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Abstract 

 Motivated by observations that workers from lower social class backgrounds often 

experience lower career outcomes even after securing desirable jobs, we adopted an 

abductive approach—combining theory (the newcomer personal capital framework) with 

qualitative evidence from open‐ended accounts (Study 1)—to identify three challenges these 

workers face after joining organizations as newcomers: limited cultural capital (i.e., 

institutional knowledge), lower social capital (i.e., social self‐efficacy), and lower 

psychological capital (i.e., distress tolerance). Furthermore, in Study 1, we developed and 

tested a psychological intervention targeting these challenges and found that it effectively 

addressed them. In Studies 2 and 3, both preregistered field experiments, we deductively 

tested whether addressing these challenges would enhance key downstream outcomes. 

Indeed, for newcomers from lower social class backgrounds, the intervention improved both 

the experience of the work itself (job engagement) and the organizational social environment 

(social integration), which, in turn, led to better job performance—although it did not reduce 

turnover intentions. The intervention offers a scalable, low-cost method to promote the 

adjustment and career success of upwardly mobile workers from lower social class 

backgrounds. We discuss implications for understanding sources of class achievement gaps 

and for the importance of the newcomer adjustment process in promoting socioeconomic 

mobility in organizations.  
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Bridging the Social Class Capital Gap: A Psychological Intervention in the Newcomer 

Adjustment Context 

Despite extensive research and widespread initiatives aimed at making workplaces 

inclusive, workers from lower social class backgrounds1 who successfully attain a high level 

of education and enter higher-status occupations face persistent disadvantages in achieving 

long-term career success (Laurison & Friedman, 2016; Pfeffer, 1977a, 1977b). Most previous 

work has focused on uncovering potential discrimination in the hiring process, finding either 

no or only small effects (e.g., Koppman, 2016; Rivera, 2012), which suggests that the 

problem more likely emerges after entry into organizations. Indeed, Laurison and Friedman 

(2016) noted that “even when people who are from working-class backgrounds are successful 

in entering high-status occupations, they earn 17 percent less, on average, than individuals 

from privileged backgrounds” (p. 668).  

Persistent career disparities among workers from lower social class backgrounds, 

even after they have navigated the hiring process, present an intriguing puzzle: Which factors 

might organizational research have overlooked that could explain—and potentially 

mitigate—these persistent class-based achievement gaps? To investigate this question, we 

adopted an abductive research approach—particularly suited for addressing surprising 

empirical observations that current theories do not fully explain, and guided by a practical 

orientation toward actionable insights (Timmermans & Tavory, 2012). We conjectured that 

internal factors related to newcomers themselves might offer an actionable path forward. 

Investigating this possibility offered the potential to foster socioeconomic mobility among 

lower social class newcomers while shifting organizational research on social class from a 

predominant focus on external structural barriers to empowering workers directly. 

 
1 Following Côté’s (2011) definition, as well as recent organizational research on social class (DeOrtentiis et al., 
2022; R. T. Fang & Saks, 2021; R. T. Fang & Tilcsik, 2022), we conceptualize social class as a higher-level 
construct that encompasses an individual’s access to objective resources, most notably financial resources and 
education, and subjective perceptions of where they rank in the social hierarchy. 
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We began our abductive inquiry by synthesizing relevant literature and identifying a 

potentially powerful yet underutilized theoretical lens: the newcomer personal capital 

framework (Bauer & Erdogan, 2014). This framework aligns closely with our research 

orientation by explicitly focusing on newcomers themselves and emphasizing personal 

resources and competencies that newcomers possess—or notably lack—as they join new 

organizations. Integrating insights from social class research with this framework, we 

formulated our initial best possible explanation, theorizing that lower social class newcomers 

face specific deficits in cultural capital (institutional knowledge), social capital (social self-

efficacy), and psychological capital (distress tolerance), all critical for effective newcomer 

adjustment (Bauer et al., 2007; Saks & Gruman, 2018). 

In Study 1, we pursued this initial explanation abductively by first qualitatively 

exploring whether these theorized deficits would naturally arise in the open-ended narratives 

of individuals preparing to enter higher-status jobs. Without imposing our theoretical lens 

prematurely, we assessed if these newcomer capital deficits spontaneously emerged as salient 

concerns among participants. This exploratory approach showed evidence of the organic 

relevance of our proposed explanatory factors. Besides validating these factors, we developed 

and tested an intervention designed explicitly to enhance these forms of newcomer capital, 

finding promising initial evidence of its effectiveness. In Studies 2 and 3, preregistered field 

experiments, we deductively tested the effectiveness of our intervention in real-world 

organizational settings, evaluating its potential to enhance key adjustment outcomes and 

thereby reduce the documented class-based career attainment gaps.  

Our use of a newcomer-centered intervention to boost the outcomes of a 

disadvantaged group represents a novel approach in the organizational literature. 

Organizational research on inclusion and equality of opportunity has predominantly focused 

on documenting achievement gaps, examining the role of discrimination, and occasionally 
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proposing strategies for combating bias (Hebl et al., 2020; Whitley & Kite, 2006). Although 

important, this exclusive emphasis on organizational factors has overlooked the possibility 

that internal, newcomer-centered solutions might play a significant role. By demonstrating 

that newcomer-centered factors can be quickly and sustainably improved via targeted 

psychological interventions, our research highlights the theoretical importance of attending to 

newcomers themselves. In doing so, we offer a practical tool for addressing persistent class-

based disparities and underscore an underexplored explanatory domain, inviting future 

research to broaden the theoretical landscape around socioeconomic inclusion.  

We also contribute to the newcomer adjustment literature by integrating research on 

social class with the newcomer personal capital framework and by examining how workers 

from different social class backgrounds with varying levels of newcomer personal capital fare 

in terms of adjustment outcomes. Prior newcomer adjustment research has rarely considered 

how social class background might shape the adjustment process or, more broadly, how 

differential adjustment experiences could contribute to documented career achievement gaps. 

Yet, adjusting to a new organization is not only a key career juncture with major downstream 

implications for career achievement (Bauer et al., 2007, 2025; Bauer & Erdogan, 2014), but 

also a major challenge for many workers, with newcomers commonly experiencing a sense of 

“shock” (Louis, 1980). Thus, by explicitly examining social class-related adjustment 

challenges through the lens of the newcomer personal capital framework, our research 

positions the newcomer adjustment context as a theoretically significant and practically 

relevant setting for addressing persistent career achievement gaps. 

Literature Search: Newcomer Personal Capital 

We began by synthesizing the literature to identify newcomer-related factors that 

could explain the challenges faced by workers from lower social class backgrounds and that 

are amenable to intervention. We conducted a thorough review of the social class literature 
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spanning psychology, sociology, education, and other fields to identify a tractable number of 

actionable factors2 likely to be relevant based on the newcomer personal capital framework 

(Bauer & Erdogan, 2014). We followed the recommendations for conducting a 

comprehensive literature review by Schweinsberg et al. (2023) (see Additional Online 

Material pp. 2–4), ultimately focusing on three factors representing the most compelling 

potential explanations. Below, we discuss relevant social class research indicating that these 

factors may be shaped by social class background, and we review corresponding evidence 

from the newcomer personal capital framework suggesting their relevance for newcomers’ 

post-entry success. Consistent with our abductive approach, for each factor, we begin by 

formulating propositions (rather than hypotheses), reflecting our best possible theoretical 

explanations based on our synthesis of literature, empirical exploration, and theoretical 

refinement.  

Institutional Knowledge (Cultural Capital) 

The first factor we conjectured might be relevant to explaining the challenges faced 

by workers from lower social class backgrounds after entering higher-status occupations is 

their relative lack of the general knowledge needed to navigate unstructured institutional 

environments—within which modern higher-status work tends to take place. Although many 

organizations attempt to structure the socialization process for new employees (Liu et al., 

2024), successful adjustment frequently depends on newcomers’ own ability to manage 

uncertainty and adapt to work settings (Allen et al., 2017). 

Unlike lower-status occupations, typically characterized by clear procedures, close 

supervision, and routinized tasks (Kohn & Schooler, 1969), higher-status occupations afford 

 
2 Based on the criterion of actionability, we did not consider human capital factors (typically proxied by 
educational attainment). These are already the focus of educational efforts and require drastically longer periods 
to impact. Thus, in line with the phenomenon that motivated our research, we focus on workers who attained 
higher education and are starting in higher-status jobs, but who vary naturally in their social class backgrounds, 
and we examine factors beyond human capital that may be productively impacted through a brief intervention. 
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greater discretion and autonomy in performing tasks (Grant & Ashford, 2008; Hackman & 

Oldham, 1976). Successfully adapting to such roles requires a nuanced understanding of 

informal norms, expectations, and strategies to navigate these unstructured organizational 

settings (Lareau, 2002, 2015). Individuals from lower social class backgrounds, however, 

may have fewer opportunities to acquire such institutional knowledge due to differences in 

early-life socialization and exposure to higher-status occupational environments. 

Research in sociology shows that individuals from lower social class backgrounds are 

often socialized into values of respect for authority and conformity that are typical of lower-

status occupations held by their parents (Kohn & Schooler, 1969). Thus, they are less likely 

to internalize the proactive agency and independence valued in higher-status occupations 

(Kohn, 1959; Pearlin & Kohn, 1966). For example, in a long-term qualitative study, Lareau 

(2015) found that young adults from higher social class backgrounds had more extensive and 

actionable knowledge of institutional “rules of the game,” enabling them to have their needs 

met by institutions. In contrast, those from lower social class backgrounds, lacking this tacit 

institutional knowledge, encountered more frustrations and fewer accommodations.   

Even after higher education and entry into higher-status jobs, individuals from lower 

social class backgrounds might continue to experience challenges due to gaps in institutional 

knowledge required to navigate higher-status occupational contexts. Although direct 

empirical evidence documenting the persistence of these challenges post-entry is limited, 

suggestive evidence from pre-entry contexts indicates this possibility. For instance, R. T. 

Fang and Saks (2021) showed that individuals from lower social class backgrounds adopted 

more haphazard and less structured job search strategies when attempting to secure higher-

status employment—strategies characterized by limited direction and effectiveness. Also, 

Sharps and Anderson (2021) found that lower social class individuals approaching higher-

status opportunities exhibited behavioral patterns reflecting norms typical of lower-status 
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occupations, such as lower assertiveness and proactive engagement. These findings suggest 

the possibility that deficits in navigating institutional norms and expectations, evident in pre-

entry contexts, may continue to hinder lower social class newcomers after organizational 

entry, a critical juncture that has thus far received limited attention in the literature. 

The newcomer personal capital framework suggests that the knowledge required to 

navigate unstructured institutional environments can be thought of as a form of “cultural 

capital” that entails “the insights and knowledge that one learns growing up in different parts 

of the world, at different socioeconomic levels, or at different periods of time” (Bauer & 

Erdogan, 2014, p. 447). Bourdieu (1986) conceptualized cultural capital as consisting, in 

important part3, of an understanding of the norms and expectations characterizing higher-

status occupations (see also Lareau, 2015, p. 21). Newcomer adjustment research provides 

evidence for the relevance of such institutional knowledge for adjustment when newcomers 

enter higher-status occupations. Studies have found that occupational, industry, or pre-entry 

knowledge is positively associated with adjustment outcomes (Bauer & Green, 1994; Chao et 

al., 1994; Kammeyer-Mueller & Wanberg, 2003). For instance, Bauer et al. (2021) showed 

that organizational knowledge (whether the newcomer had previously worked in the same or 

a similar organization) was positively related to role clarity and task mastery, both of which 

are crucial for shaping how newcomers experience their work and fostering job engagement 

(Bauer et al., 2007). Thus, integrating insights from sociology, pre-entry employment, and 

educational contexts, we posit that social class background is likely to influence newcomers’ 

 
3 Some forms of cultural capital can also matter for how others respond to a person due to standard similarity-
attraction dynamics (Byrne, 1961). Bourdieu (1986) noted that cues of familiarity with “high culture” may 
afford such benefits in certain contexts (Koppman, 2016; Rivera, 2012; Rivera & Tilcsik, 2016). However, this 
form of cultural capital is not easily amenable to intervention, and it is not as positive a factor as the ones we 
consider. For example, while high culture cues might be positively received in some contexts, in other situations 
they may be seen as irrelevant to primary organizational task demands or even elicit negative responses such as 
impressions of pretentiousness, elitism, or arrogance (Bjornsdottir & Rule, 2020; Durante et al., 2017). 
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institutional knowledge at organizational entry—thereby shaping lower social class 

individuals’ initial ability to navigate unstructured environments in higher-status occupations. 

Proposition 1a: Social class background is positively associated with institutional 

knowledge. 

Social Self-Efficacy (Social Capital) 

The second factor we conjectured as potentially explaining the challenges faced by 

workers from lower social class backgrounds after entering higher-status occupations, and 

which may be particularly amenable to intervention, is their lower social self-efficacy, or 

concerns about one’s ability to effectively navigate social interactions and “fit in” within a 

given context (Jury et al., 2017). Beyond having to learn the new organizational task-related 

landscape, a major challenge for newcomers is learning to navigate the social landscape of 

the organization. Because organizations fundamentally consist of people and people are 

inherently social beings (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), newcomers must learn to build 

relationships, interpret social cues, and establish rapport.  

However, newcomers from lower social class backgrounds may find this especially 

difficult, given that higher-status workplaces tend to be dominated by norms and values 

shaped by middle- and upper-class experiences (Erikson & Goldthorpe, 2010; Whitely et al., 

1991). A fundamental finding in research on social interactions and relationship formation is 

that people who have more in common tend to feel more at ease with each other and establish 

relationships more readily (Eckel & Grossman, 2005; McPherson et al., 2001). Conversely, 

interactions with dissimilar others “evoke more anxiety, threat, and stress” (Piff et al., 2018, 

p. 93; Page-Gould et al., 2008). Consequently, when entering new organizational 

environments predominantly shaped by middle- and upper-class norms, newcomers from 

lower social class backgrounds are likely to experience reduced social self-efficacy.  
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Although direct evidence of such social self-efficacy deficits among organizational 

newcomers from lower social class backgrounds remains limited, research from analogous 

contexts provides suggestive evidence of this phenomenon. For example, evidence from the 

educational domain has shown that lower social class individuals exhibit lower social self-

efficacy when they enter college—a social situation similar to joining higher-status 

organizations, where these individuals similarly represent a numerical minority (Jury et al., 

2017). For instance, Stephens et al. (2012) found that college students from lower social class 

backgrounds experience a sense of social misfit because their habits and preferences tend to 

differ markedly from higher-class habits and preferences that dominate higher education 

settings. The dynamics of organizational entry for lower social class individuals may, to some 

extent, parallel these educational findings, likely resulting in reduced social self-efficacy due 

to perceived misfit (Harackiewicz et al., 2014; Ostrove & Long, 2007; Phillips et al., 2020).  

Additional research from pre-entry employment contexts further supports this 

conjecture. For example, R. T. Fang and Saks (2021) demonstrated that social class 

background influences job search success partially through social capital differences, 

showing that upper-class job seekers benefit from more extensive, high-status networks. 

Similarly, Smith et al. (2012) demonstrated that individuals from lower-status backgrounds 

display more hesitation and less confidence in professional social interactions during job 

search processes. Belmi and Laurin (2016) further showed that lower social class individuals 

generally feel less capable of actively engaging in social networking and organizational 

politics, despite these behaviors being crucial for long-term career success (Ng et al., 2005). 

Collectively, these findings strongly imply that lower social class individuals’ pre-entry 

social difficulties may persist or even intensify following organizational entry. 

From the newcomer personal capital perspective, social self-efficacy can be 

understood as a form of potential social capital, that is, “potential resources that can be 
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accessed” through one’s theoretical networks as a result of being comfortable with and 

willing to approach others in a new social environment (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998, p. 243). 

