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Abstract 

   In self-regulation theories, feedback, defined as information regarding the person’s 

past performance, has been proposed as a crucial construct that directs self-regulatory 

processes (e.g., cognitions, feelings, motivation, and behaviors) and, in turn, affects 

their goal pursuit and attainment. However, although self-regulation theories have been 

extended to the career domain (e.g., Social Cognitive Career Theory; Lent, Brown, & 

Hackett, 1994), only a few studies have directly investigated the relationships between 

career feedback and career-related outcomes in young adults (e.g., Anderson & Mounts, 

2012; Creed, Wamelink, & Hu, 2015). Additionally, there is little consensus over the 

conceptualisation and operationalisation of the career feedback construct, and, thus, 

limited understanding of the role of feedback in career self-regulation.  

   To fill the gap in the extant literature, this research program aimed to fulfil two 

objectives: (a) developing a brief, psychometrically sound measure to assess career 

feedback for young adults, and (b) examining the underlying mechanisms and boundary 

conditions of the relationships between career feedback and self-regulation processes. 

This PhD thesis reports a series of five studies presented as five journal articles that 

meet these objectives: Study 1 addresses the first objective; whereas Studies 2 to 5 fulfil 

the second objective.  

In Study 1, using a Chinese sample (N = 531; 42.5% male; Mage = 19.19 years), a 

24-item scale was developed to assess three key dimensions of career feedback, that of

feedback on progress, on goal suitability, and on improvements needed. Confirmatory 

factor analysis and convergent and incremental validity tests were conducted on a 

second sample of Chinese university/college students (N = 524; 36.6% male; Mage = 
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19.16). These analyses supported the structure and validity of this inventory (e.g., 

positive correlations were found between negative career feedback and an existing 

measure of negative feedback on career progress; the new scale explained additional 

variance to that explained by the existing measure of feedback on progress in 

career-related stress and self-efficacy). The structure of the scale was also confirmed in 

an Australian sample (N = 184; 78% female; Mage = 19.44), providing support for its use 

in western contexts.  

   Using the newly developed career feedback scale in a sample of Chinese health 

profession students (N = 317; Mage = 19.50), Study 2 examined the underlying 

mechanisms of the relationship between career feedback and affective self-regulation 

(i.e., career stress) and the moderating role of career goal importance in this relationship. 

The results showed that negative feedback was associated positively with career stress 

via self-appraisal (i.e., perceived progress-goal discrepancy), and higher levels of career 

goal importance strengthened the relationship between feedback and discrepancy, which, 

in turn, strengthened the indirect link between feedback and stress via discrepancy.  

    Using a sample of Australian university students (N = 184; 78% female; Mage = 

19.44), Study 3 investigated goal adjustment (i.e., career goal disengagement) as a 

consequence of career feedback, and tested the moderating role of implicit theories 

about work in this relationship. Consistent with the hypotheses, holding a destiny mind-

set about work exacerbated the positive relationship between negative feedback and goal 

disengagement, whereas a growth mind-set about work buffered this relationship.  
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    Using a sample of Chinese university/college students (N = 409; 58% female; Mage 

= 19 years), Study 4 tested a longitudinal, self-regulation model in which career 

feedback was expected to relate to goal revision (i.e., goal disengagement and 

downward goal revision) via affective processes (i.e., career stress) across time. The 

results showed that negative feedback at T1 related positively to goal disengagement 

and downward goal revision at T2, while career-related stress mediated the relationship 

between feedback and downward goal revision. Additionally, there were reverse 

relationships between feedback and stress, and between stress and goal disengagement. 

   Finally, Study 5 focused on the within-person relationships between negative 

career feedback and cognitive (i.e., career self-efficacy) and affective 

self-regulation/emotional well-being (i.e., career stress). Using a sample of 53 (75.5% 

female; Mage = 20.02) Australian university students and four weekly measurements, 

self-efficacy was found to mediate the positive relationship between weekly feedback 

and stress. In addition, trait optimism buffered the links between feedback and 

self-efficacy and stress, whereas destiny mind-set about work strengthened the link 

between feedback and stress. The implications of the five studies are highlighted and 

limitations and recommendations for future research are discussed. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

   For young adults, one of the most important developmental tasks is to establish a 

career. During this process, young people contemplate and set relevant career goals and 

then pursue them (Brown, 2002). These goals can be broad (e.g., being competent) or 

specific (e.g., being a clinical psychologist), and can be short-term or long lasting. To 

achieve these goals, young people continuously seek answers to questions through their 

learning and work experiences as well as via interactions with others (Anderson & 

Mounts, 2012). These questions include “Am I on the right path?”, “Will I succeed in 

this career area?”, “How am I doing? Am I working hard enough to reach my career 

goals?”. According to general self-regulation theories (e.g., social cognitive theory, 

Bandura, 1991; goal-setting theory, Latham & Locke, 1991; control theory, Carver & 

Scheier, 1990) and Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT; Lent & Brown, 2013), 

answers to these questions, or more specifically the answers that come as career 

feedback on progress and goals, play a crucial role in young adults’ career goal pursuit. 

