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ABSTRACT

EMPLOYEE NONWORK SUPPORT-MARSHALING: SCALE DEVELOPMENT AND

VALIDATION

Supervisor support for employees’ nonwork lives positively impacts a variety of
outcomes for both employees and organizations. Despite growing evidence for the importance of
family-supportive supervisors, the current literature fails to fully capture the supervisor-
employee support process by neglecting the role of the employee. To begin addressing this gap,
the current study aimed to develop and validate a self-report scale to measure the behaviors that
employees perform in order to manage the support they receive from supervisors for nonwork
issues. Specifically, the scale draws on support-marshaling literature to capture direct and
indirect behaviors that are enacted either to increase support (i.e., approach behaviors) or to
decrease nonsupport (i.e., avoid behaviors). Thus, the scale uses 16 items to measure four
dimensions of employee support-marshaling: direct-approach, direct-avoid, indirect-approach,
and indirect-avoid. Results from an MTurk sample provide initial evidence of reliability (i.e.
internal consistency) and validity (i.e., appropriate content, internal structure, and relationships

with other variables).
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CHAPTER 1 —INTRODUCTION

As a result of current trends, such as longer working hours, more dual-earner households,
and increased access to technology, the modern workforce frequently experiences work
conflicting with nonwork life and vice versa (e.g., Allen & Martin, 2017; Milligan, 2016). The
experiences of receiving an email after work hours, deciding how to handle a sick child who
cannot go to school, or debating whether or not one should disclose a health concern to a
supervisor are not uncommon. Recognizing these issues, scholars and popular press authors have
suggested that organizations and supervisors should be doing more to support their employees as
they manage their work and nonwork responsibilities (e.g., Ellard, 2016; Fondas, 2014; Ford,
2017; Kossek, Baltes, & Matthews, 2011a; Major & Morganson, 2011). However, scholars have
focused almost exclusively on top-down processes (e.g., supervisor support, organizational
culture change) that assume the employee is a passive receiver of support, leading some, such as
Kossek and colleagues (2011a), to call for more research examining the ways employees actively
contribute to this process and improve their own work-nonwork management.

Some research has evaluated individual employee efforts for reducing work-nonwork
conflict, such as mindfulness interventions (e.g., Kiburz, Allen, & French, 2017) and broad
coping strategies (e.g., Baltes, & Heydens-Gahir, 2003). Despite this work, we still lack
scholarly research on other interactive (i.e., between the employee and the organization) bottom-
up processes that influence work-nonwork conflict. However, the popular press has directly
addressed this. Specifically, some authors have attempted to help employees express their work-
nonwork concerns and support needs upward by presenting suggestions or steps for approaching

one’s boss (e.g., Jackson, 2016; Marcin, 2014; Parker, 2018). These recommendations may not



be empirically supported, but importantly, they highlight the prevalence of two issues:
supervisors do not always know how or when to support employees, and employees do not
always know how to communicate their needs to supervisors.

In the organizational sciences, there has been an abundance of research on social support
in the workplace and its impact on various individual and organizational outcomes, including
work-nonwork conflict. Workplace social support is defined as the extent to which individuals
feel that their well-being is valued by work sources (e.g., coworkers, supervisor, upper
management, organization) and perceive that those work sources help to maintain and improve
their well-being (Kossek, Pichler, Bodner, & Hammer, 2011b). Specifically for managing and
minimizing work-nonwork conflict, organizations and supervisors play a unique role by
providing various types of support for employees, including emotional support (e.g., listening to
concerns, showing care), instrumental support (e.g., rescheduling meetings, connecting an
employee to resources), and a family-supportive climate (i.e., the extent to which employees
perceive day-to-day organizational practices and policies as supportive of their nonwork lives;
Allen, 2001) (French, Dumani, Allen, & Shockley, 2018).

For decades, scholars have recognized that the social support process is a two-way
interaction requiring input from both the support giver and the support receiver (e.g., Barbee,
1990; Eckenrode & Wethington, 1990; Shumaker & Brownell, 1984). However, the
organizational science literature has yet to incorporate the dual-participant nature of the support
process into our understanding of nonwork-supportive supervisors. Thus far, this literature has
focused on identifying the types of support that supervisors provide (Hammer, Kossek, Yragui,
Bodner, & Hanson, 2009; Hammer, Kossek, Zimmerman, & Daniels, 2007) and training

supervisors to be more supportive (e.g., Hammer, Kossek, Anger, Bodner, & Zimmerman, 2011;



Odle-Dusseau, Hammer, Crain, & Bodner, 2016). Despite the acceleration of research into how
family-supportive supervisors can improve employee outcomes, we lack a full understanding of
the support process without acknowledging and examining the role that employees play. The
current study aimed to develop and validate a measure of employee support-marshaling
behaviors, or the ways in which employees attempt to manage the nonwork support they receive
from their supervisors. Specifically, the measured construct is defined as employee efforts to
communicate support needs related to nonwork issues to a supervisor, with the goal of increasing
supportive supervisor behaviors or decreasing nonsupportive supervisor behaviors. The
development of this scale contributes to the literature and intervention efforts that aim to mitigate
work-nonwork conflict and improve the support that employees receive for their nonwork lives.
Theoretical Contributions

The current study makes three specific theoretical contributions to the work-nonwork
literature. First, I connect the literature on support-seeking with the literature on work-nonwork
support and family-supportive supervisor behavior (FSSB; i.e., acknowledging employees’
nonwork roles and helping employees as they manage their work and nonwork demands;
Hammer et al., 2009). Most of the research to date on support-seeking examines close personal
relationships outside of the workplace (e.g., Barbee, Gulley, & Cunningham, 1990, Collins &
Feeney, 2000; Iida, Seidman, Shrout, Fujita, & Bolger, 2008), often with the focus of support
being health concerns (e.g., Derlega et al., 2003; Faw, 2014; Wang, Kraut, & Levine, 2015).
Some studies have qualitatively categorized support-seeking behavior (e.g., Trees, 2005; Wang
et al., 2015; Yankeelov et al., 1995), and others have attempted to quantitatively measure
support-seeking behavior (e.g., Derlega et al., 2003; Dunkel-Schetter, Feinstein, & Call, 1986).

However, individuals seek support differently depending on a number of factors, including their



relationship with the potential support provider and the type of support desired or needed (e.g.,
Barbee, 1990; Eckenrode & Wethington, 1990). Considering this, our current understanding of
support-seeking that has evolved out of the communications and social psychology literatures
might not apply fully to other types of relationships or support needs. Support-seeking has yet to
be understood in the context of supervisor-employee relationships regarding work-nonwork
support.