The conceptualization of social self-efficacy as an indicator of potential social capital aligns 

with Bourdieu’s (1986) definition as well as recent work focusing on networking as a 

dynamic psychological construct (Porter & Woo, 2015), making it potentially amenable to 

change through a brief intervention. Newcomer adjustment research further provides 

evidence that social self-efficacy matters when adjusting to a new organization. For instance, 

Nifadkar and Bauer (2016) found that newcomers with greater social anxiety expected other 

members of the organization to respond less favorably to socially proactive behavior, 

ultimately discouraging behaviors that are essential for both one’s social experience at work 

and effective primary task performance. Indeed, studies have shown that such social concerns 

(reflecting lower social self-efficacy) impact key downstream newcomer adjustment 

outcomes, including social integration and engagement at work (Bauer et al., 2007).  

In sum, given the critical role of social self-efficacy in newcomer adjustment and 

evidence from educational and pre-entry employment contexts, we posit that social class 

background will influence social self-efficacy at organizational entry.  

Proposition 1b: Social class background is positively associated with social self-

efficacy when entering higher-status occupations. 

Distress Tolerance (Psychological Capital) 

A third factor we conjectured as relevant in explaining the challenges faced by 

workers from lower social class backgrounds in higher-status occupations, and amenable to 

intervention, is distress tolerance—the capacity to withstand emotional discomfort or stress 

without withdrawing from challenging situations (Simons & Gaher, 2005). Navigating 

unfamiliar task-related and social landscapes in a new organization is stressful, requiring 



BRIDGING SOCIAL CLASS CAPITAL GAP 
 

11 

individuals to endure frustration, recover from setbacks, and persist in their efforts to learn 

and adapt (Brooks & DuBois, 1995; Huang et al., 2014; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2009). 

Life history theory suggests that early environmental conditions shape individuals’ 

stress-response systems in adaptive ways. Growing up in resource-scarce or unpredictable 

environments may lead individuals to develop heightened vigilance and emotional 

reactivity—an adaptive strategy for rapidly identifying and responding to immediate dangers 

or uncertainties (Frankenhuis et al., 2020; Mittal & Griskevicius, 2014). Conversely, 

individuals raised in resource-rich, stable environments typically develop threat response 

patterns characterized by greater self-reliance, independence, and reduced emotional 

reactivity—strategies optimized for environments characterized by predictability, stability, 

and an emphasis on long-term goal pursuit (Ellis et al., 2022; Griskevicius et al., 2011).  

Thus, despite their adaptive value in harsh or unpredictable contexts, heightened 

emotional reactivity and vigilance to threats may become a source of disadvantage when 

individuals transition into higher-status occupational environments—settings that typically 

reward composure, agency, and self-assurance when encountering challenges or setbacks (B. 

J. Ellis et al., 2022). Indeed, when confronted with stressful or threatening situations, 

individuals from lower social class backgrounds tend to experience reduced feelings of 

control and elevated stress, an otherwise functional threat management strategy, but one that 

comes at the expense of the ability to engage fully with other work-related goals (Mittal & 

Griskevicius, 2014; Sirola, 2024). Conversely, higher social class individuals tend to perceive 

such situations as manageable, bolstering their sense of agency and engagement with long-

term goals. This pattern highlights how stress-response tendencies formed in lower social 

class contexts may represent a “normative mismatch” (B. J. Ellis et al., 2022; Frankenhuis et 

al., 2020) with the psychological demands and norms characteristic of higher-status 

occupations. 
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Suggestive evidence from organizationally relevant contexts seems aligned with this 

conjecture. Exploratory analyses by R. T. Fang and Saks (2021) revealed that lower social 

class job seekers initially employed more haphazard job search strategies, indicative of lower 

distress tolerance; however, those with greater psychological resources gradually transitioned 

toward more structured and effective strategies. Complementing this finding, Sirola (2024) 

demonstrated that employees from lower social class backgrounds exhibited stronger 

negative emotional reactions and reduced engagement when confronted with stressful 

organizational changes, suggesting they have lower distress tolerance in handling workplace 

stressors. Collectively, these findings imply that distress tolerance deficits identified in pre-

entry employment and organizational contexts may persist and negatively impact lower social 

class newcomers after organizational entry. 

From the perspective of the newcomer personal capital framework, distress tolerance 

can be understood as a key aspect of psychological capital—a set of psychological resources 

that enable effective coping, adaptation, and growth in the face of uncertainty and challenges 

(Bauer & Erdogan, 2014; Luthans et al., 2008; Luthans & Youssef, 2007).4 Newcomer 

adjustment research consistently highlights distress tolerance as critical for positive responses 

to challenges, shaping both social integration and engagement at work (Ali et al., 2003; 

Brooks & DuBois, 1995; Huang et al., 2014; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2009). Conversely, 

lower distress tolerance is associated with potentially counterproductive psychological 

approaches to challenges and setbacks, such as rumination (Jeffries et al., 2016). As a result, 

lower distress tolerance can amplify issues identified earlier, such as the lack of engagement 

brought on by uncertainty and lack of familiarity with institutional functioning (Wang et al., 

 
4 While previous work has conceptualized psychological capital as optimism, resilience, self-efficacy, or hope 
(Luthans & Youssef, 2007), our focus on distress tolerance is informed by social class research highlighting its 
relevance. At the same time, other aspects (e.g., optimism, hope) appear less critical given null findings in 
existing literature (e.g., R. T. Fang & Saks, 2021), making our conceptualization of distress tolerance as an 
indicator of psychological capital consistent with our theoretical framework. 
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2023) and the lack of social integration that perception of social challenges and stressors can 

engender (Larrazabal et al., 2022; Nock & Mendes, 2008; Thomas & Brausch, 2022).  

In sum, integrating reasoning drawn from life history theory and empirical cues from 

pre-entry employment and organizational contexts, we propose that social class background 

shapes newcomers’ distress tolerance at organizational entry. 

Proposition 1c: Social class background is positively associated with distress 

tolerance. 

Intervention Design 

Having identified three theoretically important forms of newcomer personal capital 

likely shaped by social class background—namely institutional knowledge, social self-

efficacy, and distress tolerance—we next considered how these deficits could practically and 

sustainably be addressed. Our goal was explicitly action-oriented: to develop an intervention 

strategy capable of empowering newcomers themselves, leveraging a theoretically sound 

psychological mechanism to quickly boost these specific facets of newcomer capital. To this 

end, we turned to social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) as the foundational framework 

guiding our intervention approach. According to social learning theory, individuals acquire 

new behaviors and psychological strategies effectively through observational learning, 

particularly when they perceive observed models as relatable, credible, and relevant to their 

own circumstances (Bandura, 1986; Lockwood & Kunda, 1997). Observational learning 

strategies have proven highly effective in recent psychological interventions aimed at shifting 

behaviors and improving individual outcomes such as academic performance and adaptive 

behaviors (Moss-Racusin et al., 2018; Walton & Cohen, 2011). Thus, by grounding our 

intervention in social learning theory, we sought to maximize psychological potency and 

practical applicability, directly targeting the newcomer personal capital gaps we identified. 
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Social learning theory posits that observational learning involves four distinct yet 

interconnected cognitive processes: attention, retention, reproduction, and motivation 

(Bandura, 1977). Accordingly, we carefully structured the format of our intervention to 

systematically facilitate each of these processes. To ensure sufficient attention, we presented 

role models who closely resembled the intervention recipients—recent university graduates 

navigating similar professional transitions. Perceived similarity increased perceived relevance 

and ensured high engagement with the intervention content (Buunk et al., 2007; Lockwood & 

Kunda, 1997). To foster retention, role models explicitly articulated concrete strategies for 

overcoming common adjustment challenges. For example, they demonstrated how 

newcomers might proactively seek institutional knowledge, gradually build confidence in 

social interactions, and manage work-related stress effectively. To enhance reproduction, role 

models demonstrated behaviors and approaches that participants could readily enact in their 

own workplaces. For example, role models illustrated effective approaches to seeking 

feedback in ambiguous situations and building professional relationships. Finally, to boost 

motivation, role models clearly illustrated the tangible benefits derived from applying these 

strategies, thus reinforcing their perceived efficacy and value (Walton & Cohen, 2011). 

Our intervention content specifically targeted each of the three personal capital 

deficits theorized to be more pronounced among newcomers from lower social class 

backgrounds. To enhance institutional knowledge, role models emphasized strategies for 

proactively navigating ambiguous organizational norms—such as actively seeking guidance 

and information from supervisors and colleagues. Furthermore, to address social self-

efficacy, role models normalized initial uncertainty in building social connections and 

demonstrated gradual approaches to confidently integrating into organizational social 

contexts. Finally, to improve distress tolerance, role models explicitly validated common 
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newcomer stressors, reassuring participants that initial negative emotions are typical and 

manageable, and presented techniques for effectively coping with such experiences. 

Importantly, while the intervention explicitly targeted deficits we theorized would 

disproportionately impact newcomers from lower social class backgrounds, it was presented 

in a deliberately class-neutral manner. This decision was intended to minimize demand or 

stereotype threat effects (Croizet & Claire, 1998) and enhance the intervention’s scalability 

and applicability. Given their prior socialization experiences, newcomers from higher social 

class backgrounds were expected to have fewer deficits in these forms of personal capital, 

thereby deriving relatively less incremental benefit from the intervention. Conversely, the 

intervention strategies represented meaningful, new insights and valuable psychological tools 

specifically for those from lower social class backgrounds, who might lack these resources. 

Transparency and Openness 

We describe our sampling plans, data exclusions, manipulations, and measures in all 

studies, adhering to the Journal of Applied Psychology methodological checklist. All data, 

analysis code, research materials, preregistrations, and additional online material are 

available at the Open Science Framework (OSF) webpage associated with this project: 

https://osf.io/xuqfk/?view_only=13f068f0a070434db6ebe55a1aa8170c. Study 1 was not 

preregistered because it represented the initial exploratory phase of our abductive approach, 

designed to examine whether newcomer capital deficits emerged spontaneously among 

participants, and to preliminarily evaluate whether our intervention strategy was viable in 

targeting these mechanisms—thus inherently lacking hypotheses. Studies 2 and 3 were 

conducted in a deductive phase of intervention testing and were preregistered. The 

preregistrations included the study design, hypotheses (presented in the introductions to 

Studies 2 and 3), projected sample size, and analysis strategy. Data were analyzed in all 

studies using Stata SE version 18.5. The overall conceptual model and research strategy are 

https://osf.io/xuqfk/?view_only=13f068f0a070434db6ebe55a1aa8170c


BRIDGING SOCIAL CLASS CAPITAL GAP 
 

16 

summarized in Figure 1. All three studies were approved by the Institutional Review Board at 

Singapore Management University (Protocol Number: IRB-19-003-A016(219); Title: 

Autonomous behavior and perceptions of industry). 

Study 1 

Study 1 was conceived as an exploratory, abductively guided inquiry into newcomer 

concerns. After integrating research on newcomer adjustment and social class, we theorized 

that early career individuals from lower social class backgrounds might lack certain personal 

capital facets—notably institutional knowledge (informal workplace know-how), social self-

efficacy (confidence in forging new peer relationships), and distress tolerance (emotional 

resilience in coping with stress). However, rather than assume these themes outright, we 

designed Study 1 to probe what challenges actually loomed largest in newcomers’ minds. We 

recruited individuals about to enter higher-status job roles and invited them to reflect, in an 

open-ended format, on the questions and anxieties they faced as incoming newcomers. This 

open-ended design allowed participants to raise any concerns salient to them, yielding the 

possibility of surprising observations beyond our initial theorizing. An abductive logic guided 

our approach: we looked for patterns or anomalies in newcomers’ spontaneous concerns that 

might inform or challenge our theoretical framework.  

Importantly, we concurrently sought to conduct a preliminary test of whether an 

intervention grounded in social learning principles could practically influence these theorized 

newcomer personal capital facets. Recognizing the exploratory nature of this initial inquiry, 

our goal was not definitive hypothesis testing, but rather to gauge the intervention’s potential 

viability in enhancing institutional knowledge, social self-efficacy, and distress tolerance. 

Together, these dual exploratory efforts—naturalistic qualitative insights and initial 

intervention testing—provided tentative yet important early-stage validation of our theorizing 

and laid the groundwork for more rigorous, field-based testing in subsequent studies. 
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Method 

Participants and Design 

A total of 1875 early-career workers in the U.S. (Mage = 22.81, SDage = 1.69, 66 males) 

participated in this study via Prolific for USD 5 in 2021. All were university graduates, 

mostly aged 25 or younger. To maintain ecological relevance and timing consistency with 

actual job-entry experiences, we targeted individuals who recently applied for higher-status 

positions and had progressed to advanced recruitment stages where they anticipated job 

offers. Capturing this anticipatory stage allowed us to explore salient concerns naturally 

arising in newcomers’ minds as they faced imminent organizational entry (De Vos et al., 

2009). Such salience is crucial in abductive inquiry, facilitating the exploration of themes in 

an authentic rather than deductively constrained manner (Timmermans & Tavory, 2012).  

Participants provided details about a specific job and organization where they 

expected to work soon. Each participant’s prompts referenced their own anticipated 

workplace context, enhancing salience and relevance to their unique newcomer situations. 

Participants then completed demographic measures and were randomly assigned to one of the 

two intervention conditions: treatment (N = 89) or control (N = 98). They viewed intervention 

videos and responded to follow-up questions designed to gauge initial perceptions about their 

future work experiences, thus offering preliminary validation of intervention efficacy in an 

exploratory, abductive stage of inquiry. 

Pre-Intervention Measures 

Social Class Background. Following previous social class research, we 

operationalized social class background with an assessment of both objective material 

resources and subjective perceptions of social rank (Côté, 2011; DeOrtentiis et al., 2022). To 

 
5 We planned and recruited 200 participants for this study. We excluded 13 participants as they failed two 
attention checks (Please select ‘Somewhat Disagree’).  
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assess the objective aspect of social class background, we used indicators of parental income 

and parental education (Diemer et al., 2013). We measured parental income with two items 

from DeOrtentiis et al. (2022) (1 = $0 to $10,000 to 15 = $140,001 or more [in USD]): “On 

average, what was your first/second parent’s annual income while you lived at home?” We 

summed the scores for both parents to get a total score for parental income. We measured 

parental education with two items from Diemer et al. (2013) (1 = Did not complete high 

school to 7 = Postgraduate degree): “What is the highest grade or year of school completed 

for your first/second parent?” We summed the scores for both parents to get a total score for 

parental education. Finally, we adapted a widely used measure in social class research to 

assess subjective perceptions of parental resources as a proxy for social class. Participants 

rated five items adapted from Côté et al. (2013) (1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly 

agree). The five items were: “I grew up in a relatively wealthy neighborhood,” “My family 

had enough money to buy things I wanted,” “My family did not worry too much about paying 

our bills,” “I felt relatively wealthy compared to the other kids in my school,” and “I felt 

relatively wealthy compared to others my age” (α = 0.91).  

We created an aggregate score of social class background by standardizing the three 

scores and then averaging them. We present results for the aggregate variable in text and 

report results for the individual indicators in the Additional Online Material. 

Newcomer Personal Capital (Pre-Intervention). We used an exploratory qualitative 

approach, employing open-ended prompts to assess which challenges spontaneously emerged 

as most salient to participants. This method has been commonly used in social psychology 

research investigating the salience of particular phenomena in people’s minds (Caspi-

Berkowitz et al., 2019; Chung & Pennebaker, 2008; Greenberg et al., 1994; Olcaysoy Okten 

& Moskowitz, 2018; Schimel et al., 1999). Rather than imposing our theoretical lens upfront, 

we deliberately chose broad yet thematically targeted prompts. These prompts allowed for the 



BRIDGING SOCIAL CLASS CAPITAL GAP 
 

19 

factors specified in our propositions to be expressed to the extent that they were salient, thus 

minimizing potential demand effects (Harmon-Jones et al., 2019). Yet, they also allowed 

flexibility for participants to express a wide range of concerns, including those beyond our 

initial theorizing. This approach was analogous to conducting an exploratory factor analysis, 

where patterns naturally emerge and reveal their intrinsic salience, followed by confirmatory 

analyses to test theoretical alignment explicitly (Fabrigar et al., 1999). 

