprehensive and tense just thinking about having to work
and interact with clients.

5. | often feel relaxed and comfortable when working and interacting with
my co-workers. (R)

6. | tend to feel relaxed and comfortable when | am working and interacting
with my supervisorsmanagers. (R).

7. | often feel relaxed and comfortable when working and interacting with
clients. (R)

8. | sometimes feel tense and apprehensive while working on an engage-
ment.

9. The thought of writing the Uniform Final Examination is distressful to
me.

10. | tend to feel apprehensive and distressed when | am performing and
documenting audit procedures.
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