Additionally, although our knowledge of how work-nonwork support is provided is
substantial, our understanding of how work-nonwork support is sought remains underdeveloped.
Scholars have differentiated the types of nonwork-specific support that supervisors provide (e.g.,
emotional, instrumental, Hammer et al., 2009) and have identified some factors that predict
supervisors providing support (e.g., a family-supportive organization, leadership qualities,
employee-supervisor demographic similarities; Crain & Stevens, 2018). However, the role of
employees and the behaviors they engage in to elicit this support from supervisors remains
mostly unexamined. Bradshaw (2014) identified the need to measure employee actions and
developed a scale of work-family help-seeking behavior. In contrast to that scale, the proposed
scale differs in three ways. First, the proposed scale only refers to supervisors as opposed to
combining supervisors and coworkers because support-seeking may look different within these
different relationships. Second, the proposed scale refers to “nonwork” more broadly and
inclusively as opposed to using family-specific language and scenarios. Third, the proposed scale
is intended to differentiate between different strategies in addition to measuring an overall
frequency of support-seeking behavior. Being able to measure and examine employee behaviors
that initiate or modify the support process will expand our existing theories about family-

supportive supervisor behavior to include employees as active support-managers, and bridging



these literatures will enable us to more fully understand the work-nonwork support process. To
address this gap, I developed and tested a multidimensional quantitative measure of support-
seeking behaviors between employees and supervisors for nonwork issues.

Second, support-seeking is evaluated as an employee-level predictor of FSSB. FSSB is
related to a variety of positive individual and organizational outcomes, and in order to
understand how, when, and why FSSB is likely to occur, scholars have specifically called for an
expansion of the FSSB nomological network to include employee-level antecedents, including
support-seeking behavior (Crain & Stevens, 2018). The only employee-level predictors of FSSB
that have been studied are demographic-based, with women reporting less FSSB than men and
employees reporting more FSSB when their gender, race, or parental status match that of their
supervisor (Crain & Stevens, 2018). The social support process is dyadic and mutually
influenced (Collins & Feeney, 2000), but the current literature lacks a full understanding of this
process within the workplace by not considering employee-level antecedents. In addition to
developing a measure of support-seeking, [ situated support-seeking within the nomological net
of FSSB.

Third, I reviewed various taxonomies and measures of support-seeking that have not yet
been applied to the supervisor-employee relationship and identified the specific strategies that
employees use to communicate support needs to their supervisors. Specifically, I adapted the
communications literature on support-marshaling (i.e., attempting to increase supportive
behaviors and decrease nonsupportive behaviors; e.g., Crowley, 2016) to the employee-
supervisor relationship, resulting in a scale that measures these behaviors. To date, support-
marshaling has not been applied to work relationships and has not been measured quantitatively.

By incorporating behaviors aimed at both increasing support and decreasing nonsupport, the



proposed taxonomy accounts for a wider variety of support-related interactions than support-
seeking alone. Identifying these categories of support-marshaling behavior will allow future
researchers to understand the circumstances under which employees use different strategies and
how those strategies influence the support received as well as more distal outcomes of the
support process.

Thus, I developed a nonwork support-marshaling scale to contribute to the work-nonwork
literature and inform practice. Before I describe the current study in detail, I first provide an in-
depth and integrative literature review to assist the reader in understanding the key concepts,
formative theoretical frameworks, and empirical research that has informed the development of,
and need for, my support-marshaling scale. Specifically, I introduce the reader to work-nonwork
conflict, then describe the history of social support research broadly and the importance of
supervisor support for addressing employee work-nonwork conflict. Lastly, I discuss recent
support-seeking and support-marshaling approaches from the communication and social
psychology literatures that I apply to the novel context of supervisor-employee interactions. With
this background in place, I then orient the reader to my current study and hypotheses.

Background Literature Informing the Development of a Support-Marshaling Scale
Work-Nonwork Conflict

Work-nonwork conflict occurs when the demands of one domain (e.g., work) interfere
with meeting the demands of the other domain (e.g., nonwork; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985).
Conflict can arise in regard to time (i.e., time spent in one role makes it difficult to fulfill other
roles), strain (i.e., negative physical and emotional experiences from one role make it difficult to
fulfill other roles), or behavior (i.e., actions performed in one role are not compatible with other

roles, making it difficult to fulfill the latter; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Conflict is directional;



work can hinder one’s ability to meet demands outside of work and nonwork roles can hinder
one’s ability to meet demands at work. Although the research in this area has historically referred
primarily to “work-family” constructs, scholars have recognized the need for more inclusive
terms, such as “work-nonwork,” to capture the various roles and responsibilities that employees
may have outside of work, including volunteer work, exercise and health behaviors, friendships,
political engagement, and hobbies (e.g., Fisher, Bulger, & Smith, 2009; Voydanoff, 2006).
Because much of the research uses “family” and “nonwork” interchangeably, and nonwork
encompasses family, I exclusively use the term “nonwork™ in the remainder of this document in
order to holistically refer to the roles and responsibilities of employees outside of paid work.

Based on meta-analytic results, employees experience conflict to varying degrees
depending on a number of factors, including characteristics of their job (e.g., task variety, job
autonomy), personality (e.g., locus of control, negative affect), work role stressors (e.g., role
ambiguity, time demands), and family role stressors (e.g., parental demands, number of children)
(Michel, Kotrba, Mitchelson, Clark, & Baltes, 2011). However, social support is an important
resource that can help mitigate the occurrence and effects of work-nonwork conflict (Kossek et
al., 2011b).
Social Support

Social support has been defined in different ways, but most scholarly sources trace their
definitions back to Cobb (1976), who described social support as perceptions that one is valued
and cared for as part of a social network, or to House (1981), who described social support as a
global construct encompassing the emotional concern, instrumental aid (i.e., behaviors that
directly aid the individual in meeting demands), information, and appraisal (i.e., social

information used to evaluate the self) provided to a person by others. Taken together, the two



core aspects of social support are 1) feeling valued and cared for and 2) having access to help
(Kossek et al., 2011b). Having social support is related to various health outcomes, including less
depression, alcoholism, and recovery time as well as better sleep, mental health, and
psychological adjustment to stressful health conditions (e.g., Cobb, 1976; Harandi, Taghinasab,
& Nayeri, 2017; Kent de Grey, Uchino, Trettevik, Cronan, & Hogan, 2018; Taylor, 2010). Social
support can come from many different sources, including friends, family members, neighbors,
coworkers, or a romantic partner (e.g., Schumaker & Brownell, 1984; Zimet, Dahlem, Zimet, &
Farley, 1988).