Specifically, participants responded to two broad prompts pertaining to each of the 

following themes: their thoughts related to the new organization, thoughts related to people in 

the organization, and finally, thoughts related to participants themselves and their ability to 

adapt to the new environment. In relation to their new organization, participants were asked: 

“When you think about joining [organization name] in general, what first comes to mind 

about the workplace?” and “How do you think you will feel during the first few weeks of work 

at [organization name]?” In relation to people in the organization, participants were asked: 

“When you think about the people at [organization name], what first comes to mind?” and 

“How do you think you will feel about the people at [organization name] during your first 

few weeks?” In relation to themselves and their ability to adapt to the new environment, 

participants were asked: “How would you manage yourself at [organization name]?” and 

“How would you cope with potential stressors at [organization name]?” 

Two research assistants, blind to hypotheses, independently coded responses. First, 

they coded for the spontaneous emergence of any newcomer concerns and noted frequencies 

of different themes. After an initial round of independent coding and discussion of 

discrepancies, the raters achieved 100% agreement on theme identification and categorization 

in the next coding round. Second, they coded explicitly for the extent participants expressed 

the three focal constructs (institutional knowledge, social self-efficacy, and distress tolerance) 

(1 = Not at all to 5 = Extremely) in their responses. Interrater reliability was strong (ICC 
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≥ .80 for all measures); so, we averaged the scores across the judges to create three composite 

scores. Table 1 presents quotes showing natural salience and participant cognitions about the 

newcomer capital facets. 

Intervention 

Treatment Condition. We used three real-life stories6 to create a video that educated 

individuals about the adjustment process. This intervention approach leveraged components 

of social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) and was consistent with previous work on 

interventions (McNatt & Judge, 2008; Moss-Racusin et al., 2018; Walton & Cohen, 2011). 

The video explained ways of developing and managing the three newcomer personal capital 

facets. The video was also designed with attention and scalability in mind, so we conducted 

multiple pretests and iterations to ensure effective delivery of the content. We ultimately 

organized the content into a relatively short video (7 minutes).  

To increase institutional knowledge, we emphasized the importance of proactively 

seeking knowledge and support from other organizational members, based on research on 

effective newcomer adjustment (Bauer et al., 2007). One graduate shared that: 

I had to be proactive on my end in seeking more information from people in order to 

ease my adjustment process. This information could be about my job scope, my 

workplace, and the people at work. This is a strategy that I would encourage future 

newcomers to use when they enter their first jobs. I was lucky enough to realize the 

usefulness of seeking various kinds of information early on in my job.  

To increase social self-efficacy, we drew on the literature and emphasized managing 

expectations as a newcomer, not feeling pressure to fit in immediately, and staying positive 

 
6 We recruited three university graduates to share their experiences with us, and we tailored their experiences to 
create scripts for the video. Professional actors, blind to our hypotheses, acted according to these scripts.  
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and proactive in terms of building social connections (Cranmer et al., 2019; A. M. Ellis et al., 

2017; Nifadkar & Bauer, 2016). One graduate shared that: 

With some practice and conversations with various people, I familiarized myself with 

the way things worked and managed to connect and learn from people around me. It 

was OK not to have formed any new contacts in the first few weeks, as long as one 

slowly worked toward it. I felt like I was slowly but surely fitting in. 

Finally, to increase distress tolerance, we highlighted that several negative emotions 

(e.g., anxiety, frustration) were commonly experienced by individuals in new environments 

and that those negative feelings would dissipate as one gathered information and social 

contacts in the workplace over time. This provided newcomers with the confidence that, 

although stressful negative events and the ensuing emotions were to be expected, they would 

be able to tolerate and even manage them as time passed. For instance, one graduate shared: 

As a newcomer, I remember feeling extremely awkward and afraid to step out of my 

comfort zone. I realized that learning the appropriate time and place to speak and to 

introduce myself is a crucial skill to have.  

At the end of the video, we included a summary of the pointers that the three college 

graduates shared with the participants. Participants then summarized their own takeaways 

and reflected on how to apply the takeaways to their own work lives. 

Control Condition. We exposed participants in the control condition to content 

similar to that in the treatment condition, but omitting the key intervention feature designed 

to educate participants on approaching future challenges differently. Participants viewed job 

pitches from three candidates, paralleling the three university graduates who shared their 

experiences in the treatment condition. The three candidates were in fact the same three 

actors used in the treatment condition. The candidates discussed their strengths and why they 

were good candidates for similar job positions, akin to a job pitch (e.g., discussing their fit 
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with the organization, how much of a team player they are, and their work ethic). This kept 

the content relatively standardized, except for the systematic attempt to positively influence 

participants’ behavior in the treatment condition. All other details were consistent across the 

two conditions (e.g., order of appearance of candidates, duration of speech, etc.).7  

Post-Intervention Measures 

Newcomer Personal Capital (Post-Intervention). After the intervention, 

participants answered the same targeted prompts to assess the three constructs. Similarly, the 

same research assistants coded the responses provided by the participants on the same scales 

(1 = Not at all to 5 = Extremely). Interrater reliability was strong (ICC ≥ .83 for all 

measures); so, we averaged the scores across the judges to create three composite scores. 

Control Variables  

We controlled for participant gender, education, and work experience (in years). We 

note that our findings remained consistent with or without the inclusion of the control 

variables in the analyses. We report our analyses below with the control variables included. 

Results and Discussion 

Exploratory Results: Salient Newcomer Concerns (Thematic Analysis) 

We began our analysis by assessing the spontaneous salience of newcomer concerns. 

The initial coding process yielded three clearly dominant thematic categories, and these 

aligned with the factors we conjectured to be key in this context: concerns about institutional 

knowledge (navigating unstructured workplace norms), social self-efficacy (building 

connections with colleagues), and distress tolerance (coping with performance-related and 

 
7 Following Yeager et al. (2016), we included intervention fidelity checks measuring participants’ distraction 
level, level of interest in the materials, perceived realism of materials, and perceived learning from materials. 
Across all three studies, there were no differences between the groups except that participants in the treatment 
condition felt they learned more than those in the control group. See Additional Online Material (p. 12) for 
results. We also ran a separate study (Supplementary Study #1) and showed that the videos in both conditions 
did not significantly differ in terms of relevance, entertainment, and arousal. See Additional Online Material (p. 
5) for results.  
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emotional stressors). These categories were the most prevalent, capturing approximately 

86.1% of all coded concerns. Social self-efficacy concerns (72.2%) emerged as the most 

frequently mentioned. Participants worried about breaking the ice, forming relationships, or 

overcoming shyness (e.g., “I feel as though I would not fit in well”). Distress tolerance 

concerns (71.7%) were the second most salient. Participants anticipated anxiety about heavy 

expectations, early mistakes, or critical feedback (e.g., “I have depression and anxiety, and it 

is pretty hard to manage my emotions, my physical reactions, and more”). Institutional 

knowledge concerns also appeared as a major concern (43.9 %), centered on unwritten rules, 

opaque procedures, and unclear KPIs (e.g., “Anxious about asking for help in a fast-paced 

environment without feeling like a bother to anyone”). 

Beyond these core categories, there were three minor, distinct themes mentioned less 

frequently: career progression clarity (16.0%; e.g., “It can be hard to advance. There can be 

a lot of bureaucracy”), work-life balance concerns (15.5%; e.g., “I would also try to maintain 

a balanced life so that I try to avoid the early burnout that many people in this area tend to 

have”), and office politics concerns (15.0%; e.g., “I imagine them to be friendly like any 

other workplace, but there may be some office politics”). The lower frequency and limited 

elaboration of these minor themes suggest that they are peripheral concerns. 

In sum, our exploratory thematic analysis identified the most salient newcomer 

concerns, and in subsequent analyses, we tested whether these core concerns were even more 

pronounced among newcomers from lower social class backgrounds.  

Newcomer Personal Capital (Pre-Intervention)  

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics and correlations among all quantitative 

variables. 

Table 3 presents the regression results. Using ordinary least squares (OLS) regression, 

we regressed institutional knowledge on social class background and found a significant 
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positive effect, b = 0.84, SE = 0.07, p < .001. Individuals from lower social class 

backgrounds reported lower levels of knowledge of how to navigate their future workplace, 

supporting Proposition 1a. We regressed social self-efficacy on social class background and 

found a significant positive effect, b = 0.76, SE = 0.09, p < .001. Individuals from lower 

social class backgrounds reported lower levels of social self-efficacy, supporting Proposition 

1b. Finally, we regressed distress tolerance on social class background and found a 

significant positive effect, b = 0.58, SE = 0.08, p < .001. Individuals from lower social class 

backgrounds reported lower levels of distress tolerance, supporting Proposition 1c.  

Newcomer Personal Capital (Post-Intervention)  

We regressed institutional knowledge on social class background, the intervention 

variable, and their interaction term. The interaction was significant, b = –0.74, SE = 0.20, p 

< .001 (see Table 4 and Figure 2). Simple slopes analyses showed that participants from 

lower social class backgrounds in the treatment condition reported significantly higher 

knowledge of how to navigate their future workplace compared to their counterparts in the 

control condition, b = 0.94, SE = 0.25, p < .001. By contrast, those from higher social class 

backgrounds in the treatment condition did not differ significantly from their counterparts in 

the control condition, b = –0.37, SE = 0.25, p = .140.  

Next, we regressed social self-efficacy on social class background, the intervention 

variable, and their interaction term. The interaction was significant, b = –0.60, SE = 0.16, p 

< .001 (see Table 4 and Figure 3). Simple slopes analyses showed that participants from 

lower social class backgrounds in the treatment condition reported significantly higher social 

self-efficacy compared to their counterparts in the control condition, b = 1.08, SE = 0.20, p 

< .001. By contrast, those from higher social class backgrounds in the treatment condition did 

not differ significantly from their counterparts in the control condition, b = 0.02, SE = 0.20, p 

= .922.  
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Finally, we regressed distress tolerance on social class background, the intervention 

variable, and their interaction term. The interaction was significant, b = –0.37, SE = 0.13, p 

= .004 (see Table 4 and Figure 4). Simple slopes analyses showed that participants from 

lower social class backgrounds in the treatment condition reported significantly higher 

distress tolerance compared to their counterparts in the control condition, b = 0.68, SE = 0.16, 

p < .001. By contrast, participants from higher social class backgrounds in the treatment 

condition did not differ significantly in terms of distress tolerance compared to their 

counterparts in the control condition, b = 0.02, SE = 0.16, p = .901.  

In sum, individuals from lower social class backgrounds rated themselves as less 

knowledgeable about navigating their future workplace, had lower social self-efficacy, and 

were less able to tolerate stress. Our intervention was effective, as we observed improvements 

in lower social class participants’ scores on the three facets of newcomer capital relative to 

those in the control condition.8 Having documented both the predicted gaps in cultural, 

social, and psychological capital among lower social class newcomers and the intervention’s 

potential to attenuate these gaps, we proceeded to test the intervention in the field.   

  Study 2  

In Study 1, we established exploratory evidence for our abductive insights into 

newcomer adjustment challenges and tentatively confirmed that the psychological 

intervention developed through social learning theory could influence the identified 

newcomer capital deficits. With these promising preliminary findings, we turned our focus 

toward a practical evaluation of whether addressing these internal newcomer capital deficits 

could impact broader, practically meaningful adjustment outcomes in organizational contexts. 

We specifically focused on two key adjustment outcomes: job engagement (Rich et al., 2010) 

 
8 Figure S1 (Additional Online Material p. 22) shows the pre- and post-intervention scores for newcomer capital 
facets. 
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and social integration (Morrison, 1993). These outcomes are critical because they reflect how 

effectively newcomers engage with the tasks inherent in their roles and how successfully they 

establish social connections within the organization—both known predictors of longer-term 

career success (Bauer et al., 2007, 2021, 2025; Christian et al., 2011; Knight & Eisenkraft, 

2015; Wang et al., 2023). Moreover, these outcomes were particularly relevant to our 

abductive theoretical integration because they map clearly onto the deficits we identified.  

For instance, institutional knowledge reduces ambiguity around task expectations, 

thus facilitating greater job engagement (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Similarly, social self-

efficacy provides newcomers with the confidence to proactively form interpersonal 

connections, impacting social integration (Nifadkar & Bauer, 2016). Finally, distress 

tolerance mitigates the tendency to disengage or withdraw socially under stress (Simons & 

Gaher, 2005), benefiting both task engagement and social integration. Thus, newcomers 

lacking institutional knowledge, social self-efficacy, or distress tolerance may struggle to 

engage with their work tasks or to become accepted as part of the social fabric of the 

organization. By fortifying these newcomer capital facets via the intervention, we expected 

newcomers to be more psychologically engaged in their roles and better integrated with their 

colleagues during the early adjustment period. 

In evaluating these outcomes, we acknowledge a well-documented finding in the 

newcomer adjustment literature—an initial “reality shock” (Louis, 1980)—where newcomers 

typically experience a temporary decline in positive work attitudes and outcomes as they 

grapple with new demands, uncertainty, and unfamiliar organizational cultures (Bauer et al., 

2007; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013; Wang et al., 2023). This pattern reflects the inherent 

challenges associated with entering a new organizational setting and suggests a general 

baseline against which intervention effectiveness can be assessed. We were agnostic about 

whether an absolute decline would occur for all newcomers in our specific research context; 
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rather, our primary theoretical interest was in whether the intervention could yield a relative 

improvement for lower social class newcomers by equipping them with psychological tools 

to better navigate this transition. Thus, our theoretical prediction is focused explicitly on 

relative differences. Because lower social class newcomers typically enter higher-status 

organizational contexts with less institutional knowledge, lower social self-efficacy, and 

lower distress tolerance (as evidenced in Study 1), we reasoned that these individuals would 

derive greater benefit from an intervention explicitly designed to strengthen these newcomer 

capital facets. In contrast, newcomers from higher social class backgrounds, who have 

already internalized these forms of capital through their early-life socialization, are less likely 

to see meaningful gains from such intervention efforts.  

In sum, in Study 2, we transition from literature integration, empirical exploration, 

and theory refinement toward deductive theory testing, using a preregistered field experiment 

to test whether the intervention improves job engagement and social integration especially 

among lower social class newcomers. As such, we hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 1a (b): There is a positive effect of the intervention on job engagement 

(social integration), and these effects are stronger for newcomers from lower social 

class backgrounds compared to those from higher social class backgrounds.  

Method 

Participants and Design 

A total of 2479 newcomers who were recent university graduates from three 

Singapore public universities participated in this study for SGD 100 (≈ USD 73) between 

2021 and 2022. We recruited participants employed in banks and consulting companies10 

 
9 We preregistered 250 participants, but three of them dropped out of the study after T1. All others passed two 
identical attention checks (Please select ‘Somewhat Disagree’) at all three time points. 
10 We selected these companies because the class gap in downstream career success has been particularly 
pronounced in such contexts (Laurison & Friedman, 2016; Pfeffer, 1977b). 
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with the assistance of a Singapore-based market research firm, which independently verified 

the identity and employment status of panel members.  

Newcomers completed three surveys over the course of several months with 

approximately six-week interval between each time wave. This interval timing was chosen to 

capture the critical period when “reality shock” manifests, typically emerging within the first 

few months of organizational entry (Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013). At Time 1 (T1), 250 

newcomers (Mage = 24.10, SDage = 1.30, 114 males) completed the pre-intervention survey 

during their early organizational tenure (ranging from one to six weeks post-entry). Given the 

coordination challenges inherent in field research across multiple organizations with different 

hiring cycles and onboarding schedules, this range represents a practical balance between 

methodological precision and real-world implementation constraints. Importantly, all 

participants were still within the early adjustment phase when baseline measures of 

newcomer experiences are typically assessed in the literature (Bauer et al., 2007). The 

baseline assessment included measures of demographics, newcomer personal capital, job 

engagement, and social integration. We included these measures at T1 so that we could 

examine the effect of social class background on these variables at baseline. At Time 2 (T2), 

247 newcomers (Mage = 24.30, SDage = 1.35, 113 males) were randomly assigned to one of 

the two intervention conditions: treatment (N = 127) or control (N = 120). They watched a 

video and completed follow-up questions. At Time 3 (T3), 247 newcomers completed a post-

intervention survey that included measures of job engagement and social integration. A 7-

point scale (1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree) was used unless otherwise stated. 