   Career feedback is used by young adults for self- and goal-appraisal; for example, 

evaluations of disparities between their current career goal progress and the goal 

requirements, evaluations of goal attainability and accessibility based on the current 

progress, and evaluations of goal desirability based on the current understanding of the 

career area and the self (Beckmann & Gollwitzer, 1987; Creed & Hood, 2014). These 

appraisals, in turn, influence young peoples’ self-beliefs in their abilities to achieve the 

current goals, their beliefs about whether their current career actions can lead to desired 

career outcomes (Lent & Brown, 2013), their affect/emotional well-being (e.g., career 
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distress and anxiety; Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Creed, Wamelink, & Hu, 2015), and 

their career actions such as career exploration, career planning, and goal persistence 

(Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Lent & Brown, 2013). Thus, these appraisals influence 

career goal attainment and well-being (Lent & Brown, 2013). Assessing career feedback 

is important for a better understanding of how young people respond to external and 

internal feedback on their goal progress/goals, and, in turn, can be used to assist young 

people in effectively utilizing feedback and better managing their career goals.    

   However, to date, there has been no universal agreement on the definition and 

conceptualisation of career feedback. Of the limited literature on this concept, scholars 

have focused their attention on single facets of feedback (e.g., feedback on goal 

suitability, Anderson & Mounts, 2012; feedback on progress, Creed et al., 2015; 

feedback on goal attainability; Dobrow & Tosti-Kharas, 2012). These perspectives limit 

the measurement of multiple facets of feedback, which, in turn, also limits a deeper 

investigation of the role of feedback in career self-regulation. The existing literature on 

the feedback construct (including feedback in general achievement-oriented settings and 

in the specific career domain) are reviewed in Chapter 2 in the form of a book chapter, 

which has been published in the book “Career Development: Theories, Practices, and 

Challenges”, edited by Tanya V. Martin. Based on this literature review, Chapter 3 

provides a detailed description of the theoretical framework and research aims for the 

current program. 

   To gain a better understanding of the role of career feedback in young adults’ 

career self-regulation, the first objective of the current research program was to develop 

a brief, multi-faceted scale to assess career feedback (Study 1 reported in Chapter 4). 
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Study 1 contributes to the existing literature by providing a measure that captures the 

key facets of career-related feedback that are commonly perceived by young adults in 

their career goal pursuit. Practically, the new scale is expected to be suitable for use in 

career counselling or education programs for young adults. More specifically, the scale 

is expected to facilitate counsellors in understanding the young person’s self-appraisals 

and career goal setting, and assist young adults in effective self-regulation.  

   Using the newly developed scale, the second objective of the current program was 

to investigate how and when negative career feedback directs career self-regulatory 

processes in young people. This question formed the foundation for Studies 2 to 5. The 

four studies were theoretically driven by general (cf. social cognitive theory, Bandura, 

1991; goal-setting theory, Latham & Locke, 1991; control theory, Carver & Scheier, 

1990) and career domain-specific self-regulation theories (cf. SCCT, Lent & Brown, 

2013). Using a cross-sectional (Study 2 and Study 3), cross-lagged (Study 4), and 

weekly survey study design (Study 5), the studies investigated the underlying 

mechanisms and boundary conditions of the relationships between career feedback and 

affective (Studies 2, 4, and 5) and cognitive self-regulation (Study 5), as well as career 

goal adjustment (Studies 3 and 4).  

   Previous literature suggests that affect plays an important role in the self-regulation 

loop (Ilies & Judge, 2005); for example, negative affect is elicited in response to 

negative feedback and directs the subsequent behavioural (e.g., effort exertion or 

withdraw) and goal adjustment, and, in turn, influences goal performance and 

well-being (Bandura, 1991; Carver & Scheier, 1990; Ilies & Judge, 2005). However, the 

preposition that there is a link between feedback and affect had not been established in 
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the career domain (but see Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Creed et al., 2015), and little was 

known about the boundary conditions of this path. Study 2 (reported in Chapter 5) 

directly investigated the self-regulation path of negative career feedback → 

self-appraisals (i.e., perceived progress-goal discrepancies) → negative affect (i.e., 

anxiety and uncertainty towards future career; career stress). This employed the newly 

developed multidimensional measure of feedback, and was the first study to examine 

career goal importance as a moderator in the mediation model. The findings of the study 

contribute to a better understanding of the underlying mechanisms of the link between 

negative feedback and affective processes, which, in turn, is expected to be able to be 

applied to help young people manage unfavorable career feedback and career stress.  