Workplace social support. For the purpose of mitigating work-nonwork conflict, social
support from work sources is an especially important resource (Kossek et al., 2011b). Workplace
social support is the combined support that one receives from multiple work sources (e.g.,
organization, coworkers, supervisor; Kossek et al., 2011b). The literature on workplace social
support has been focused on questions regarding support source (e.g., coworker, supervisor,
organization, nonwork), support form (i.e., measured as support behaviors or perceptions of
support), support type (e.g., instrumental, emotional) (French et al., 2018), support formality
(i.e., the extent to which support is formally implemented and obtained; Behson, 2005), and
support content (e.g., general, work-nonwork-specific; Kossek et al., 2011b).

Workplace social support is beneficial in a variety of situations, including employees
experiencing changes at work (e.g., socialization and training; Chiaburu, Van Dam, & Hutchins,
2010; Fisher, 1985), and it is related to employees being more satisfied with and committed to
their jobs (Ng & Sorensen, 2008), as well as less likely to leave their organization (Eisenberger,
Stinglhamber, Vandenberghe, Sucharski, & Rhoades, 2002; Maertz, Griffeth, Campbell, &

Allen, 2007). Importantly for the work-nonwork interface, workplace social support is also



related to decreased work stress outcomes (Ganster, Fusilier, & Mayes, 1986; Halbesleben, 2006;
Viswesvaran et al., 1999) and, more specifically, work-nonwork conflict (French et al., 2018;
Lapierre & Allen, 2006). Regarding general work stress, one meta-analysis demonstrated that
social support can reduce experiences of work-related strain, reduce the strength of workplace
stressors, and moderate the relationship between stressors and strain, such that the effects of
stressors on strain outcomes are mitigated (Viswesvaran, Sanchez, & Fisher, 1999). In addition
to its relationships with more general stressors and strain, workplace social support is a
particularly important resource for dealing with work-nonwork stressors (Kossek et al., 2011b).
Types of nonwork support. Workplace support for employees’ nonwork lives can occur
in a variety of ways and, importantly, not all forms and sources of support are equally impactful.
Regarding support content, work-nonwork-specific forms of support are more strongly related to
work-nonwork outcomes than general forms of support (Kossek et al., 2011b). Regarding form,
some evidence suggests that informal types of support (e.g., support from managers, family-
supportive culture) are more strongly predictive of employee outcomes (i.e., job satisfaction,
stress, work-family conflict) than formal types of support (e.g., policies and resources; Behson,
2005). Regarding sources, support from work sources tends to be more strongly related to work-
nonwork conflict than support from sources such as friends or family (e.g., French et al., 2018;
Muse & Pichler, 2011). Additionally, according to meta-analytic results, general supervisor
support is more strongly related to work outcomes than general coworker support (Ng &
Sorensen, 2008), and when comparing the impacts of supervisor work-nonwork support, support
from family members, and work-nonwork benefits, supervisor work-nonwork support is the

strongest predictor of work-nonwork conflict (Muse & Pichler, 2011). Therefore, some evidence



indicates that informal work-nonwork-specific support from supervisors is a particularly
important support resource for employee work-nonwork outcomes.

Interestingly, a recent meta-analysis indicated that broader sources of support are more
strongly related to work-nonwork conflict than supervisor or coworker support (French et al.,
2018). Broad sources of support are those that encompass a more comprehensive collection of
multiple types and sources of support; measures of support from broad sources (e.g.,
organizational support) capture more opportunities for support that may relate to work-nonwork
conflict compared to measures of support from narrow sources (e.g., supervisor support). French
and colleagues (2018) argue that broader sources of support may be more influential when
respondents consider retrospective, aggregated evaluations of work-nonwork conflict (which is
how most of the included studies measured conflict), but that specific sources of support may be
more influential when considering specific episodes of work-nonwork conflict (i.e., singular
incidents of conflict, such as a doctor’s appointment occurring at the same time as a proposed
work meeting). Compared to broad support sources, supervisors or coworkers can provide more
targeted instrumental support to alleviate the conflict (e.g., covering a shift, rescheduling a
meeting, rearranging deadlines). Therefore, particularly for specific instances of work-nonwork
conflict or work-nonwork-related strain, supervisor support provides a crucial resource for
employees when managing the work-nonwork interface. Scholars in the work-nonwork literature
have demonstrated that when employees have supervisors that support their nonwork lives, they
experience less work-nonwork conflict and more work-nonwork enrichment (i.e., the extent to
which experiences in one domain improve quality of life in the other domain; Greenhaus &
Powell, 2006) in addition to better job attitudes, job performance, and physical and mental health

(Crain & Stevens, 2018).
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Family-supportive supervisor behavior. More specifically, supervisors can enact FSSB
to positively impact their employees’ nonwork lives and reduce their work-nonwork conflict.
FSSB involves recognizing, validating, and supporting the various nonwork roles that employees
hold, and assisting employees as they manage the conflicting responsibilities of both work and
nonwork (Hammer et al., 2009). Hammer and colleagues (2007) outlined the four primary ways
in which supervisors offer this support: emotional support, instrumental support, creative work-
family management, and role modeling. Emotional support involves making employees feel
comfortable expressing nonwork-related issues and needs as well as showing concern, care, and
respect for employees’ nonwork roles (e.g., listening to employees’ work-nonwork concerns,
asking employees about their nonwork roles, validating employees’ feelings about work-
nonwork conflict). Instrumental support refers to the day-to-day responses to employee work-
nonwork needs (e.g., changing schedules, rearranging work responsibilities, interpreting
company policies). Role modeling involves supervisors demonstrating their own effective work-
nonwork management strategies (e.g., notifying employees when they will be out of the office
for nonwork reasons, mentioning nonwork roles and responsibilities in positive ways,
demonstrating how they set their own boundaries and manage their time). In contrast to day-to-
day, reactive instrumental support, creative work-family management entails more proactive,
broad, innovative actions to restructure work in order to support employees’ nonwork roles and
responsibilities and to enhance effectiveness at the employee, team, and organization level,
benefiting both employees and the organization. Some examples of creative work-family
management include advocating for organizational flextime policies and reorganizing team

members’ responsibilities to facilitate employee effectiveness both on and off the job.
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Hammer and colleagues (2007) developed the first theoretical framework of FSSB to
explain the predictors and outcomes of FSSB. FSSB is theorized to be directly influenced by
both formal family-supportive organizational policies and practices as well as informal family-
supportive organizational culture. The extent to which supervisors engage in FSSB influences
how employees perceive family-supportive supervisors, which in turn, influences employees’
experienced work-family conflict and enrichment. In addition to the indirect effects of formal
and informal organizational support through FSSB, formal and informal organizational support
also are theorized to have direct effects on perceptions of family-supportive supervisors and
work-family conflict and enrichment. In Hammer and colleagues’ (2007) model, work-family
conflict and enrichment then affect health-, safety-, family-, and work-related outcomes for
employees.