Pre-Intervention Measures (T1) 

Social Class Background. As in Study 1, we assessed parental income (in SGD; 1 = 

$0 to $10,000 to 15 = $140,001 or more) and parental education (1 = Elementary school to 7 

= Post-graduate degree) with the same items. To assess perceptions of social class, 
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participants rated which class best indicated their parents’ occupation, income level, way of 

life, influence, and overall background (Kluegel et al., 1977; 1 = Lower class to 5 = Upper 

class). We averaged the five items to generate a mean score (α = .97). As in Study 1, we 

created an aggregate score of social class background by standardizing the three scores and 

then averaging them. We present results for the aggregate variable in text and report results 

for the individual indicators in the Additional Online Material. 

Newcomer Personal Capital. Having found support for Propositions 1a–1c using 

qualitative measures that assess the natural salience of the relevant newcomer personal 

capital facets in Study 1, we used self-report measures in the current field study to directly 

assess those facets. To assess institutional knowledge, participants responded to a five-item 

measure that we developed by integrating the definitions in Bauer and Erdogan (2014) and 

Chen and Miller (2012) and our findings from Study 1. The items were: “I am aware of how 

to navigate this company,” “I am familiar with the adjustment processes in this company,” “I 

am confident of expressing myself well in front of others in this company,” “I am informed 

about the culture of this company,” and “If I needed help in this company, I would know 

whom to approach” (α = .88).11 To assess social self-efficacy, participants responded to a 

four-item measure adapted from Den Hartog et al. (2007). The items were: “I would be 

concerned about fitting in immediately,” “I would be concerned as to whether I belonged 

here,” “I would be concerned as to whether I felt connected to others here,” and “I would 

have concerns about whether I am able to ‘connect’ with colleagues here” (α = .91). We 

reversed the final scores so that a higher value on the scale indicated a higher level of social 

self-efficacy. Finally, to assess distress tolerance, participants responded to a 15-item scale 

from Simons and Gaher (2005). Sample items were: “When I feel distressed or upset, all I 

 
11 A content validation study (Supplementary Study #3) following Colquitt et al. (2019) established the content 
adequacy of our institutional knowledge measure. We observed satisfactory definitional correspondence of the 
construct and definitional distinctiveness relative to other constructs (see Additional Online Material p. 10).  
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can think about is how bad I feel,” and “Feeling distressed or upset is unbearable to me” 

(α = .93). As this scale measures distress intolerance, we reversed-coded it so that higher 

scores reflected greater distress tolerance.  

Job Engagement and Social Integration. We measured baseline job engagement 

with 18 items from Rich et al. (2010). Sample items were: “I work with intensity on my job,” 

“I am interested in my job,” and “At work, I concentrate on my job” (α = .94). We assessed 

baseline social integration with seven items from Morrison (1993). Sample items were: “I 

feel accepted by my coworkers” and “I feel comfortable around my coworkers” (α = .91). 

Intervention (T2) 

In the treatment condition, participants watched one video (same content as in Study 

1) that included a summary of key takeaways. At the end of the session, they summarized 

their own takeaways and reflected on how to apply the takeaways to their workplaces. In the 

control condition, participants watched the same video content as in Study 1.    

Post-Intervention Survey (T3) 

Job Engagement and Social Integration. We used the same job engagement 

(α = .98) and social integration (α = .83) measures as in T1.  

Control Variables  

We controlled for participant gender, education, and tenure (in months). Our findings 

remained consistent whether or not these control variables were included in the analyses. We 

report our analyses below with the control variables included. 

Results and Discussion 

We first conducted confirmatory factor analyses. For the measures of distress 

tolerance, job engagement, and social integration, we used a parceling strategy (Landis et al., 

2000; Little et al., 2002) to reduce the number of estimated factor loadings and improve the 

sample size to parameter ratio. This is because the ratio impacts the standard errors and 
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stability of the estimates. Following Landis et al.’s (2000, pp. 190, 196) recommendations, 

we created three parcels for each of these measures. For the remaining measures, we used all 

the original items in the analyses. Results indicated that an eight-factor model12 fit the data 

well, c2(349) = 860.05, p < .001, CFI = .91, TLI = .90, SRMR = .06, RMSEA = .08, with all 

factor loadings statistically significant, p < .05.   

Newcomer Personal Capital  

Table 5 presents the descriptive statistics and correlations among all variables.  

Table 6 presents the regression results. Using OLS regression, we separately 

regressed institutional knowledge, social self-efficacy, and distress tolerance on social class 

background. We found that newcomers from lower social class backgrounds reported lower 

levels of institutional knowledge, b = 0.44, SE = 0.08, p < .001, supporting Proposition 1a. 

Next, newcomers from lower social class backgrounds reported lower levels of social self-

efficacy, b = 0.28, SE = 0.11, p = .010, supporting Proposition 1b. Finally, newcomers from 

lower social class backgrounds reported lower levels of distress tolerance, b = 0.30, SE = 

0.08, p < .001, supporting Proposition 1c. Overall, these findings reveal a significant T1 gap 

in the three newcomer capital facets between those from lower and higher social class 

backgrounds, supporting our theory (and the intervention’s potential impact) in this context.  

Job Engagement and Social Integration  

We regressed job engagement on social class background, the intervention variable, 

and their interaction term, controlling for baseline job engagement. We found a significant 

two-way interaction, b = –0.51, SE = 0.12, p < .001 (see Table 7 and Figure 5). Simple slopes 

analyses showed that newcomers from lower social class backgrounds in the treatment 

condition reported significantly higher job engagement than their counterparts in the control 

 
12 When we collapsed the three capital types into one latent factor, results indicated that the six-factor model did 
not fit the data as well, △c2 = 1185.96, △df = 13, p < .001, CFI = .71, TLI = .68, SRMR = .13, RMSEA = .14, 
supporting our operationalizations of the three types of newcomer personal capital. 
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condition, b = 0.67, SE = 0.14, p < .001. By contrast, newcomers from higher social class 

backgrounds in the treatment condition did not differ significantly from their counterparts in 

the control condition, b = –0.21, SE = 0.14, p = .150. Hypothesis 1a is supported. 

Next, we regressed social integration on social class background, the intervention 

variable, and their interaction term, controlling for baseline social integration. We found a 

significant two-way interaction, b = –0.59, SE = 0.12, p < .001 (see Table 7 and Figure 6). 

Simple slopes analyses showed that newcomers from lower social class backgrounds in the 

treatment condition scored significantly higher on social integration than their counterparts in 

the control condition, b = 0.81, SE = 0.15, p < .001. By contrast, newcomers from higher 

social class backgrounds did not differ significantly between the treatment and control 

conditions, b = –0.20, SE = 0.15, p = .175. Hypothesis 1b is supported.  

Overall, these results replicated Study 1’s findings that lower social class newcomers 

had lower newcomer personal capital at T1. However, the intervention effectively addressed 

these gaps: lower social class newcomers who received it showed higher job engagement and 

social integration at T3 than their counterparts in the control group.13 

  Study 3 

Having established support for our abductive framework in Study 1 and confirmed its 

relevance for key proximal adjustment outcomes (job engagement and social integration) in 

Study 2, our final study expands the scope to explicitly examine the downstream implications 

of these outcomes. The motivation behind our research has been to illuminate and mitigate 

persistent career attainment gaps experienced by those from lower social class backgrounds, 

who, despite securing positions in higher-status occupations, continue to experience lower 

long-term success (Laurison & Friedman, 2016). Thus, Study 3 replicates the examination of 

 
13 Figure S2 (Additional Online Material p. 22) shows the pre- and post-intervention scores for job engagement 
and social integration. 
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outcomes central to newcomer adjustment (job engagement and social integration) and 

introduces supervisor-rated job performance and turnover intentions as critical downstream 

indicators of newcomer career success and organizational achievement (Ng et al., 2005). 

We introduce job performance as our first key downstream outcome because of its 

fundamental role in shaping career trajectories. One’s performance at work is a primary 

driver of career advancement, influencing promotions, salary increases, and developmental 

opportunities (Ng et al., 2005). As such, newcomers from lower social class backgrounds 

who lag behind peers in early performance risk experiencing persistent career stagnation, 

compounding initial social class disparities over time (Laurison & Friedman, 2016). From 

this perspective, effective newcomer adjustment, captured by high job engagement and strong 

social integration, becomes crucial for performance (Bauer et al., 2007, 2021). Specifically, 

highly engaged newcomers deploy more cognitive and emotional resources, accelerating task 

mastery and enhancing overall effectiveness (Christian et al., 2011; Rich et al., 2010). 

Similarly, socially integrated newcomers benefit from critical informal resources, such as 

tacit organizational knowledge, support networks, and timely feedback, each directly 

bolstering job performance (R. Fang et al., 2011; Morrison, 1993). Thus, improved 

newcomer adjustment supports immediate well-being and facilitates superior long-term 

career outcomes via enhanced job performance (Christian et al., 2011; Li et al., 2011). 

We also introduce turnover intentions as a second downstream outcome given its 

equally consequential implications for newcomer career trajectories. Turnover intentions 

consistently predict actual turnover (Hom et al., 2017), which poses particular risk for lower 

social class newcomers who have already overcome significant barriers to secure higher-

status job roles. Premature turnover can disrupt career momentum, erode accumulated 

organizational-specific knowledge and force newcomers to restart the demanding adjustment 

process elsewhere (Wachter & Bender, 2006). From this standpoint, greater job engagement 
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and social integration serve as critical psychological and relational anchors that mitigate 

intentions to leave. Engagement fosters deeper task fulfillment and organizational 

commitment, while integration embeds newcomers within supportive social networks, 

significantly reducing motivations toward premature departure (Chong et al., 2024; Lee et al., 

2014; Steffens et al., 2017). By promoting engagement and integration, our intervention can 

potentially buffer lower social class newcomers against career-damaging turnover intentions. 

In sum, Study 3 comprehensively tests an abductively derived intervention model, 

examining how addressing newcomer personal capital deficits improves proximal adjustment 

outcomes (job engagement and social integration), which then enhance longer-term outcomes 

critical for career success (job performance and turnover intentions). By incorporating 

supervisor-reported performance data, we strengthen causal inference, address common 

method concerns, and demonstrate broader practical and theoretical implications of our 

newcomer-focused intervention. Our final hypotheses test this moderated mediation logic: 

Hypothesis 2a (b): There is an indirect effect of the intervention on job performance 

(turnover intentions) via job engagement or social integration, and the positive 

indirect effects of the intervention are stronger for newcomers from lower social class 

backgrounds compared to those from higher social class backgrounds. 

Method 

Participants and Design 

A total of 41814 supervisor-newcomer dyads (supervisors: Mage = 31.38, SDage = 2.86, 

269 males; newcomers: Mage = 24.54, SDage = 2.48, 282 males) in finance and banking 

industries took part in this study in 2023. They were recruited with the assistance of a market 

research firm in India, an apt context given its stark class-related challenges, which verified 

 
14 We preregistered 400 dyads but retained all additional valid responses supplied by the firm. Every participant 
passed two identical attention checks (Please select ‘Somewhat Disagree’) at both time points. 
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their employment status and identity. We paid USD 10 per supervisor response and USD 8 

per newcomer response.  

At Time 1 (T1), newcomers completed the pre-intervention survey, which included 

measures of their demographics, newcomer personal capital, job engagement, and social 

integration. Next, they were randomly assigned to either treatment (N = 209) or control (N = 

209) condition. Around one month later, at Time 2 (T2), we measured job engagement, social 

integration, job performance, and turnover intentions. A 7-point scale (1 = Strongly disagree 

to 7 = Strongly agree) was used unless otherwise stated. 

Measures and Intervention (T1) 

We measured parental income (1 = Less than 10 lakhs to 11 = 100 or more lakhs) and 

parental education (1 = 10th pass to 5 = Post-graduate degree) with the same items as in 

Studies 1 and 2. We used the same measure as in Study 2 to assess perceptions of social class 

(α = .85). As in the previous two studies, we created an aggregate score of social class 

background by standardizing the three scores and then averaging them. We present results for 

the aggregate variable in text and report results for the individual indicators in the Additional 

Online Material. 

We used the same newcomer personal capital, job engagement, and social integration 

measures as in Study 2: institutional knowledge (α = .92), social self-efficacy (α = .88), 

distress tolerance (α = .94), job engagement (α = .95), and social integration (α = .89). 

Intervention. Newcomers in the treatment condition watched a video (same content 

as in Studies 1 and 2). At the end of the session, newcomers summarized their own 

takeaways and reflected on how to apply the takeaways to their own workplaces. Similarly, 

newcomers in the control condition watched the same video content as in Studies 1 and 2.  

Measures (T2) 
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Supervisors rated newcomer job engagement (α = .93) and social integration (α = .79) 

using the same measures as in T1. Supervisors rated newcomer job performance with four 

items from Williams and Anderson (1991) (α = .73). Newcomers rated turnover intentions 

using three items from Ballinger et al. (2010) (α = .74).  

Control Variables  

We controlled for newcomer gender, education, tenure (in months), current personal 

annual income (in INR), college GPA (grade point average). We also controlled for 

newcomer proactivity, negative and positive affect, and self-esteem to isolate the intervention 

effects relevant to our outcomes specifically.15 All control variables were administered at T1.  

Results and Discussion 

We conducted confirmatory factor analyses on the newcomer-reported scales: 

subjective perceptions of social class, institutional knowledge, social self-efficacy, distress 

tolerance, job engagement, social integration, and turnover intentions. We employed a 

parceling strategy using three parcels for the same variables as in Study 2. Results indicated 

that a seven-factor model16 fit the data well, c2(278) = 1055.40, p < .001, CFI = .91, TLI 

= .90, SRMR = .04, RMSEA = .08, with all factor loadings statistically significant, p < .05. 

We also conducted the same analyses on the supervisor-reported scales: job engagement, 

social integration, and turnover intentions. Using the same parceling strategy, results 

indicated that a three-factor model fit the data well, c2(32) = 24.59, p < .001, CFI = 1.00, TLI 

= 1.00, SRMR = .02, RMSEA = .00, with all factor loadings statistically significant, p < .05. 

 
15 We thank an anonymous reviewer for suggesting these controls. We measured proactivity using Seibert et 
al.’s (1999) 10-item scale (α = .92; e.g., “I am constantly on the lookout for new ways to improve my life”), 
negative (α = .89) and positive affect (α = .91) using PANAS (Watson et al., 1988; e.g., “afraid,” “excited”), 
and self-esteem using Rosenberg’s (1965) 10-item scale (α = .82; e.g., “I feel that I’m a person of worth”).  
16 When we collapsed the three capital types into one latent factor, results indicated that the five-factor model 
did not fit the data as well, △c2 = 302.78, △df = 11, p < .001, CFI = .88, TLI = .86, SRMR = .05, RMSEA = .09, 
supporting our operationalizations of the three types of newcomer personal capital. 
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Newcomer Capital 

Table 8 presents the descriptive statistics and correlations among all variables.  

Table 9 presents the regression results. Using OLS regression, we regressed 

institutional knowledge on social class background and found a significant positive effect, b = 

0.19, SE = 0.07, p = .008. Newcomers from lower social class backgrounds reported lower 

levels of institutional knowledge, supporting Proposition 1a. We regressed social self-

efficacy on social class background and found a significant positive effect, b = 0.24, SE = 

0.08, p = .003. Newcomers from lower social class backgrounds reported lower levels of 

social self-efficacy, supporting Proposition 1b. Finally, we regressed distress tolerance on 

social class background and found a significant positive effect, b = 0.17, SE = 0.06, p = .008. 

Newcomers from lower social class backgrounds reported lower levels of distress tolerance, 

supporting Proposition 1c. These findings reveal a significant T1 gap in the three newcomer 

personal capital facets between newcomers from lower and higher social class backgrounds. 