   Although goal persistence is promoted as a desired approach to goals (Jostmann & 

Koole, 2009), career goal adjustment is adaptive and an inevitable process in some 

situations; for example, when young people perceive negative career feedback 

indicating that their current goals are unattainable and undesired (Ghassemi, Bernecker, 

Herrmann, & Brandstatter, 2017). Study 3 (reported in Chapter 6) fills a gap in the 

existing literature by providing the first direct investigation of the relationship between 

negative career feedback and career goal disengagement. In this study, person-related 

variables (i.e., implicit theories about work) were tested as potential moderators in this 

relationship. The findings are also expected to inform how to help young people deal 

with feedback and career goal management when goal adjustment is warranted.  

   Study 2 and Study 3 tested cross-sectional relationships between negative career 

feedback and negative affect and goal adjustment. A limitation of this cross-sectional 

design is that it does not provide empirical evidence for the directionality of these 
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theoretical relationships (Bandura, 1991; Latham & Locke, 1991; Lent & Brown, 2013). 

Therefore, Study 4 (reported in Chapter 7) used a cross-lagged design to better 

understand the dynamics of career self-regulation processes. This represents the first 

attempt to directly test a cross-lagged model of career feedback → affective processes 

(i.e., career stress) → goal adjustment (i.e., downward goal revision and goal 

disengagement). These results are expected to inform how to help young people process 

unfavorable feedback, manage feedback-induced stress, and, in turn, make effective and 

appropriate career-related decisions in response to feedback. 

   Studies 2 to 4 all focused on the between-person relationships of career feedback 

and self-regulation, and, thus, could not address the within-person differences in 

feedback and career outcomes. Self-regulatory processes are implicitly within-person in 

nature (Lord, Diefendorff, Schmidt, & Hall, 2010). Thus, based on general 

self-regulation theories and SCCT (Lent & Brown, 2013), Study 5 (reported in Chapter 

8) used a weekly survey design with four measurements to examine the underlying

mechanism of the within-person relationship between negative career feedback and 

affect/emotional well-being (i.e., career stress). The mediating role of cognitive agency 

(i.e., career-related self-efficacy) was tested. In addition, person-based variables (i.e., 

trait optimism and implicit theories of work) were tested as cross-level moderators 

between weekly feedback and self-efficacy and stress. The findings of Study 5 are 

expected to inform how to help young people maintain their career-related self-beliefs 

and well-being when confronted with negative feedback. 

   Across the program of studies, models of negative career feedback and its 

correlates were tested in both Chinese and Australian young adults. Specifically, in 
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Study 1, the career feedback scale was developed and validated in a large diverse 

sample (e.g., a range of disciplines, various levels of social economic status, academic 

abilities) of Chinese university and college students, and was cross-validated in a 

sample of Australian university students. Studies 2 and 4 employed university and 

college students from China, while the samples in Studies 3 and 5 were Australian 

university students. Therefore, the findings of the project are expected to provide 

evidence for the important role of career feedback in young peoples’ career 

development in both collectivist and individualistic cultures.   

   In this thesis, the five studies constitute Chapters 4 to 8, and are presented as five 

independent journal articles as accepted or submitted. Studies 1 to 4 have been 

accepted for publication in the Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment in 2016, 

Journal of Career Development in 2016, Journal of Vocational Behavior in 2017, and 

Journal of Counseling Psychology in 2017, respectively; Study 5 is submitted and 

currently under review.  

   Chapter 9 presents an integrated discussion of the findings, limitations, directions 

for future research, as well as practical implications of the program of study. The 

References Section (Chapter 10) contains only the references from Chapters 1, 3, and 9, 

as remaining chapters are presented in their published or manuscript form with 

references intact. Finally, the certificate for the ethical clearance of the project, all 

supporting documents (e.g., questionnaires and informed consent sheets), and 

notification/confirmation of acceptance/publication/submission letters for the book 

chapter and five studies, are presented in the Appendices Section.  
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE CAREER FEEDBACK LITERATURE 

   This section presents a literature review of career feedback in the form of a book 

chapter: The Role of Career Feedback in the Career Development of Young Adults. 