Straub (2012) extended this theoretical model to include additional, more specific
variables. Antecedents of FSSB include variables related to the organizational context (e.g.,
reward systems, family supportive organizational culture, access to work-family policies and
resources) and to the individual supervisor (e.g., gender role, life course stage, work-family
interference). Straub (2012) proposed that the organizational context variables contribute to
supervisors feeling psychologically empowered to provide support, and the individual supervisor
variables contribute to feelings of responsibility to provide support. The third antecedent of
FSSB is leader-member exchange quality (LMX), which is defined as the extent to which a
supervisor-employee relationship is characterized by trust, respect, and mutual obligation
fulfillment (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). LMX, psychological empowerment, and felt

responsibility all contribute to the extent to which a supervisor provides FSSB. As outcomes of
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FSSB, this framework includes employee-level variables (e.g., well-being, satisfaction,
engagement, performance) and team-level variables (e.g., team performance).

Despite different levels of focus, both models contribute to our understanding of FSSB
and its antecedents and consequences, and both have informed empirical work. Hammer and
colleagues’ (2007) model uses a multi-level approach to describe how organizational factors
affect supervisor-level factors, which affect individual employee-level factors. Straub’s (2012)
model identifies more specific variables that precede and follow FSSB than Hammer and
colleagues’ (2007) model. This model also includes psychological mediating mechanisms
through which antecedents influence FSSB. Additionally, Straub (2012) indicates that although
FSSB is a factor of an individual relationship between a supervisor and employee, FSSB can
influence team outcomes. Both models contribute to our understanding of FSSB and propose
relationships that can be, and have been, tested empirically.

Most of the existing research on FSSB has focused on outcomes proposed by both
Hammer et al. (2007) and Straub (2012), and authors of a recent comprehensive review found
that having a supervisor who engages in FSSB is related to positive work, health, and work-
nonwork outcomes (Crain & Stevens, 2018). Regarding work outcomes, employees who
perceive their supervisors as more supportive of their nonwork experience higher job
satisfaction, job commitment, and job performance, as well as lower turnover intentions. Health
variables associated with FSSB include indirect effects on physical health outcomes, such as
sleep, headaches, and cholesterol, as well as direct relationships with psychological health
outcomes, including perceptions of stress, burnout, and mental health. Regarding work-nonwork
outcomes, FSSB is associated with increased work-nonwork enrichment and, most importantly

for the current study, decreased work-nonwork conflict.
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In addition to the aforementioned correlational studies, the importance of FSSB has been
demonstrated in a variety of randomized control trial intervention studies. Interventions designed
to increase FSSB have successfully improved important outcomes, such as job performance,
organizational commitment, job engagement, job satisfaction, and turnover intentions (e.g.,
Hammer, Kossek, Anger, Bodner, & Zimmerman, 2011; Hammer et al., 2016; Odle-Dusseau,
Hammer, Crain, & Bodner, 2016). Further, positive effects on work-nonwork conflict, sleep,
daily time with children, safety compliance, and organizational citizenship behavior remain over
time (i.e., up to 18 months after intervention; e.g., Crain et al., 2019; Davis et al., 2015; Hammer
et al., 2016; Kelly et al., 2014). Because FSSB is linked to important individual and
organizational outcomes, it is crucial to understand the factors that may predict FSSB, as well as
the dynamic interplay between employees and supervisors in the support process.

Despite the existing empirical evidence, most of the antecedents proposed by Straub
(2012) remain untested, and most of the FSSB research to date has focused on outcomes (Crain
& Stevens, 2018). Building on current theory and empirical work, there is clearly more to be
understood regarding how FSSB occurs. Specifically, the models from Hammer and colleagues
(2007) and Straub (2012) are both limited in that, although they address supervisor-level and
organization-level antecedents of FSSB, they do not include any employee-level antecedents. In
the hierarchical setting of an organization, supervisors and the overall organization have more
power to control resources, influence relationships, and change norms than employees do (e.g.,
Feldman, 1984; Yukl & van Fleet, 1992). By studying and emphasizing the actions of
supervisors and organizations in the support process, scholars of workplace social support rightly
suggest that the responsibility to determine (i.e., improve) the support relationship should fall

mostly on those with more power.
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However, although it should ultimately be the responsibility of the supervisor to provide
support, employees likely play an important role in eliciting FSSB when they are experiencing a
specific instance of work-nonwork conflict or strain. An individual supervisor may do everything
they can to provide nonwork support, but their various employees may report different levels of
FSSB—a phenomenon which cannot be fully explained by the current literature on contextual
predictors, supervisor-level predictors, or even LMX and supervisor-employee match alone.
Employee-level variables must be considered explicitly to more fully understand the support
relationship between employees and supervisors. However, the existing theoretical and empirical
literature does not address employee-level variables and their contribution to predicting FSSB.
Specifically, the literature fails to describe and explain the behaviors in which employees engage
that make supervisors aware of a need for support and that encourage or compel supervisors to
act supportively.