Job Engagement and Social Integration  

We regressed job engagement on social class background, the intervention variable, 

and their interaction term, controlling for baseline job engagement. We found a significant 

two-way interaction, b = –0.32, SE = 0.15, p = .027 (see Table 10 and Figure 7). Simple 

slopes analyses showed that newcomers from lower social class backgrounds in the treatment 

condition reported significantly higher job engagement than their counterparts in the control 

condition, b = 0.44, SE = 0.15, p = .004. By contrast, newcomers from higher social class 

backgrounds in the treatment condition did not differ significantly from their counterparts in 

the control condition, b = –0.02, SE = 0.15, p = .870. Thus, Hypothesis 1a is supported. 

We also regressed social integration on social class background, the intervention 

variable, and their interaction term, controlling for baseline social integration. We found a 

significant two-way interaction, b = –0.28, SE = 0.12, p = .023 (see Table 10 and Figure 8). 
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Simple slopes analyses showed that newcomers from lower social class backgrounds in the 

treatment condition scored significantly higher on social integration than their counterparts in 

the control condition, b = 0.30, SE = 0.13, p = .019. By contrast, newcomers from higher 

social class backgrounds did not differ significantly between the treatment and control 

conditions, b = –0.10, SE = 0.13, p = .423. Hypothesis 1b is supported. 

Job Performance and Turnover Intentions 

 To test Hypothesis 2a, we regressed job performance on job engagement, social class 

background, the intervention variable, and their interaction term, controlling for baseline job 

engagement. We found a significant positive effect of job engagement on job performance, 

b = 0.82, SE = 0.03, p < .001 (see Table 11). Moderated mediation analyses with 

bootstrapped confidence intervals on the basis of 5,000 samples revealed a significant overall 

index of moderated mediation, b = –0.38, SE = 0.16, CI95% [–0.72, –0.06]. The indirect effect 

was stronger for newcomers from lower social class backgrounds, b = 0.36, SE = 0.13, CI95% 

[0.10, 0.60], than for newcomers from higher social class backgrounds, b = –0.02, SE = 0.12, 

CI95% [–0.25, 0.22].  

Similarly, we regressed job performance on social integration, social class 

background, the intervention variable, and their interaction term, controlling for baseline 

social integration. We found a significant positive effect of social integration on job 

performance, b = 0.37, SE = 0.06, p < .001 (see Table 11). Moderated mediation analyses 

with bootstrapped confidence intervals on the basis of 5,000 samples revealed a significant 

overall index of moderated mediation, b = –0.15, SE = 0.07, CI95% [–0.31, –0.03]. The 

indirect effect was stronger for newcomers from lower social class backgrounds, b = 0.11, SE 

= 0.05, CI95% [0.02, 0.23], than for newcomers from higher social class backgrounds, b = –

0.04, SE = 0.05, CI95% [–0.14, 0.05]. Hypothesis 2a is supported. 
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 To test Hypothesis 2b, we regressed turnover intentions on job engagement, social 

class background, the intervention variable, and their interaction term, controlling for 

baseline job engagement. The negative effect of job engagement on turnover intentions was 

not significant, b = 0.06, SE = 0.06, p = .341 (see Table 11), nor was the overall index of 

moderated mediation, b = –0.03, SE = 0.03, CI95% [–0.12, 0.01]. Similarly, we regressed 

turnover intentions on social integration, social class background, the intervention variable, 

and their interaction term, controlling for baseline social integration. The negative effect of 

social integration on turnover intentions was not significant, b = 0.003, SE = 0.07, p = .965 

(see Table 11), nor was the overall index of moderated mediation, b = –0.001, SE = 0.03, 

CI95% [–0.07, 0.06]. Hypothesis 2b is not supported.  

In sum, the findings from Study 3 replicated the results from the previous two studies. 

Newcomers from lower social class backgrounds reported lower levels of newcomer personal 

capital at T1. However, an intervention designed to address these challenges was effective in 

improving these newcomers’ job engagement and social integration at T2, compared to their 

counterparts in the control condition.17 The improvements in job engagement and social 

integration also led to better job performance, albeit without lowering turnover intentions. 

General Discussion 

 Motivated by evidence that workers from lower social class backgrounds who enter 

higher-status occupations often struggle to achieve long-term career success, we adopted an 

abductive approach to develop and refine a psychological intervention aimed at improving 

the adjustment outcomes of these newcomers. Combining insights from social class and 

newcomer adjustment literatures with a qualitative exploration (Study 1), we conjectured and 

found that three newcomer capital facets could be enhanced to boost adjustment outcomes via 

 
17 Figure S3 (Additional Online Material p. 22) shows the pre- and post-intervention scores for job engagement 
and social integration. 
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a newcomer-centered intervention. We then conducted preregistered field experiments to 

deductively test this idea (Studies 2 and 3), finding support for the effectiveness of the 

intervention in improving key adjustment outcomes of newcomers from lower social class 

backgrounds. Our work highlights an actionable path to fostering socioeconomic mobility for 

these workers, and, in so doing, expands organizational research on social class from a 

predominant focus on external structural barriers to empowering individuals themselves. 

Theoretical Implications  

Our research introduces a novel perspective to organizational scholarship on social 

class and socioeconomic mobility by shifting the focus from external structural barriers to 

empowering individual workers directly. Although existing studies have provided valuable 

insights into the structural and organizational biases affecting workers from lower social class 

backgrounds (e.g., Koppman, 2016; Lim et al., 2023; Rivera, 2012; Rivera & Tilcsik, 2016), 

we integrate insights from social class research with the newcomer personal capital 

framework to identify three critical personal resources—cultural capital (institutional 

knowledge), social capital (social self-efficacy), and psychological capital (distress 

tolerance)—that can be effectively boosted through targeted interventions during the critical 

adjustment phase, offering a practical pathway to narrowing class-based career disparities. 

This perspective that focuses on empowering workers themselves through targeted 

interventions may also provide valuable insights for other gateway organizational domains 

characterized by critical transitions and adjustment challenges, such as internal promotions, 

leadership succession, role transitions following organizational restructuring, and 

international assignments. 

Our effort to identify factors that explain differences in workplace success between 

workers from lower versus higher social class backgrounds—institutional knowledge, social 

self-efficacy, and distress tolerance—also expands the theoretical terrain of the literature on 
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workers from lower social class backgrounds, which has thus far largely neglected these 

factors. Regarding institutional knowledge, there is a fundamental mismatch between 

occupational experiences transmitted by parents and the new, higher-status environments 

their upwardly mobile children encounter. Bernard Arnault’s son famously noted that he did 

not need formal business education because regular interactions with his father provided 

abundant informal institutional knowledge (Kostov & Meichtry, 2023; McQueen, 2023); 

most individuals inevitably fall somewhere lower on this continuum. Our research explicitly 

surfaces this previously implicit logic, demonstrating how knowledge gaps in navigating 

complex, unstructured organizational settings systematically disadvantage lower social class 

newcomers. This perspective was central to our project’s focus on newcomer adjustment—a 

critical juncture characterized by ambiguity and the need for unstructured navigation skills 

(Bauer et al., 2007; Kammeyer-Mueller & Wanberg, 2003). Importantly, the same logic 

might help scholars explore tensions in other similarly unstructured situations where 

intergenerational knowledge transmission plays a key role, such as promotions, job changes, 

and other critical career transitions, all potentially reflecting downstream manifestations of 

institutional knowledge deficits that feed into broader socioeconomic achievement gaps. 

Regarding social self-efficacy, our emphasis on (and confirmation of) its importance 

contributes meaningfully to both organizational and broader social science literatures on 

underrepresented groups, which lower social class individuals often become upon entering 

higher-status occupations (Erikson & Goldthorpe, 2010; Whitely et al., 1991). Existing 

research on stereotype threat has mostly highlighted how task anxiety among these groups 

might undermine actual task performance. However, this concern is less relevant in our 

context, which involved highly educated and competent individuals. In fact, not only did task 

anxiety not emerge as a salient newcomer concern in our open-ended qualitative coding in 

Study 1, but our intervention results in Study 3 indicate that gaps in task performance 
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diminish when other psychological factors—including, notably, social concerns—are 

addressed through a targeted intervention. The role of social self-efficacy, specifically, has 

received insufficient attention in the literature on underrepresented groups in organizations. 

Our findings suggest that social concerns (along with other salient factors like institutional 

knowledge and distress tolerance) should be more explicitly considered, as they might be 

equally impactful as traditionally emphasized mechanisms, although targeted theorizing 

specific to different social groups remains necessary (Shore et al., 2011). 

Our conceptualization and empirical exploration of distress tolerance not only 

complement existing literature but challenge some untested assumptions prevalent in current 

research. For example, an important model in the social class literature suggests that growing 

up in a lower social class environment leaves a long-term psychological mark that makes 

people “tough, strong, and resilient” (Stephens et al., 2014, p. 614). Although coping with 

more insecurity and adversity may prepare people to face similar challenges in the future, our 

research suggests that it does not make them less reactive to threat. In fact, growing up in 

lower social class environments characterized by higher levels of threat and scarcity appears 

to make people more reactive to threats in general (Ayoub et al., 2018; B. J. Ellis & Del 

Giudice, 2019). This insight advances the understanding of the psychological imprint of 

social class origins, suggesting that what may be adaptive in one context (hypervigilance in 

resource-scarce environments) becomes maladaptive in higher-status occupational settings. 

This theoretical refinement offers a new lens for understanding persistent achievement gaps, 

shifting focus from simple discrimination narratives to more complex person-environment 

interactions that can be systematically addressed through targeted interventions. 

Our adoption of the newcomer personal capital framework and our focus on 

understanding the challenges faced by a disadvantaged group during the key period of 

newcomer adjustment also contribute to research on members of disadvantaged groups more 
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broadly. As noted earlier, despite its key importance in shaping downstream career outcomes, 

the newcomer adjustment context has been largely overlooked in studies examining sources 

of disadvantage and improvement strategies for underrepresented groups. Similar to the 

approach adopted in our current research, the newcomer personal capital framework (Bauer 

& Erdogan, 2014) is useful in systematizing newcomer-centered factors relevant for different 

social groups and their success in organizations. For example, this perspective could also help 

reveal unique challenges faced by women or minorities. Given that our theorizing was 

specific to social class, we did not expect the intervention to boost outcomes for other groups. 

Indeed, we found that the three identified newcomer personal capital gaps and the effects of 

the intervention were specific to workers from lower social class backgrounds and had no 

effect on women (see Additional Online Material p. 13 for details). This pattern underscores 

the need for targeted interventions tailored to each group’s distinct challenges. We hope our 

perspective on the newcomer adjustment process, focused on equality of opportunity, 

motivates further theorizing and a stronger emphasis on social implications in this literature. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

It is important to highlight several limitations of our current work and the associated 

avenues for future research. First, by sampling early career newcomers, we were able to study 

the key career transition from higher education to higher-status jobs, which is arguably a 

highly relevant context given our theoretical focus. This focus enabled us to gain a deep 

insight into the adjustment process and offered a clean test of the effect of social class 

background. However, these advantages came with trade-offs, most notably in terms of 

limited participant ages, stages in life, and job types. Although we validated our intervention 

using an American sample and tested it with Singaporean and Indian samples, future research 

should investigate its effectiveness in other contexts and determine whether it can be adapted 

to other newcomer populations (e.g., mid-career individuals). We hope that the intervention’s 
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practical advantages (low-cost scalability and materials availability) will facilitate such 

efforts.  

Second, we note that certain focal variables, such as job engagement, did not 

consistently increase in absolute terms over time, with some mean values even declining 

from pre- to post-intervention. This pattern aligns with the well-established “reality shock” 

documented in newcomer adjustment literature (Louis, 1980). We anticipated this effect and 

incorporated it within our theoretical framework, which is why our analyses focused on 

relative differences between conditions rather than absolute improvements. The 

intervention’s value lies in its ability to moderate this inevitable adjustment challenge for 

lower social class newcomers, not eliminate it entirely. Finding that lower social class 

newcomers in the treatment condition fared significantly better than their counterparts in the 

control condition—even amid an overall adjustment-related decline—provides compelling 

evidence of the intervention’s efficacy in addressing the capital deficits we identified. These 

results underscore the utility of targeted newcomer-centered interventions during critical 

transition periods, even when all newcomers face universal adjustment challenges. 

Third, in Studies 1 and 2, we relied exclusively on self-reported data to assess our 

focal variables, which raises potential concerns about common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 

2003). These concerns were partially mitigated by the longitudinal design in Study 2 and the 

multisource design in Study 3. Future research should utilize alternative study designs (e.g., 

experience sampling, surveys using other combinations of reporting participants) to further 

elucidate the dynamics and longer-term implications of the intervention on newcomers’ 

psychological and behavioral reactions.  

Fourth, our intervention is centered on the tenets of social learning theory with the 

goal of maximizing potency. Considering the short duration of the intervention video, the 

strategies had to be direct and focused. We note that other strategies, such as growth mindset 
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interventions (Burnette et al., 2023), might also be effective. Future research should examine 

which intervention strategies are most feasible and efficacious in promoting equality of 

opportunity regardless of worker social class background or other characteristics. 

Practical Implications  

 The primary practical implication of our research is that organizations can 

substantially improve newcomer adjustment outcomes for employees from lower social class 

backgrounds through a brief, targeted psychological intervention. This approach, grounded in 

social learning theory and the newcomer personal capital framework, equips newcomers with 

practical strategies for enhancing their institutional knowledge, social self-efficacy, and 

distress tolerance—resources critical for early organizational success. The effectiveness and 

efficiency of our intervention method, demonstrated across multiple contexts, underscores its 

value as a low-cost and scalable strategy suitable for integration within existing onboarding 

practices, thus providing organizations with a powerful tool to foster socioeconomic mobility 

and reduce class-based career achievement gaps. 

Building upon this rationale, our intervention provides organizations with a clear, 

actionable template: brief video-based role modeling featuring credible, relatable peers who 

successfully navigated similar challenges. To optimize effectiveness, organizations should 

carefully select role models who resonate closely with newcomers in terms of demographic 

characteristics, organizational context, and the nature of challenges faced. Careful tailoring 

enhances the perceived relevance and effectiveness of the modeled strategies, consistent with 

the foundational tenets of social learning theory, which emphasize the importance of observer 

identification and relatable modeling for effective observational learning (Bandura, 1977). 

Given that our intervention explicitly addresses specific newcomer capital gaps 

identified through our abductive theorizing—limited institutional knowledge, lower social 

self-efficacy, and reduced distress tolerance—organizations should thoughtfully adapt the 
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content of these role-modeling videos to reflect their unique organizational cultures, 

workforce demographics, and specific newcomer challenges. For instance, organizations 

operating in particularly hierarchical or highly competitive environments may emphasize 

strategies for navigating informal organizational norms and managing stress effectively. 

Conversely, organizations with strong collaborative cultures may place greater focus on 

proactively building peer relationships and strengthening social self-efficacy. 

Finally, we encourage organizations to carefully consider intervention timing within 

onboarding processes, as theoretically informed timing significantly enhances intervention 

potency. Drawing from newcomer adjustment literature, the initial delivery of the 

intervention might occur shortly before organizational entry to prime newcomers with 

strategies for coping with anticipated challenges. Subsequent reinforcement can be 

strategically timed within the first few weeks after entry when newcomers typically 

experience peak uncertainty and stress, and again several months into their tenure when new 

adjustment challenges often emerge. Such deliberate, theory-informed scheduling not only 

maximizes intervention impact but also reinforces the organization’s commitment to 

supporting newcomers’ ongoing development and integration. 

Conclusion 

Persistent class-based inequalities within organizations call for solutions beyond 

structural approaches alone. Our research demonstrates that brief, psychologically-informed 

interventions can effectively equip lower social class newcomers with key personal resources 

during critical career transitions. By directly empowering newcomers at organizational entry, 

we highlight an actionable and scalable path to narrowing socioeconomic disparities, 

extending both theory and practice on workplace inclusion. 

 



BRIDGING SOCIAL CLASS CAPITAL GAP 
 

47 

References 
Ali, A., Van der Zee, K., & Sanders, G. (2003). Determinants of intercultural adjustment 

among expatriate spouses. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 27(5), 563–
580. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0147-1767(03)00054-3 

Allen, T. D., Eby, L. T., Chao, G. T., & Bauer, T. N. (2017). Taking stock of two relational 
aspects of organizational life: Tracing the history and shaping the future of socialization 
and mentoring research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 102(3), 324–337. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000086 

Ayoub, M., Gosling, S. D., Potter, J., Shanahan, M., & Roberts, B. W. (2018). The relations 
between parental socioeconomic status, personality, and life outcomes. Social 
Psychological and Personality Science, 9(3), 338–352. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617707018 

Ballinger, G. A., Lehman, D. W., & Schoorman, F. D. (2010). Leader–member exchange and 
turnover before and after succession events. Organizational Behavior and Human 
Decision Processes, 113(1), 25–36. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2010.04.003 

Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning theory. General Learning Press. 
Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social-cognitive view. 

Prentice-Hall. 
Bauer, T. N., Bodner, T., Erdogan, B., Truxillo, D. M., & Tucker, J. S. (2007). Newcomer 

adjustment during organizational socialization: A meta-analytic review of antecedents, 
outcomes, and methods. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(3), 707–721. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.707 

Bauer, T. N., & Erdogan, B. (2014). Delineating and reviewing the role of newcomer capital 
in organizational socialization. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and 
Organizational Behavior, 1, 439–457. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-
031413-091251 

Bauer, T. N., Erdogan, B., Caughlin, D., Ellis, A. M., & Kurkoski, J. (2021). Jump-starting 
the socialization experience: The longitudinal role of day 1 newcomer resources on 
adjustment. Journal of Management, 47(8), 2226–2261. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320962835 

Bauer, T. N., Erdogan, B., Ellis, A. M., Truxillo, D. M., Brady, G. M., & Bodner, T. (2025). 
New horizons for newcomer organizational socialization: A review, meta-analysis, and 
Future research directions. Journal of Management, 51(1), 344–382. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063241277168 

Bauer, T. N., & Green, S. G. (1994). Effect of newcomer involvement in work-related 
activities: A longitudinal study of socialization. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79(2), 
211–223. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.79.2.211 

Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: Desire for interpersonal 
attachments as a fundamental human motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 117(3), 497–
529. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497 

Belmi, P., & Laurin, K. (2016). Who wants to get to the top? Class and lay theories about 
power. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 111(4), 505–529. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000060 

Bjornsdottir, R. T., & Rule, N. O. (2020). Negative emotion and perceived social class. 
Emotion, 20(6), 1031–1041. https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000613 

Bourdieu, P. (1986). Forms of capital. In J. Richardson (Ed.), Handbook of theory and 
research for the sociology of education (pp. 241–258). Greenwood. 

Brooks, J. H., & DuBois, D. L. (1995). Individual and environmental predictors of 
adjustment during the first year of college. Journal of College Student Development, 36, 
347–360. 



BRIDGING SOCIAL CLASS CAPITAL GAP 
 

48 

Burnette, J. L., Billingsley, J., Banks, G. C., Knouse, L. E., Hoyt, C. L., Pollack, J. M., & 
Simon, S. (2023). A systematic review and meta-analysis of growth mindset 
interventions: For whom, how, and why might such interventions work? Psychological 
Bulletin, 149(3–4), 174–205. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000368 

Buunk, A. P., Peiró, J. M., & Griffioen, C. (2007). A positive role model may stimulate 
career‐oriented behavior. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 37(7), 1489–1500. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2007.00223.x 

Byrne, D. (1961). Interpersonal attraction and attitude similarity. The Journal of Abnormal 
and Social Psychology, 62(3), 713–715. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0044721 

Caspi-Berkowitz, N., Mikulincer, M., Hirschberger, G., Ein-Dor, T., & Shaver, P. R. (2019). 
To die for a cause but not for a companion: Attachment-related variations in the terror 
management function of self-sacrifice. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
117(6), 1105–1126. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000172 

Chao, G. T., O’Leary-Kelly, A. M., Wolf, S., Klein, H. J., & Gardner, P. D. (1994). 
Organizational socialization: Its content and consequences. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 79(5), 730–743. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.79.5.730 

Chen, E., & Miller, G. E. (2012). “Shift-and-persist” strategies: Why low socioeconomic 
atatus isn’t always bad for health. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 7(2), 135–
158. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691612436694 

Chong, J. X. Y., Gagné, M., Dunlop, P. D., & Wee, S. (2024). Facilitating newcomer 
motivation through internalization: A self-determination theory perspective on 
newcomer socialization. Human Resource Management Review, 34(4), 101041. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2024.101041 

Christian, M. S., Garza, A. S., & Slaughter, J. E. (2011). Work engagement: A quantitative 
review and test of its relations with task and contextual performance. Personnel 
Psychology, 64(1), 89–136. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2010.01203.x 

Chung, C. K., & Pennebaker, J. W. (2008). Revealing dimensions of thinking in open-ended 
self-descriptions: An automated meaning extraction method for natural language. 
Journal of Research in Personality, 42(1), 96–132. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2007.04.006 

Colquitt, J. A., Sabey, T. B., Rodell, J. B., & Hill, E. T. (2019). Content validation 
guidelines: Evaluation criteria for definitional correspondence and definitional 
distinctiveness. Journal of Applied Psychology, 104(10), 1243–1265. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000406 

Côté, S. (2011). How social class shapes thoughts and actions in organizations. Research in 
Organizational Behavior, 31, 43–71. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2011.09.004 

Côté, S., Piff, P. K., & Willer, R. (2013). For whom do the ends justify the means? Social 
class and utilitarian moral judgment. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
104(3), 490–503. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030931 

Cranmer, G. A., Goldman, Z. W., & Houghton, J. D. (2019). I’ll do it myself: Self-
leadership, proactivity, and socialization. Leadership & Organization Development 
Journal, 40(6), 684–698. https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-11-2018-0389 

Croizet, J. C., & Claire, T. (1998). Extending the concept of stereotype threat to social class: 
The intellectual underperformance of students from low socioeconomic backgrounds. 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 24(6), 588–594. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167298246003 

De Vos, A., De Clippeleer, I., & Dewilde, T. (2009). Proactive career behaviours and career 
success during the early career. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 
Psychology, 82(4), 761–777. https://doi.org/10.1348/096317909X471013 

Den Hartog, D. N., De Hoogh, A. H. B., & Keegan, A. E. (2007). The interactive effects of 



BRIDGING SOCIAL CLASS CAPITAL GAP 
 

49 

belongingness and charisma on helping and compliance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
92(4), 1131–1139. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.4.1131 

DeOrtentiis, P. S., Van Iddekinge, C. H., & Wanberg, C. R. (2022). Different starting lines, 
different finish times: The role of social class in the job search process. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 107(3), 444–457. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000915 

Diemer, M. A., Mistry, R. S., Wadsworth, M. E., López, I., & Reimers, F. (2013). Best 
practices in conceptualizing and measuring social class in psychological research. 
Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 13(1), 77–113. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12001 

Durante, F., Tablante, C. B., & Fiske, S. T. (2017). Poor but warm, rich but cold (and 
competent): Social classes in the stereotype content model. Journal of Social Issues, 
73(1), 138–157. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12208 

Eckel, C. C., & Grossman, P. J. (2005). Managing diversity by creating team identity. 
Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 58(3), 371–392. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2004.01.003 

Ellis, A. M., Nifadkar, S. S., Bauer, T. N., & Erdogan, B. (2017). Newcomer adjustment: 
Examining the role of managers’ perception of newcomer proactive behavior during 
organizational socialization. Journal of Applied Psychology, 102(6), 993–1001. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000201 

Ellis, B. J., Abrams, L. S., Masten, A. S., Sternberg, R. J., Tottenham, N., & Frankenhuis, W. 
E. (2022). Hidden talents in harsh environments. Development and Psychopathology, 
34(1), 95–113. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579420000887 

Ellis, B. J., & Del Giudice, M. (2019). Developmental adaptation to stress: An evolutionary 
perspective. Annual Review of Psychology, 70(1), 111–139. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122216-011732 

Erikson, R., & Goldthorpe, J. H. (2010). Has social mobility in Britain decreased? 
Reconciling divergent findings on income and class mobility. The British Journal of 
Sociology, 61(2), 211–230. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-4446.2010.01310.x 

Fabrigar, L. R., Wegener, D. T., MacCallum, R. C., & Strahan, E. J. (1999). Evaluating the 
use of exploratory factor analysis in psychological research. Psychological Methods, 
4(3), 272–299. https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.4.3.272 

Fang, R., Duffy, M. K., & Shaw, J. D. (2011). The organizational socialization process: 
Review and development of a social capital model. Journal of Management, 37(1), 127–
152. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310384630 

Fang, R. T., & Saks, A. M. (2021). Class advantage in the white-collar labor market: An 
investigation of social class background, job search strategies, and job search success. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 106(11), 1695–1713. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000842 

Fang, R. T., & Tilcsik, A. (2022). Prosocial occupations, work autonomy, and the origins of 
the social class pay gap. Academy of Management Journal, 65(3), 903–929. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2020.1564 

Frankenhuis, W. E., de Vries, S. A., Bianchi, J., & Ellis, B. J. (2020). Hidden talents in harsh 
conditions? A preregistered study of memory and reasoning about social dominance. 
Developmental Science, 23(4). https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12835 

Grant, A. M., & Ashford, S. J. (2008). The dynamics of proactivity at work. Research in 
Organizational Behavior, 28, 3–34. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2008.04.002 

Greenberg, J., Pyszczynski, T., Solomon, S., Simon, L., & Breus, M. (1994). Role of 
consciousness and accessibility of death-related thoughts in mortality salience effects. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67(4), 627–637. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.4.627 



BRIDGING SOCIAL CLASS CAPITAL GAP 
 

50 

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1976). Motivation through the design of work: test of a 
theory. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 16(2), 250–279. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(76)90016-7 

Harackiewicz, J. M., Canning, E. A., Tibbetts, Y., Giffen, C. J., Blair, S. S., Rouse, D. I., & 
Hyde, J. S. (2014). Closing the social class achievement gap for first-generation students 
in undergraduate biology. Journal of Educational Psychology, 106(2), 375–389. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034679 

Harmon-Jones, C., Hinton, E., Tien, J., Summerell, E., & Bastian, B. (2019). Pain offset 
reduces rumination in response to evoked anger and sadness. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 117(6), 1189–1202. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000240 

Hebl, M., Cheng, S. K., & Ng, L. C. (2020). Modern discrimination in organizations. Annual 
Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 7(1), 257–282. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012119-044948 

Hom, P. W., Lee, T. W., Shaw, J. D., & Hausknecht, J. P. (2017). One hundred years of 
employee turnover theory and research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 102(3), 530–
545. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000103 

Huang, J. L., Ryan, A. M., Zabel, K. L., & Palmer, A. (2014). Personality and adaptive 
performance at work: A meta-analytic investigation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
99(1), 162–179. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034285 

Jeffries, E. R., McLeish, A. C., Kraemer, K. M., Avallone, K. M., & Fleming, J. B. (2016). 
The role of distress tolerance in the use of specific emotion regulation strategies. 
Behavior Modification, 40(3), 439–451. https://doi.org/10.1177/0145445515619596 

Jury, M., Smeding, A., Stephens, N. M., Nelson, J. E., Aelenei, C., & Darnon, C. (2017). The 
experience of low‐SES students in higher education: Psychological barriers to success 
and interventions to reduce social‐class inequality. Journal of Social Issues, 73(1), 23–
41. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12202 

Kammeyer-Mueller, J. D., Judge, T. A., & Scott, B. A. (2009). The role of core self-
evaluations in the coping process. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(1), 177–195. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013214 

Kammeyer-Mueller, J. D., & Wanberg, C. R. (2003). Unwrapping the organizational entry 
process: Disentangling multiple antecedents and their pathways to adjustment. Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 779–794. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.779 

Kammeyer-Mueller, J. D., Wanberg, C., Rubenstein, A., & Song, Z. (2013). Support, 
undermining, and newcomer socialization: Fitting in during the first 90 days. Academy 
of Management Journal, 56(4), 1104–1124. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0791 

Kluegel, J. R., Singleton, R., & Starnes, C. E. (1977). Subjective class identification: A 
multiple indicator approach. American Sociological Review, 42(4), 599. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2094558 

Knight, A. P., & Eisenkraft, N. (2015). Positive is usually good, negative is not always bad: 
The effects of group affect on social integration and task performance. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 100(4), 1214–1227. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000006 

Kohn, M. L. (1959). Social class and parental values. American Journal of Sociology, 64(4), 
337–351. https://doi.org/10.1086/222493 

Kohn, M. L., & Schooler, C. (1969). Class, occupation, and orientation. American 
Sociological Review, 34(5), 659. https://doi.org/10.2307/2092303 

Koppman, S. (2016). Different like me: Why cultural omnivores get creative jobs. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 61(2), 291–331. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839215616840 

Kostov, N., & Meichtry, S. (2023). The world’s richest person auditions his five children to 
run LVMH. The Wall Street Journal. https://www.wsj.com/style/fashion/bernard-



BRIDGING SOCIAL CLASS CAPITAL GAP 
 

51 

arnault-worlds-richest-children-lvmh-ceo-f7a67a03 
Landis, R. S., Beal, D. J., & Tesluk, P. E. (2000). A comparison of approaches to forming 

composite measures in structural equation models. Organizational Research Methods, 
3(2), 186–207. https://doi.org/10.1177/109442810032003 

Lareau, A. (2002). Invisible inequality: Social class and childrearing in Black families and 
White families. American Sociological Review, 67(5), 747–776. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240206700507 

Lareau, A. (2015). Cultural knowledge and social inequality. American Sociological Review, 
80(1), 1–27. https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122414565814 

Larrazabal, M. A., Naragon-Gainey, K., & Conway, C. C. (2022). Distress tolerance and 
stress-induced emotion regulation behavior. Journal of Research in Personality, 99, 
104243. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2022.104243 

Laurison, D., & Friedman, S. (2016). The class pay gap in higher professional and 
managerial occupations. American Sociological Review, 81(4), 668–695. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122416653602 

Lee, T. W., Burch, T. C., & Mitchell, T. R. (2014). The story of why we stay: A review of 
job embeddedness. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational 
Behavior, 1(1), 199–216. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091244 

Li, N., Harris, T. B., Boswell, W. R., & Xie, Z. (2011). The role of organizational insiders’ 
developmental feedback and proactive personality on newcomers’ performance: An 
interactionist perspective. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(6), 1317–1327. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024029 

Lim, G. J. H., Pitesa, M., & Vadera, A. K. (2023). Cheating constraint decisions and 
discrimination against workers with lower financial standing. Organizational Behavior 
and Human Decision Processes, 174, 104211. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2022.104211 

Little, T. D., Cunningham, W. A., Shahar, G., & Widaman, K. F. (2002). To parcel or not to 
parcel: Exploring the question, weighing the merits. Structural Equation Modeling: A 
Multidisciplinary Journal, 9(2), 151–173. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_1 

Liu, S., Watts, D., Feng, J., Wu, Y., & Yin, J. (2024). Unpacking the effects of socialization 
programs on newcomer retention: A meta-analytic review of field experiments. 
Psychological Bulletin, 150(1), 1–26. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000422 

Lockwood, P., & Kunda, Z. (1997). Superstars and me: Predicting the impact of role models 
on the self. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73(1), 91–103. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.1.91 

Louis, M. R. (1980). Surprise and sense making: What newcomers experience in entering 
unfamiliar organizational settings. Administrative Science Quarterly, 25(2), 226. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2392453 

Luthans, F., Avey, J. B., & Patera, J. L. (2008). Experimental analysis of a web-based 
training intervention to develop positive psychological capital. Academy of Management 
Learning & Education, 7(2), 209–221. https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2008.32712618 

Luthans, F., & Youssef, C. M. (2007). Emerging positive organizational behavior. Journal of 
Management, 33(3), 321–349. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307300814 