Support-Seeking

Individuals can communicate that they need support in a variety of different ways, which
can influence how effective one is at eliciting support (e.g., Barbee et al., 1993; Williams &
Mickelson 2008). To understand how support-seeking influences the support process and its
outcomes, the social support literature has identified different ways to conceptualize and measure
support-seeking activity. Support-seeking has primarily been measured dichotomously (i.e.,
whether or not the respondent sought support) or in terms of frequency, and the purpose of many
measures is to differentiate between different targets of support-seeking (e.g., friends, family
members, spouse; e.g., Bradshaw, 2014; Iida et al., 2008). Essentially, the focus is usually on
capturing if and how much individuals seek support, not on capturing sow individuals seek

support.
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Theory and measures of support-seeking. To address this gap, Barbee and colleagues
(1990) developed the sensitive interaction systems theory (SIST), which describes the support
process as a type of interactive coping and directly addresses support-seeking behaviors.
According to the theory, individual characteristics of the support-seeker, the support-seeker’s
appraisal of the problem, and the individual characteristics of the potential helper are all factors
that influence the decision to seek support and what kind of support-seeking behaviors are used.
Then, the support-seeking behaviors used (in addition to the characteristics of the helper)
theoretically predict the reaction of the helper, leading to interaction outcomes, such as problem-
solving, mood, and relationship development (Barbee et al., 1993). Specifically, the authors
determined that support-seeking behaviors have two dimensions: direct-indirect and verbal-
nonverbal. Direct behaviors entail explicitly making the target aware of the need for support, and
indirect behaviors entail implying a need for support. Within those two categories, support-
seeking behaviors can be verbal or nonverbal. Therefore, the four categories of support-seeking
behavior are described as 1) ask (direct-verbal), 2) cry or pout (direct-nonverbal), 3) hint or
complain (indirect-nonverbal), and 4) sulk or fidget (indirect-nonverbal; Barbee et al., 1993).
This framework has subsequently been used to understand support-seeking in multiple contexts
(e.g., for general stressful problems, in response to a medical issue) either with self-report
measures or as a behavioral coding scheme (e.g., Collins & Feeney, 2000; Derlega et al., 2003;
Yankeelov, Barbee, Cunningham, & Druen, 1995).

Despite the framework from Barbee et al. (1993), only a few scales have attempted to
quantitatively measure support-seeking strategies, and those that do exist are either not directly
applicable to the employee-supervisor relationship or not designed to differentiate between

strategies. For example, the scale reported by Derlega and colleagues (2003) specifically
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measured the SIST support-seeking behaviors. However, the “cry or pout” dimension and the
“sulk or fidget” dimension contain items that either are less relevant in the employee-supervisor
context or that employees would be less likely to endorse, due to impression management
concerns, which might not be present in the personal relationships (e.g., friendships, romantic
relationships) for which the scale was developed. Dunkel-Schetter and colleagues (1986) created
a scale of support-seeking with four items (e.g., “In general, which one of the following best
describes you when you need information or advice?”), all with a Likert-type response scale with
the following anchors: 1 (1 usually don’t show that I need it, nor do I ask for it), 4 (My need is
probably obvious, but I usually don’t ask for it directly), and 7 (I usually ask for it). This format
allows researchers to differentiate between strategies, but using this response format suggests
that all support-seeking strategies fall along one interval-level continuum and the scale does not
capture that someone might use these strategies to different extents.

The lack of quantitative support-seeking scales may be due in part to the focus on
qualitative studies of support-seeking, resulting in various frameworks and typologies of
behaviors. For example, when coding the content of online message boards designated as support
groups for individuals with serious diseases, Wang and colleagues (2015) determined that the
content of support-seeking messages could be categorized as either a self-disclosure or a
question. The self-disclosure content could be further distinguished into messages that revealed
emotions or messages that revealed information, both of which could be negative or positive.
Faw (2014) divided the support-seeking strategies of adolescents who were trying to elicit
support for weight loss into direct and indirect categories and low-risk and high-risk categories,
based on the extent to which the individual’s support-seeking strategy made the individual

vulnerable. Additionally, multiple scholars have used other coding schemes, often relying, at
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least in part, on the framework developed by Barbee and colleagues (e.g., Collins & Feeney,
2000; Trees, 2005; Yankeelov et al., 1995). Despite this foundational literature on support-
seeking and the fact that individuals do receive social support from work sources, no existing
frameworks have been developed for support-seeking in the work context.

Measuring support-seeking in the work context. The existing theories and frameworks
of support-seeking come from the literature on personal relationships, including those between
romantic partners, close friends, or family members (e.g., Barbee et al., 1993; Cutrona, Suhr, &
MacFarlane, 1990; Faw, 2014). Specifically, the communication and social psychology
literatures have often addressed support-seeking within the context of health- and disease-related
support elicitation (e.g., Derlega et al., 2003; Faw, 2014; Wang et al., 2015). Due to the nature of
these close relationships, the communication in these contexts likely differs from that which
occurs in the working environment within the hierarchical and professional relationship between
supervisors and employees. Additionally, providing social support is widely accepted as a natural
part of most personal relationships, whereas providing social support in the workplace is, in
some cases, seen as extra-role or discretionary (e.g., Bamberger, 2009; Eckenrode &
Wethington, 1990; Ng & Sorensen, 2008). Viewing a needed resource (e.g., help, support) as
discretionary, as opposed to expected, is likely to create differences in the considerations
involved with choosing whether and how to seek that resource (Bamberger, 2009). Specifically,
compared to support that is more directly related to work, nonwork support may be perceived as
especially discretionary.

Further, seeking nonwork support at work is likely to differ from seeking nonwork
support from people outside of work due to the extent to which each individual prefers to keep

their work and nonwork separate or integrated, as research suggests that individuals hold
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different styles for managing work and nonwork boundaries (e.g., Bulger, Matthews, &
Hoffman, 2007). For example, an employee who prefers work and nonwork to be separate might
not seek nonwork support from a supervisor, or they might do so in very direct ways only when
necessary. Due to the hierarchical relationship, formal environment, and discretionary nature of
nonwork support from supervisors, it would be inappropriate to assume that the existing
frameworks of support-seeking directly transfer to the employee-supervisor relationship.

Other processes that occur in the employee-supervisor relationship can also inform our
understanding of support-seeking. Most relevant, measures of help-seeking, feedback-seeking,
and information-seeking can provide insight into the communication dynamics in these
relationships. Information-seeking, feedback-seeking, help-seeking, and support-seeking are all
similar in that they involve the proactive solicitation of some type of resource (Bamberger,
2009). However, they differ in that help-seeking is inherently problem-focused and requires
interpersonal interaction, and information-seeking and feedback-seeking could occur in the
absence of a problem and without interpersonal interaction (e.g., looking up an unfamiliar word
online, observing cues from supervisors about one’s performance; Bamberger, 2009; Cornally &
McCarthy, 2011; Lee, 1997). Additionally, providing information and/or feedback is usually
considered a formal, required aspect of a supervisor’s job, while providing help is considered
discretionary (Bamberger, 2009). Therefore, the process of seeking help incorporates
considerations of reciprocity and self-presentation that play a very minimal role in the process of
seeking information or feedback.