McNatt, D. B., & Judge, T. A. (2008). Self-efficacy intervention, job attitudes, and turnover: 
A field experiment with employees in role transition. Human Relations, 61(6), 783–810. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726708092404 

McPherson, M., Smith-Lovin, L., & Cook, J. M. (2001). Birds of a feather: Homophily in 
social networks. Annual Review of Sociology, 27(1), 415–444. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415 



BRIDGING SOCIAL CLASS CAPITAL GAP 
 

52 

McQueen, J. (2023). The Arnault Family: Mastering the business of the business – and the 
business of the family. Creaghan McConnell Gould. https://cmgpartners.ca/the-bernard-
arnault-family/ 

Mittal, C., & Griskevicius, V. (2014). Sense of control under uncertainty depends on people’s 
childhood environment: A life history theory approach. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 107(4), 621–637. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037398 

Morrison, E. W. (1993). Longitudinal study of the effects of information seeking on 
newcomer socialization. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78(2), 173–183. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.2.173 

Moss-Racusin, C. A., Pietri, E. S., Hennes, E. P., Dovidio, J. F., Brescoll, V. L., Roussos, G., 
& Handelsman, J. (2018). Reducing STEM gender bias with VIDS (video interventions 
for diversity in STEM). Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied, 24(2), 236–260. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/xap0000144 

Nahapiet, J., & Ghoshal, S. (1998). Social capital, intellectual capital, and the organizational 
advantage. Academy of Management Review, 23(2), 242–266. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.533225 

Ng, T. W. H., Eby, L. T., Sorensen, K. L., & Feldman, D. C. (2005). Predictors of objective 
and subjective career success: A meta-analysis. Personnel Psychology, 58(2), 367–408. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2005.00515.x 

Nifadkar, S. S., & Bauer, T. N. (2016). Breach of belongingness: Newcomer relationship 
conflict, information, and task-related outcomes during organizational socialization. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 101(1), 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000035 

Nock, M. K., & Mendes, W. B. (2008). Physiological arousal, distress tolerance, and social 
problem-solving deficits among adolescent self-injurers. Journal of Consulting and 
Clinical Psychology, 76(1), 28–38. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.76.1.28 

Olcaysoy Okten, I., & Moskowitz, G. B. (2018). Goal versus trait explanations: Causal 
attributions beyond the trait-situation dichotomy. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 114(2), 211–229. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000104 

Ostrove, J. M., & Long, S. M. (2007). Social class and belonging: Implications for college 
adjustment. The Review of Higher Education, 30(4), 363–389. 
https://doi.org/10.1353/rhe.2007.0028 

Page-Gould, E., Mendoza-Denton, R., & Tropp, L. R. (2008). With a little help from my 
cross-group friend: Reducing anxiety in intergroup contexts through cross-group 
friendship. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95(5), 1080–1094. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.5.1080 

Pearlin, L. I., & Kohn, M. L. (1966). Social class, occupation, and parental values: A cross-
national study. American Sociological Review, 31(4), 466. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2090770 

Pfeffer, J. (1977a). Effects of an MBA and socioeconomic origins on business school 
graduates’ salaries. Journal of Applied Psychology, 62(6), 698–705. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.62.6.698 

Pfeffer, J. (1977b). Toward an examination of stratification in organizations. Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 22(4), 553. https://doi.org/10.2307/2392400 

Phillips, L. T., Stephens, N. M., Townsend, S. S. M., & Goudeau, S. (2020). Access is not 
enough: Cultural mismatch persists to limit first-generation students’ opportunities for 
achievement throughout college. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 119(5), 
1112–1131. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000234 

Piff, P. K., Kraus, M. W., & Keltner, D. (2018). Unpacking the inequality paradox: The 
psychological roots of inequality and social class. In Advances in Experimental Social 
Psychology (1st ed., Vol. 57). Elsevier Inc. https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2017.10.002 



BRIDGING SOCIAL CLASS CAPITAL GAP 
 

53 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method 
biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended 
remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879–903. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.88.5.879 

Porter, C. M., & Woo, S. E. (2015). Untangling the networking phenomenon: A dynamic 
psychological perspective on how and why people network. Journal of Management, 
41(5), 1477–1500. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315582247 

Rich, B. L., Lepine, J. A., & Crawford, E. R. (2010). Job engagement: Antecedents and 
effects on job performance. Academy of Management Journal, 53(3), 617–635. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.51468988 

Rivera, L. A. (2012). Hiring as cultural matching. American Sociological Review, 77(6), 999–
1022. https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122412463213 

Rivera, L. A., & Tilcsik, A. (2016). Class advantage, commitment penalty: The gendered 
effect of social class signals in an elite labor market. American Sociological Review, 
81(6), 1097–1131. https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122416668154 

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Rosenberg self-esteem scale (RSE). Acceptance and Commitment 
Therapy, Measures Package, 61. 

Saks, A. M., & Gruman, J. A. (2018). Socialization resources theory and newcomers’ work 
engagement. Career Development International, 23(1), 12–32. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-12-2016-0214 

Schaufeli, W. B., & Bakker, A. B. (2004). Job demands, job resources, and their relationship 
with burnout and engagement: A multi-sample study. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 25(3), 293–315. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.248 

Schimel, J., Simon, L., Greenberg, J., Pyszczynski, T., Solomon, S., Waxmonsky, J., & 
Arndt, J. (1999). Stereotypes and terror management: Evidence that mortality salience 
enhances stereotypic thinking and preferences. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 77(5), 905–926. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.5.905 

Schweinsberg, M., Thau, S., & Pillutla, M. (2023). Research-problem validity in primary 
research: Precision and transparency in characterizing past knowledge. Perspectives on 
Psychological Science, 18(5), 1230–1243. https://doi.org/10.1177/17456916221144990 

Seibert, S. E., Grant, J. M., & Kraimer, M. L. (1999). Proactive personality and career 
success. Journal of Applied Psychology, 84(3), 416–426. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.84.3.416 

Sharps, D. L., & Anderson, C. (2021). Social class background, disjoint agency, and hiring 
decisions. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 167(August 2020), 
129–143. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2021.08.003 

Shore, L. M., Randel, A. E., Chung, B. G., Dean, M. A., Ehrhart, K. H., & Singh, G. (2011). 
Inclusion and diversity in work groups: A review and model for future research. Journal 
of Management, 37(4), 1262–1289. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310385943 

Simons, J. S., & Gaher, R. M. (2005). The distress tolerance scale: Development and 
validation of a self-report measure. Motivation and Emotion, 29(2), 83–102. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-005-7955-3 

Sirola, N. (2024). Job insecurity and well-being: Integrating life history and transactional 
stress theories. Academy of Management Journal, 67(3), 679–703. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2022.0285 

Smith, E. B., Menon, T., & Thompson, L. (2012). Status differences in the cognitive 
activation of social networks. Organization Science, 23(1), 67–82. 
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0643 

Steffens, N. K., Haslam, S. A., Schuh, S. C., Jetten, J., & van Dick, R. (2017). A meta-
analytic review of social identification and health in organizational contexts. Personality 



BRIDGING SOCIAL CLASS CAPITAL GAP 
 

54 

and Social Psychology Review, 21(4), 303–335. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868316656701 

Stephens, N. M., Markus, H. R., & Phillips, L. T. (2014). Social class culture cycles: How 
three gateway contexts shape selves and fuel inequality. Annual Review of Psychology, 
65, 611–634. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115143 

Stephens, N. M., Townsend, S. S. M., Markus, H. R., & Phillips, L. T. (2012). A cultural 
mismatch: Independent cultural norms produce greater increases in cortisol and more 
negative emotions among first-generation college students. Journal of Experimental 
Social Psychology, 48(6), 1389–1393. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.07.008 

Thomas, A. L., & Brausch, A. M. (2022). Family and peer support moderates the relationship 
between distress tolerance and suicide risk in black college students. Journal of 
American College Health, 70(4), 1138–1145. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/07448481.2020.1786096 

Timmermans, S., & Tavory, I. (2012). Theory construction in qualitative research. 
Sociological Theory, 30(3), 167–186. https://doi.org/10.1177/0735275112457914 

Walton, G. M., & Cohen, G. L. (2011). A brief social-belonging intervention improves 
academic and health outcomes of minority students. Science, 331(6023), 1447–1451. 
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1198364 

Wang, H.-J., Li, P., Bauer, T. N., & Erdogan, B. (2023). Patient mistreatment and new nurse 
adjustment: The role of rumination and work engagement. Human Relations. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/00187267231211847 

Watson, D., Clark, L. a, & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief 
measures of positive and negative affect: The PANAS scales. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 54(6), 1063–1070. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.6.1063 

Whitely, W., Dougherty, T. W., & Dreher, G. F. (1991). Relationship of career mentoring 
and socioeconomic origin to managers’ and professionals’ early career progress. 
Academy of Management Journal, 34(2), 331–350. https://doi.org/10.5465/256445 

Whitley, B. E., & Kite, M. E. (2006). The psychology of prejudice and discrimination. 
Thomson Wadsworth. 

Williams, L. J., & Anderson, S. E. (1991). Job satisfaction and organizational commitment as 
predictors of organizational citizenship and in-role behaviors. Journal of Management, 
17(3), 601–617. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700305 

Yeager, D. S., Romero, C., Paunesku, D., Hulleman, C. S., Schneider, B., Hinojosa, C., Lee, 
H. Y., O’Brien, J., Flint, K., Roberts, A., Trott, J., Greene, D., Walton, G. M., & Dweck, 
C. S. (2016). Using design thinking to improve psychological interventions: The case of 
the growth mindset during the transition to high school. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 108(3), 374–391. https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000098 



BRIDGING SOCIAL CLASS CAPITAL GAP 
 

55 

Table 1 
Illustrative Quotes for Newcomer Personal Capital (Pre-Intervention) in Study 1 
Newcomer 
Personal Capital 
Facets 

Illustrative Quotes 

Institutional 
Knowledge  
 
[43.9%] 

[High] “I would feel a bit nervous at first, but I would be excited. I would definitely ask a lot of questions to make sure I understand how things work.” 
 
[High] “I would feel nervous and excited. I would be eager to use my knowledge to my advantage and try to learn new things each day from my 
coworkers. It would be a great opportunity.” 
 
[High] “During the first few weeks of work in Goldman Sachs I will feel excited but nervous. I think I will have to learn to network with many different 
colleagues or higher executives and obtain a lot of valuable experiences during this training period.” 
 
[High] “This is a career that opens up many doors and offers high-powered connections. I believe that once I get my foot in the door, I will be able to 
grow at this company. There is a great amount of growth that I think is important for anyone starting off their career.”  
 
[High] “Prepared to show that I deserve the job. I think I would try to work as long and hard as I could to show the bosses this.” 
 
[Low] “I may face some challenges in understanding my role because my experience has not been finance related so far in my career. I have not had 
much experience previously as this is my first time in this industry” 
 
[Low] “Anxious about asking for help in a fast-paced environment without feeling like a bother to anyone” 
 

Social Self-
Efficacy 
 
[72.2%] 

[High] “I think I will feel excited to meet the people during the first few weeks of work at BCG. Since I expect most of them will be very interesting and 
intelligent, I’d probably have a lot to learn from them.” 
 
[High] “Positive in general, trying to work out all the individual characters and how the team operates and gets along. Hopefully would feel welcomed 
by them and so feel positive towards them in the first few weeks.” 
 
[Low] “I come from a deprived socio-economic background and given my experience of university I have no doubt I would face some prejudice in that 
work environment. I also need to find ways to make people like me at work.” 
 
[Low] “I feel as though I would not fit in well. I would think that everyone at Goldman Sachs is an urban professional whereas I am more of a country 
girl. I also think there would be a real learning curve challenge.” 
 
[Low] “I feel as though it might be difficult to fit in, as I have this image of the company being very prestigious. The people would be used to the 
KPMG environment and organizational culture, so their behaviors may differ from mine, and they could possibly look down on me and see me as 
inferior.” 
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[Low] “I will be apprehensive at first, I will want to fit in with people so I would make an effort to build relationships. I would feel intimidated as 
everyone will know a lot more about the job than me.” 
 
[Low] “I think that I may feel like I am not as qualified as the people who work in Deloitte. I think it might be difficult to get to know the other staff 
members within the firm in the first couple of weeks. However, I still think I may find it difficult to fit in at the firm.” 
 
[Low] “When I think about the people in JP Morgan, I think of cutthroat, focused individuals who are dedicating their lives to their career, at the 
expense of their families, social life, and probably mental health. I will probably also be wary of individuals trying to step on me so early in my career.” 
 

Distress 
Tolerance 
 
[71.9%] 

[High] “I would manage myself as I would in any other workplace, I will be professional and do my job to the best of my ability. I will make sure to 
focus on the tasks but do not get stressed out. Prioritize my workload and ask for help if I need to.” 
 
[High] “I would try to learn as much as possible so would be eager to learn anything I could in order to get the most for the experience.” 
 
[High] “I will set goals for myself and look for ways to improve myself. I’ll look for connections and boost my personal network. I’ll learn all the 
information I can so I can easily fit in with Aviva.” 
 
[High] “I would take initiative and learn what I could independently but ask for help if I’m out of my depth. I would be inquisitive when learning about 
a new process to understand why certain things happen in the company. I would be professional and humble around colleagues who have years of 
experience on me but friendly and network in order to provide potential contacts in the future.” 
 
[High] “I would keep myself calm and collected, doing breathing exercises to avoid become over anxious. I would try not to talk to fast and make sure 
that I make sense to other people when talking to them. I would also try to find a mentor in the firm to help me along and I would make sure I build my 
knowledge up rapidly.” 
 
[Low] “I think it’s a stressful industry so you’ve got to seem like you can handle anything that is thrown at you. But I might not be able to handle it too 
well.” 
 
[Low] “I will be intimidated and feeling possibly inferior to them. I will worry about people’s judgement of me, and that I may not be good enough to 
work with them.” 
 
[Low] “I have to be really serious about this, but I believe it will be kinda hard to manage myself when I start working. I have depression and anxiety, 
and it is pretty hard to manage my emotions, my physical reactions, and more.” 

Note. N = 187. [High] and [Low] represent high and low levels of the specific newcomer personal capital, respectively.
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Table 2 
Study 1 Correlations and Descriptive Statistics 

 Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
1 Social class background (aggregate) 0.00 0.89 –               
2 Parental income 10.98 3.70 .87 –              
3 Parental education 5.76 1.90 .91 .69 –             
4 Subjective social class 3.01 1.12 .88 .62 .72 –            
5 Condition  0.48 0.50 -.06 -.04 -.07 -.06 –           
6 Institutional knowledge (Pre) 3.58 1.15 .65 .56 .56 .61 -.00 –          
7 Social self-efficacy (Pre) 4.29 1.30 .54 .48 .49 .46 -.07 .55 –         
8 Distress tolerance (Pre) 4.37 1.07 .49 .46 .42 .43 -.05 .60 .74 –        
9 Institutional knowledge (Post) 3.30 1.28 .23 .29 .18 .15 .09 .18 -.07 -.05 –       
10 Social self-efficacy (Post) 3.00 1.09 .31 .35 .31 .16 .23 .19 .04 -.02 .66 –      
11 Distress tolerance (Post) 3.87 0.87 .04 .04 .06 .01 .21 -.01 -.33 -.31 .49 .27 –     
12 Age (years) 22.81 1.69 -.12 -.15 -.06 -.12 .13 .01 -.15 -.14 .07 .03 .05 –    
13 Gender  0.35 0.48 -.06 -.06 -.09 -.02 .01 -.04 -.10 -.03 -.08 -.05 -.11 .05 –   
14 Education 2.84 0.36 .13 .13 .10 .13 .05 .16 .16 .12 -.06 -.08 .00 .17 -.05 –  
15 Work Experience (years) 4.31 2.23 -.17 -.16 -.16 -.13 .02 -.07 -.11 -.12 .02 .01 -.06 .24 -.06 .05 – 

Note. N = 187. Bolded correlation coefficients are significant at p < .05. Condition variable was coded as 0 = control, 1 = treatment, gender variable was coded as 0 = female, 
1 = male. 
 
Table 3 
Study 1 Regression Results (Pre-Intervention) 

 Institutional Knowledge Social Self-Efficacy Distress Tolerance 
 b SE p b SE p b SE p 

Social Class Background (Aggregate) 0.84 0.07 <.001 0.76 0.09 <.001 0.58 0.08 <.001 
Gender 0.01 0.13 .916 -0.16 0.17 .332 0.00 0.14 .979 
Education 0.24 0.18 .184 0.33 0.22 .141 0.16 0.19 .417 
Work Experience 0.02 0.03 .526 -0.02 0.04 .647 -0.02 0.03 .571 
Constant 2.81 0.53 <.001 3.48 0.66 <.001 4.00 0.56 <.001 
R2 .43 .30 .25 

Note. N = 187. Gender variable was coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. 
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Table 4 
Study 1 Regression Results (Post-Intervention) 

 Institutional Knowledge Social Self-Efficacy Distress Tolerance 
 b SE p b SE p b SE p 

Social Class Background (Aggregate) 0.70 0.17 <.001 0.80 0.12 <.001 0.42 0.10 <.001 
Condition 0.28 0.18 .114 0.55 0.14 <.001 0.35 0.11 .002 
Social Class Background × Condition -0.74 0.20 <.001 -0.60 0.16 <.001 -0.37 0.13 .004 
Pre-Intervention Measure (Baseline) 0.05 0.10 .596 -0.09 0.07 .168 -0.35 0.06 <.001 
Gender -0.20 0.19 .286 -0.10 0.15 .502 -0.21 0.12 .073 
Education -0.36 0.25 .146 -0.40 0.20 .046 0.03 0.16 .854 
Work Experience 0.03 0.04 .525 0.03 0.03 .406 -0.04 0.03 .171 
Constant 3.95 0.78 <.001 4.15 0.62 <.001 5.35 0.52 <.001 
R2 .15 .26 .24 

Note. N = 187. Condition variable was coded as 0 = control, 1 = treatment, gender variable was coded as 0 = female, 1 = male.  
 
Table 5 
Study 2 Correlations and Descriptive Statistics 
 Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
1 Social class background 

(aggregate) 
0.00 0.86 –                

2 Parental income 9.29 5.43 .83 –               
3 Parental education 8.08 3.44 .88 .60 –              
4 Subjective social class 2.88 0.87 .86 .55 .68 –             
5 Condition 0.51 0.50 .02 .04 -.01 .01 –            
6 Institutional knowledge (T1) 5.03 1.20 .32 .25 .29 .28 -.06 –           
7 Social self-efficacy (T1) 3.53 1.45 .17 .18 .14 .13 .02 .18 –          
8 Distress tolerance (T1) 4.57 1.15 .23 .19 .24 .16 .06 .18 .32 –         
9 Job engagement (T1) 5.71 0.93 .26 .14 .28 .26 .03 .35 .04 .10 –        
10 Social integration (T1) 4.85 1.08 .15 .12 .12 .15 -.03 .33 .43 .17 .37 –       
11 Job engagement (T3) 5.63 0.96 .16 .11 .14 .16 .14 .26 .12 .20 .50 .38 –      
12 Social integration (T3) 4.61 0.99 .32 .30 .25 .29 .17 .27 .25 .21 .16 .36 .48 –     
13 Age (years) 24.30 1.35 -.14 -.03 -.18 -.14 .01 -.05 .00 -.03 -.10 -.01 -.02 .01 –    
14 Gender  0.46 0.50 -.02 .00 -.02 -.04 -.03 .10 .05 -.02 -.05 .04 .04 .00  .66 –   
15 Education 4.17 0.37 .08 -.04 .18 .08 -.11 .07 -.00 -.02 -.03 .02 -.09 -.18 -.05 -.02 –  
16 Tenure (months) 1.02 0.14 -.11 -.12 -.08 -.08 .02 .01 -.12 -.10 -.04 -.08 .06 -.03 -.05 .04 .01 – 
Note. N = 247. Bolded correlation coefficients are significant at p < .05. Condition variable was coded as 0 = control, 1 = treatment, gender variable was coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. 
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Table 6 
Study 2 Regression Results (T1) 

 Institutional Knowledge (T1) Social Self-Efficacy (T1) Distress Tolerance (T1) 
 b SE p b SE p b SE p 

Social Class Background (Aggregate) 0.44 0.08 <.001 0.28 0.11 .010 0.30 0.08 <.001 
Gender 0.27 0.14 .068 0.17 0.18 .347 -0.02 0.14 .864 
Education 0.14 0.19 .459 -0.05 0.25 .852 -0.11 0.19 .585 
Tenure 0.30 0.52 .558 -1.04 0.65 .110 -0.64 0.51 .210 
Constant 4.00 0.96 <.001 4.70 1.21 <.001 5.68 0.95 <.001 
R2 .12 .04 .06 

Note. N = 247. Gender variable was coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. 
 
Table 7 
Study 2 Regression Results (T3) 

 Job Engagement (T3) Social Integration (T3) 
 b SE p b SE p 

Social Class Background (Aggregate) 0.34 0.09 <.001 0.67 0.09 <.001 
Condition 0.23 0.10 .024 0.30 0.11 .004 
Social Class Background × Condition -0.51 0.12 <.001 -0.59 0.12 <.001 
Baseline (T1) 0.50 0.06 <.001 0.29 0.05 <.001 
Gender 0.15 0.10 .152 0.02 0.11 .865 
Education -0.19 0.14 .161 -0.55 0.14 <.001 
Tenure 0.57 0.36 .112 0.25 0.38 .504 
Constant 2.78 0.77 <.001 5.05 0.75 <.001 
R2 .34 .33 

Note. N = 247. Condition variable was coded as 0 = control, 1 = treatment, gender variable was coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. 
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Table 8 
Study 3 Correlations and Descriptive Statistics 

 Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1 Social class background (aggregate) 0.00 0.72 –              
2 Parental income 2.15 0.38 .68 –             
3 Parental education 8.12 2.02 .74 .24 –            
4 Subjective social class 3.06 0.63 .74 .24 .37 –           
5 Condition  0.50 0.50 .07 .18 -.01 -.02 –          
6 Institutional knowledge (T1) 2.87 1.11 .09 .06 .02 .10 .15 –         
7 Social self-efficacy (T1) 3.07 1.26 .11 .10 .06 .08 .28 .74 –        
8 Distress tolerance (T1) 2.93 1.01 .08 .06 .02 .09 .17 .94 .74 –       
9 Job engagement (T1) 4.81 1.11 .09 .08 .04 .09 -.01 -.47 -.37 -.51 –       
10 Social integration (T1) 4.96 1.14 -.03 -.03 -.01 -.02 -.11 -.74 -.59 -.79 .61 –     
11 Job engagement (T2) 4.85 1.04 -.01 .03 .03 -.09 .08 -.02 -.01 .00 .04 .05 –    
12 Social integration (T2) 5.19 0.87 -.02 .05 -.06 -.03 .03 .01 -.02 -.02 .02 .03 .33 –   
13 Job performance (T2) 4.74 1.08 .03 .03 .08 -.04 -.01 .03 .01 .03 .02 .02 .78 .30 –  
14 Turnover intentions (T2) 2.68 1.26 .09 .11 -.02 .11 .01 -.04 -.08 -.01 .02 .03 .05 .02 .02 – 
15 Age (years) 24.54 2.48 .14 .08 .17 .06 .21 .05 .13 .04 .05 .01 .02 .02 .05 -.05 
16 Gender  0.67 0.47 -.10 -.06 -.10 -.06 .23 .03 .08 .02 -.01 .02 -.02 .03 -.03 -.01 
17 Education 4.91 0.79 .09 .06 .04 .10 .11 .02 .14 .00 .08 .03 -.02 -.03 -.03 -.01 
18 Tenure (months) 7.22 1.10 .05 .12 .04 -.04 -.04 -.09 -.05 -.09 .13 .09 .04 .08 .00 .03 
19 Personal annual income (INR) 484880 179567 .10 .05 .18 -.00 -.09 -.02 .02 -.01 .03 .02 .07 .06 .04 .09 
20 College GPA 76.08 8.80 .08 .07 .10 -.00 -.25 -.03 -.05 -.05 .06 .06 -.05 .03 -.01 .07 
21 Proactivity 4.91 1.11 .07 .07 .01 .07 .04 -.39 -.30 -.42 .48 .48 -.01 .01 -.02 -.00 
22 Negative affect 2.03 1.13 -.04 -.07 .03 -.05 .01 .23 .16 .24 -.30 -.31 -.01 .01 -.05 .03 
23 Positive affect 5.00 1.12 .05 .05 -.05 .10 .02 -.14 -.10 -.17 .27 .23 .00 -.02 .05 -.07 
24 Self-esteem 5.06 0.95 .01 -.03 .01 .04 .04 -.32 -.21 -.34 .39 .40 -.06 -.02 -.08 .01 
 Variables 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24       
15 Age (years) –                
16 Gender  .02 –               
17 Education .32 -.04 –              
18 Tenure (months) .11 -.09 .01 –             
19 Personal annual income (INR) .06 .04 .18 .02 –            
20 College GPA -.03 -.04 .04 -.00 .27 –           
21 Proactivity .06 .01 -.03 .13 -.07 -.03 –          
22 Negative affect -.07 -.03 .03 -.12 .09 .02    -.59 –         
23 Positive affect .11 .06 .03 .13 -.09 .01 .42 -.77 –        
24 Self-esteem .07 .01 .01 .08 -.02 -.04 .75 -.51 .39 –       

Note. N = 418. Bolded correlation coefficients are significant at p < .05. Condition variable was coded as 0 = control, 1 = treatment, gender variable was coded as 0 = female, 1 = male.  College 
GPA values reflect self-reported academic performance based on percentage marks (e.g., 0–100%), a grading system widely used in Indian universities.  
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Table 9 
Study 3 Regression Results (T1) 

 Institutional Knowledge (T1) Social Self-Efficacy (T1) Distress Tolerance (T1) 
 b SE p b SE p b SE p 

Social Class Background (Aggregate) 0.19 0.07 .008 0.24 0.08 .003 0.17 0.06 .008 
Gender 0.11 0.11 .327 0.26 0.13 .039 0.07 0.10 .457 
Education 0.01 0.06 .818 0.20 0.08 .007 -0.01 0.06 .928 
Tenure -0.04 0.05 .375 -0.02 0.05 .767 -0.04 0.04 .341 
Personal Annual Income -0.00 0.00 .280 -0.00 0.00 .605 -0.00 0.00 .382 
College GPA -0.00 0.01 .417 -0.01 0.01 .189 -0.01 0.01 .219 
Proactivity -0.35 0.07 <.001 -0.40 0.09 <.001 -0.37 0.07 <.001 
Negative Affect 0.02 0.08 .800 -0.03 0.09 .766 -0.02 0.07 .764 
Positive Affect 0.04 0.07 .600 -0.00 0.08 .995 -0.01 0.06 .928 
Self-esteem -0.08 0.08 .312 0.04 0.09 .664 -0.05 0.07 .526 
Constant 5.44 0.86 <.001 4.58 1.00 <.001 5.94 0.77 <.001 
R2 .17 .14 .20 

Note. N = 418. Gender variable was coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. 
 
Table 10 
Study 3 Regression Results (T2) 

 Job Engagement (T2) Social Integration (T2) 
 b SE p b SE p 

Social Class Background (Aggregate) 0.14 0.11 .223 0.13 0.09 .181 
Condition 0.21 0.11 .056 0.10 0.09 .287 
Social Class Background × Condition -0.32 0.15 .027 -0.28 0.12 .023 
Baseline (T1) 0.07 0.05 .185 0.02 0.04 .615 
Gender -0.09 0.11 .405 0.06 0.10 .551 
Education -0.07 0.07 .272 -0.06 0.06 .300 
Tenure 0.05 0.05 .325 0.08 0.04 .039 
Personal Annual Income 0.00 0.00 .028 0.00 0.00 .178 
College GPA -0.01 0.01 .280 0.00 0.01 .513 
Proactivity 0.03 0.08 .749 0.04 0.07 .574 
Negative Affect -0.06 0.08 .480 -0.01 0.07 .905 
Positive Affect -0.01 0.07 .919 -0.03 0.06 .646 
Self-esteem -0.15 0.08 .074 -0.05 0.07 .455 
Constant 5.45 0.87 <.001 4.49 0.74 <.001 
R2 .05 .03 

Note. N = 418. Condition variable was coded as 0 = control, 1 = treatment, gender variable was coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. 
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Table 11 
Study 3 Regression Results (T2) 

 Job Performance (T2) Job Performance (T2) Turnover Intentions (T2) Turnover Intentions (T2) 
 b SE p b SE p b SE p b SE p 

Job Engagement (T2)  0.82 0.03 <.001 - - - 0.06 0.06 .341 - - - 
Social Integration (T2) - - - 0.37 0.06 <.001 - - - 0.00 0.07 .965 
Social Class Background (Aggregate) -0.01 0.07 .840 0.06 0.11 .618 0.19 0.14 .165 0.20 0.14 .140 
Condition -0.15 0.07 .043 0.00 0.11 .999 0.07 0.13 .603 0.09 0.14 .493 
Social Class Background × Condition 0.15 0.10 .125 -0.01 0.15 .929 -0.07 0.18 .699 -0.09 0.18 .633 
Baseline (T1) -0.02 0.03 .526 0.04 0.05 .466 0.02 0.06 .725 0.04 0.06 .500 
Gender -0.02 0.07 .832 -0.12 0.11 .295 0.00 0.14 .974 -0.01 0.14 .966 
Education -0.00 0.04 .934 -0.04 0.07 .534 -0.06 0.08 .488 -0.06 0.08 .456 
Tenure -0.05 0.03 .128 -0.04 0.05 .417 0.04 0.06 .538 0.04 0.06 .507 
Personal Annual Income -0.00 0.00 .560 0.00 0.00 .318 0.00 0.00 .266 0.00 0.00 .225 
College GPA 0.00 0.00 .637 -0.00 0.01 .441 0.01 0.01 .231 0.01 0.01 .253 
Proactivity 0.01 0.05 .834 0.01 0.08 .861 -0.04 0.10 .705 -0.04 0.10 .665 
Negative Affect -0.05 0.05 .357 -0.09 0.08 .268 -0.05 0.10 .625 -0.05 0.10 .617 
Positive Affect 0.04 0.05 .407 0.05 0.07 .520 -0.13 0.09 .146 -0.13 0.09 .150 
Self-esteem -0.09 0.05 .108 -0.19 0.08 .021 0.07 0.10 .493 0.06 0.10 .562 
Constant 1.51 0.60 .012 4.27 0.92 <.001 1.94 1.12 .083 2.19 1.12 .051 
R2 .62 .12 .03 .03 

Note. N = 418. Condition variable was coded as 0 = control, 1 = treatment, gender variable was coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. 
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Figure 1  
Conceptual Model
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Figure 2 
Study 1: Interaction Plot between Social Class Background and Intervention on Institutional 
Knowledge.  

 
 
Figure 3 
Study 1: Interaction Plot between Social Class Background and Intervention on Social Self-
Efficacy.  

 
 
Figure 4 
Study 1: Interaction Plot between Social Class Background and Intervention on Distress 
Tolerance.  
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Figure 5 
Study 2: Interaction Plot between Intervention and Social Class Background on Job 
Engagement (T3).  
 

 
 
Figure 6 
Study 2: Interaction Plot between Intervention and Social Class Background on Social 
Integration (T3).  
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Figure 7 
Study 3: Interaction Plot between Intervention and Social Class Background on Job 
Engagement (T2).  
 

 
 
Figure 8 
Study 3: Interaction Plot between Intervention and Social Class Background on Social 
Integration (T2).  
 

 
 

3

4

5

6

7

Control Treatment

Jo
b 

En
ga

ge
m

en
t

Lower Social Class
Background

Higher Social
Class Background

3

4

5

6

7

Control Treatment

So
ci

al
 In

te
gr

at
io

n

Lower Social
Class Background

Higher Social
Class Background