Support-seeking is conceptually more similar to help-seeking than to feedback-seeking or
information seeking because support-seeking is also problem-focused, support provision

(especially that which is nonwork-focused) is typically considered voluntary, and support-
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seeking cannot occur in the absence of interpersonal interaction. Help-seeking has primarily been
studied in relation to job performance and well-being outcomes (Bamberger, 2009), and some
studies have demonstrated that the relationship between help-seeking and job performance is not
always positive and linear (e.g., sometimes curvilinear or dependent on moderators), and the
relationship between help-seeking and well-being results from mediators (e.g., help provision;
e.g., Nadler, Ellis, & Bar, 2003). Help-seeking and support-seeking differ in that help-seeking is
specific to the helper providing aid related to a work task to make that task easier to understand
or complete (Bamberger, 2009). Support is not task-related but instead, encompasses a variety of
resources for personal and interpersonal challenges. In the case of the proposed scale, support is
specifically related to work-nonwork issues.

Despite these conceptual differences, scales of these constructs can inform an employee
nonwork support-seeking scale. Measures of help-seeking (e.g., Nadler et al., 2003; van der Rijt
et al., 2013), feedback-seeking (e.g., Krasman, 2010), and information-seeking (e.g., Miller,
1996) all provide examples of the ways in which employees communicate needs to supervisors.
Specifically, they provide information about communication within a hierarchical relationship
that is generally absent in the measures of support-seeking in other contexts, in which the two
members of the dyad may be more equal in status. Measures of help-seeking, due to its
conceptual closeness to support-seeking mentioned previously, are particularly useful in
understanding how employees may use interpersonal interaction to communicate that they need
discretionary aid in order to address a problem.

One existing measure does specifically address work-family help-seeking behavior,
which is defined as “self-directed behaviors that initiate receipt of relevant and directed work-

family support from others in the work domain” (Bradshaw, 2014, p. 32). However, this scale
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was intended to measure this construct more broadly than the proposed scale. For example,
Bradshaw (2014) included items that address help-seeking aimed at both coworkers and
supervisors but did not conduct a factor analysis in order to support the use of the items as two
distinct scales. Additionally, the item content assumes certain familial responsibilities (e.g.,
“During the past month have you asked your coworkers for help getting information about
childcare support your organization offers?”’), and importantly, there is no differentiation of
support-seeking strategies. Similar to the coping scales discussed previously, the work-family
help-seeking scale measures whether and to what extent someone seeks workplace support for
nonwork but does not distinctly address Zow they seek that support. The proposed scale aims to
address this gap and also to incorporate recent developments in the communication field that
extend the conceptualization of support-seeking to more fully capture the support process.
Support-Marshaling

Scholars in the communications field recently introduced the idea of support-marshaling,
which goes beyond support-seeking behavior to recognize that individuals perform a variety of
behaviors to more actively structure their support network and manage their network
relationships (Crowley, 2012). Support-seeking alone describes individuals always wanting more
support from those around them. However, in a support-marshaling framework, individuals are
framed as more intentional and active in determining the type and amount of support they need
and want. A support-marshaling framework provides a more accurate and nuanced way of
capturing how people interact with network members by incorporating both attempts to increase
supportive behaviors (i.e., approach behaviors) and attempts to decrease nonsupportive behaviors

(i.e., avoid behaviors; Crowley, 2016).
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I argue that formative work on support marshaling by Crowley (2016) has applications to
the work context. Nonsupportive behaviors from supervisors include any actions that are
unhelpful, unwanted, or detrimental to the employee’s efforts to manage and navigate the work-
nonwork interface (Faw, 2014; Parks & Faw, 2014). Nonsupport in the workplace could occur
for three reasons: 1) the supervisor intends to be nonsupportive (e.g., telling an employee that
they need to prioritize work deadlines over family obligations, purposefully scheduling meetings
when an employee asked for time off to go to an appointment), 2) the supervisor has no
intentions to be supportive or nonsupportive, but their actions impact the employee (e.g.,
discussing another employee’s nonwork roles in a negative or positive way, emailing during
nonwork hours and expecting a response), or 3) the supervisor intends to provide support, but
their actions are misguided, inappropriate, or ineffective (e.g., excessively asking about an
employee’s health concerns, suggesting that a female employee not have kids until reaching a
certain milestone at work, such as tenure in academia). To limit this nonsupport, some examples
of avoid behaviors include an employee limiting the time spent around a supervisor who makes
unsupportive comments or an employee telling their supervisor not to ask any questions about a
current nonwork situation. Approach behaviors (i.e., intended to increase support) might include
an employee asking the supervisor to listen while they explain a stressful situation, or the
employee might show signs of emotional distress until the supervisor asks what is bothering
them. According to this framework, individuals actively structure their support networks in
attempts to maximize support, and specifically, they attempt to receive support at the right time
and in the right way depending on what they want from the support interaction.

In addition to the distinction between approach and avoid, support-marshaling

incorporates the dimensions of direct and indirect communication outlined by Barbee and
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colleagues (1993). Therefore, support-marshaling includes the direct and indirect behaviors to
seek support described previously as well as direct and indirect behaviors to reduce nonsupport.
Direct avoid behavior includes asking a supervisor not to ask about one’s recent health
challenges and telling a supervisor that one will handle their own nonwork challenges without
assistance. Indirect avoid behavior includes hiding nonwork issues from one’s supervisor and
ignoring a supervisor’s attempts to provide unwanted support. As such, support-marshaling
behaviors are conceptually divided into four categories: direct-approach, direct-avoid, indirect-
approach, and indirect-avoid.

Through qualitative research, these categories have been used to describe how individuals
seek support for their romantic relationship and for their weight loss efforts (Crowley, 2012;
Crowley & Faw, 2014; Faw, 2014). Specifically, Crowley (2012) interviewed individuals who
were in a romantic relationship to which another network member (e.g., friend, family member)
expressed opposition (i.e., they did not approve of the relationship or had concerns about it).
Interview responses that involved support-marshaling behavior were thematically categorized
into 17 specific strategies. Those strategies were then categorized into the four themes mentioned
above. Crowley and Faw (2014) then validated this typology with a larger sample. Respondents
reported whether or not they had used each of the 17 strategies, and if they had, they were asked
an open-ended question about what exactly they said or did. Crowley and Faw (2014) also
allowed participants to report any support-marshaling strategies that were not included in the
predetermined list. From these responses, Crowley and Faw (2014) coded responses and revised
the typology, resulting in 17 strategies.

Applying support-marshaling to a different context, Faw (2016) conducted a qualitative

study with adolescents who were attempting to lose weight and were marshaling support for their
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efforts. Although the resulting typology of behaviors was slightly different than the one from the
previous two studies, the interview questions were framed around support-marshaling,
identifying the ways in which participants interacted with social network members to increase
support or limit nonsupport for their weight loss attempts. All studies of support-marshaling thus
far have been qualitative and have not attempted to measure support-marshaling quantitatively.

Additionally, support-marshaling has yet to be examined in the work context. It is
especially important to consider support-marshaling when trying to understand the support
interactions between supervisors and employees. In a hierarchical relationship, eliciting support
and limiting nonsupport may be particularly distinct because asking a supervisor to do more (i.e.,
provide more support) might qualitatively feel more or less acceptable than avoiding, deceiving,
or setting boundaries with a supervisor. The latter behaviors (i.e., avoid behaviors) are important
for employees to know and enact when supervisors fail to provide support in appropriate or
helpful ways. However, limiting inappropriate and unhelpful support also requires the individual
to take a more assertive role in determining the extent and nature of the supervisor-employee
relationship, which goes against the typical hierarchical distribution of influence.

Drawing on the aforementioned frameworks and previously-developed measures of
support-seeking and support-marshaling (e.g., Barbee et al., 1993; Crowley & Faw, 2014; Faw,
2016), in addition to the literature on workplace support and FSSB (e.g., Crain & Stevens, 2018;
French et al., 2018; Hammer et al., 2009; Straub, 2012), we can further our understanding of the
support process between employees and supervisors regarding nonwork issues. Knowing that
FSSB is impactful for multiple employee outcomes, including work-nonwork conflict (Crain &
Stevens, 2018), it is critical to understand and measure how exactly this support resource is

managed by employees and, from that, how we can improve nonwork support communication in
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the workplace. Despite attempts to measure similar constructs, including help-seeking at work,
and support-seeking in personal relationships, no existing scales fulfill this specific purpose.
Current Study

The current study aimed to develop and validate a scale to measure the support-
marshaling behaviors of employees for work-nonwork issues. Specifically, this construct is
defined as employee efforts to communicate support needs related to nonwork issues to a
supervisor, with the goal of increasing supportive supervisor behaviors or decreasing
nonsupportive supervisor behaviors. Work-nonwork issues can include those related to work-
nonwork conflict or to issues specifically occurring in a nonwork domain that do not necessarily
lead to conflict, but that are meaningful or detrimental for the individual (e.g., a death in the
family, a health concern, a stressful volunteer position). To provide clarity around these specific
behaviors, I drew on and extended Barbee et al.’s (1993) and Crowley and Faw’s (2014)
formative work on support-seeking and marshaling by proposing a 2x2 taxonomy of employee
support-marshaling behaviors for work-nonwork issues (see Figure 1 for dimensions, definitions,
and examples). One dimension represents the form of the behavior (direct vs. indirect) and the
other represents the intention of the behavior (approach to increase support vs. avoid to decrease
nonsupport). Direct support-marshaling is active, explicit, and obvious to the target (Barbee et
al., 1993; Crowley & Faw, 2014); in this context, it can include strategies such as describing a
challenging nonwork situation to the supervisor, talking with one’s supervisor about emotions
associated with the conflict, and asking for the supervisor’s help in managing competing
demands. With indirect support-marshaling, the support need is implied and the request for
support is not obvious to the target (Barbee et al., 1993; Crowley & Faw 2014); in this context, it

can include behaviors such as showing signs of distress around one’s supervisor (e.g., sighing,
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crying, pouting), minimizing any conversations with one’s supervisor about the nonwork issue,
or making broad, vague comments about the nonwork problem to one’s supervisor (Barbee et al.,
1993; Crowley & Faw 2014).

Regarding the second dimension, the intention of the communication can either be to
increase supportive behaviors (i.e., approach) or to decrease nonsupportive behaviors (i.e., avoid;
Crowley, 2014). For example, approach behaviors include directly asking for flexible work
arrangements, sharing experiences of strain or emotions due to a nonwork issues with one’s
supervisor, or displaying signs of distress around one’s supervisor as a result of the nonwork
issue. Avoid behaviors include asking one’s supervisor to stop inquiring about the nonwork
issue, setting up arrangements outside of work to avoid asking a supervisor for a schedule
change, or minimizing the amount of conversation about nonwork that occurs with a supervisor.
Thus, support-marshaling behaviors can be categorized as direct or indirect and as an attempt to
approach or avoid the supervisor (see Table 2 for original items).

Hypothesis 1: The scale will present four distinct dimensions: direct-approach, direct-

avoid, indirect-approach, and indirect-avoid.

Establishing the Nomological Network of Nonwork Support-Marshaling

In order to provide additional evidence for the support-marshaling scale measuring the
intended construct, I tested the scale’s associations with other variables, including relationships
that provide evidence of convergent, discriminant, and concurrent criterion-related validity.

Convergent and discriminant validity. Convergent and discriminant validity provide
evidence of validity based on the extent to which the scale’s dimensions correlate with other
constructs in the ways that would be expected based on theory and existing empirical evidence

(DeVellis, 2017). The following three constructs were chosen for inclusion based on their
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conceptual proximity to support-marshaling behavior within work relationships: attachment
style, work-nonwork boundary preferences, and leader-member exchange (LMX). Specifically,
these three constructs address stable individual differences, work-nonwork related preferences,
and supervisor-employee interactions, respectively, each of which relates to different aspects of
the employee nonwork support-marshaling construct.

Attachment. Attachment describes individuals’ interpersonal beliefs and actions in close
relationships, especially when experiencing stress or some type of need (Ravitz et al., 2010).
Researchers have suggested and identified three or four attachment styles, but in more recent
research, rather than classifying individuals, attachment has been conceptualized and measured
as a continuous two-dimensional construct, with the dimensions of anxiety and avoidance
(Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998; Ravitz et al., 2010). Anxiety is characterized by “fear of
interpersonal rejection or abandonment, an excessive need for approval from others, and distress
when one’s partner is unavailable or unresponsive,” and avoidance is characterized by “fear of
dependence and interpersonal intimacy, an excessive need for self-reliance, and reluctance to
self-disclose” (Wet, Russell, Mallinckrodt, & Vogel, 2007, p. 188). Ideally, through early
experiences with caregivers, individuals develop what was historically called secure attachment,
which is characterized by low anxiety and low avoidance (Holmes, 1993).

Attachment is primarily considered a factor in intimate relationships, but previous
research has indicated that attachment does play a role in professional relationships as well (e.g.,
Harms, 2011; Leiter, Day, & Price, 2015). Leiter and colleagues (2015) found that attachment
avoidance was negatively related to civility, psychological safety, and trust, while attachment
anxiety was positively related to incivility, exhaustion, and cynicism in work relationships.

Attachment anxiety is also related to other organizational and work-related variables, including
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lower citizenship behavior and higher turnover intentions, even after controlling for personality,
affectivity, and organizational commitment (Richards & Schat, 2011). Importantly, attachment
has also been looked at in relation to other supervisor-employee relationship variables, with
secure attachment being positively related to employees’ trust in their supervisors (Frazier,
Gooty, Little, & Nelson, 2015). Additionally, attachment theory has been proposed by multiple
scholars to be related to mentoring relationships (e.g., Germain, 2011; Ragins & Verbos, 2007),
and one study found that employee attachment anxiety was associated with less feedback-
seeking and less acceptance of feedback from mentors (Allen, Shockley, & Poteat, 2010).

Attachment is conceptually related to support-marshaling because it describes how
people perceive and act in relationships, especially in times of need (Ravitz, Maunder, Hunter,
Sthankiya, & Lancee, 2010), which impacts how employees communicate their needs to their
supervisors. However, the constructs are distinct in that attachment is considered a stable trait
(Ravitz et al., 2010), whereas support-marshaling is a behavior that varies depending on
situational variables. The two constructs are theoretically related because support-marshaling is a
behavioral outcome influenced by one’s beliefs about relationships and support (i.e.,
attachment). Empirically, one study indicated that wives who are avoidant are less likely to seek
support from their husbands (Alexander, Feeney, Hohaus, & Noller, 2001). Another study
indicated that although both avoidance and anxiety are negatively associated with perceived
social support in college students, the relationship between avoidance and social support was
much stronger (Mallinckrodt & Wei, 2005).

Specific to the workplace and support-seeking, Richards and Schat (2010) found that
attachment avoidance was negatively related to support-seeking behavior and attachment anxiety

was positively related to support-seeking behavior. However, multiple studies have indicated that
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attachment anxiety is not systematically related to support-seeking behavior (e.g., Collins &
Feeney, 2000; Fraley & Shaver, 1998; Simpson, Rholes, & Nelligan, 1992). Without a strong
theoretical or empirical basis for specific hypotheses regarding attachment anxiety and the avoid
dimensions of support-marshaling, I only predicted that attachment anxiety would be positively
related to the two approach dimensions. However, because attachment anxiety is characterized
by a fear of rejection, I predicted that this relationship would be stronger for indirect-approach
than for direct-approach support-marshaling. Indirect communication can be subtle and can
allow the employee to minimize the likelihood of a direct refusal of the supervisor to support the
employee.

Hypothesis 2a: Attachment anxiety will be more strongly and positively related to

indirect-approach support-marshaling behavior than to direct-approach support-

marshaling behavior.

Based on theory and empirical results, I predicted that attachment avoidance would be
strongly and positively related to direct-avoid and indirect-avoid support-marshaling behavior.
An employee who does not like to disclose personal information to others and does not like to
rely on others is less likely to communicate a support need to their supervisor and less likely to
try to receive more support in either direct or indirect ways. However, individuals who are more
avoidant do tend to use indirect support-seeking strategies more than direct strategies in intimate
relationships (Collins & Feeney, 2000). Therefore, I predicted that employees who are more
avoidant would also engage in more indirect support-marshaling strategies than direct support-
marshaling strategies. When an avoidant employee does need support from their supervisor, they
are more likely to communicate that in ways that do not make it obvious that they are asking for

help.
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Hypothesis 2b: Attachment avoidance will be more strongly and positively related to
direct-avoid and indirect-avoid support-marshaling behavior than to direct-approach and
indirect-approach support-marshaling behavior.

Hypothesis 2c: Attachment avoidance will be more strongly and positively related to

indirect-approach and indirect-avoid support-marshaling behavior than to direct-approach

and direct-avoid support-marshaling behavior.

Boundary preferences. Boundary preferences refer to the extent to which an employee
prefers to keep their work and nonwork separate from each other (Kossek et al., 2006), and they
are generally conceptualized as a continuum from segmentation (i.e., roles are considered
mutually exclusive and boundaries are not flexible or permeable) to integration (i.e., roles are not
clearly differentiated and boundaries are flexible and permeable; Ashforth, Kreiner, & Fugate,
2000). Boundary preferences relate to nonwork support-marshaling because they describe how
people conceptualize the relationship between work and nonwork (Kossek et al., 2006), and
these preferences are reflective of how employees relate to their workplaces and how they
conceptualize the role of work in their lives, which are factors that influence whether and how
employees would communicate with their supervisors about nonwork. Similar to support-
marshaling behavior, managing boundaries requires decision-making (Kossek, Noe, & DeMarr,
1999) and self-regulation (e.g., emotion regulation and mindfulness; Allen, Cho, & Meier, 2014).
Additionally, when employees prefer to integrate their work and nonwork lives as opposed to
distinctly segmenting them, they tend to experience more work-nonwork conflict (Kossek et al.,
2006; Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2006). Asking a supervisor for nonwork support entails
integrating work and nonwork to some extent. Therefore, those who prefer to keep their work

and nonwork separate are more likely to set boundaries with their supervisor regarding
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discussing nonwork issues. Because this aligns with the avoid items within my support
marshaling scale, preference for segmentation should be strongly and positively related to both
direct-avoid and indirect-avoid support-marshaling. In contrast, people who prefer to integrate
their work and nonwork are more likely to talk to supervisors about issues that are going on
outside of work. Therefore, I predicted that preference for segmentation would be moderately
and negatively related to both direct-approach and indirect-approach support-marshaling.

Hypotheses 3: Preference for segmentation will be more strongly and positively related to

direct-avoid and indirect-avoid support-marshaling behavior than to direct-approach and

indirect-approach support-marshaling behavior.