This book chapter has been published in the book “Career Development: Theories, 

Practices, and Challenges” edited by Tanya V. Martin, published by Nova Science 

Publishers in 2016. This section is reported in the accepted version of the book chapter.  
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The Role of Career Feedback in the Career Development of Young Adults 

Shi Hu, Michelle Hood and Peter A. Creed 

School of Applied Psychology, Griffith University, Gold Coast, Australia 

Abstract 

    Individuals shape their own lives and express their self-concepts in the world of 

work by continually setting career goals and taking career-related actions (Savickas, 

2002). Feedback about these career goals and actions informs the individual about their 

suitability, how well the goals are being progressed, and what they might need to do in 

order to achieve them (Greenhaus, Callanan, & Kaplan, 1995). Feedback, thus, helps 

reduce a person’s sense of uncertainty about their career goals and actions, and helps 

them adjust their subsequent behaviours to improve their chances of achieving them 

(Ashford & Cummings, 1983; Bandura, 1991; Latham & Locke, 1991). When young 

people do not receive useful feedback, lack the necessary strategies to deal with 

conflicting feedback, respond to serious negative feedback inappropriately, or are not 

sufficiently motivated to regulate their behaviours in response to feedback, they can 

experience difficulties with their career development. In this chapter, we review the 

historical background and theoretical development of the feedback construct in the 

broader social sciences, propose a definition of career-related feedback applicable to 

young adults, critically review the literature on the construct of career-related feedback 

in the context of goal-oriented theories, and, finally, explore the practical implications 

for career practitioners who work with young adults.  

   Keywords: career feedback, career development, goal setting, career goals 
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Introduction 

    A critical developmental task for young adults is to establish and pursue career 

goals related to entering the adult world (Paa & McWhirter, 2000; Savickas, 2002). In 

this process, they seek feedback from others and reflect on their own direction and 

progress with questions such as “How well am I doing?” and “What should I do now?”. 

These questions are driven by the need to have a better understanding of their current 

position (e.g., their direction, performance, and progress), to manage any sense of 

uncertainty they have regarding their career development, and to clarify potential future 

actions and effort.  

    The importance of feedback has been identified in goal-oriented theories, such as 

control (Carver & Scheier, 1990), goal setting (Latham & Locke, 1991), and 

self-regulation theory (Bandura, 1989), all of which have been applied in the career 

domain (e.g., Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Creed & Hood, 2014; Kerpelman & Pittman, 

2001). According to these theories, feedback plays a key role in career development. It 

alerts people to the disparities between their actual performance and their goals, 

stimulates regulation of behaviours that are aimed at improving performance and 

achieving the goals, and, in turn, influences their well-being and career success 

(Bandura, 1989; Latham & Locke, 1991).  

However, while feedback is considered a critical aspect of goal setting, goal 

management, and goal achievement, the construct has not been comprehensively 

operationalised for use in the career domain, and no theoretically derived definition 

has been proposed. Typically, scholars have viewed career feedback as a 

unidimensional construct, most commonly as information from an external other that 



CAREER FEEDBACK IN CAREER SELF-REGULATION           11 

conveys evaluation about specific performance (e.g., how well one is doing on a 

particular career aptitude test; Anderson & Mounts, 2012) or career goal (e.g., whether 

the occupational choice is good for the person; Paa & McWhirter, 2000). Researchers 

in other disciplines in the social sciences (e.g., organizational and educational areas) 

have indicated that feedback can provide multiple types of information, such as 

information regarding the progress being made towards achieving a goal, information 

about the appropriateness of the goal itself, and information regarding the person’s 

goal-pursuit strategies (Greenhaus et al., 1995; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Narciss, 

2008; Shute, 2008). However, these formulations have not been translated into a new 

way of thinking about career feedback. Considering career feedback in a simple, 

unidimensional way has meant that researchers have not developed measures that can 

assess the different aspects of feedback, which ultimately hinders researchers’ and 

practitioners’ ability to explore the underlying role of feedback in young peoples’ 

career development. 

    Although this chapter emphasises the role of career feedback in the career 

development of young adults, the construct of feedback is used in a variety of domains. 

Therefore, we begin with a historical perspective on feedback, where we consider 

conceptualizations from the broad social science literature, giving particular attention 

to areas that are related to, and have relevance for, career development: namely the 

organizational and educational literature. Following this overview, we provide a 

definition of career feedback based on a multidimensional perspective that is suitable 

to be applied to young adults. We then appraise the existing measures used to assess 

feedback in career and related fields, and critically review the existing research 
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literature on career feedback from a self-regulation/goal-oriented viewpoint. At the end 

of the chapter, we conclude by offering practical strategies that might assist young 

people to better utilize the feedback they receive to help them manage their career goal 

setting and goal pursuit. 

Historical and Definitional Context 

    The construct of feedback has a long history in both the natural and social sciences. 

Before the term entered the social sciences in the 1940s, it had been used mainly in 

models in engineering, biology, mathematics, and formal logic (Richardson, 1984; Van 

de Ridder, Stokking, McGaghie, & Ten Cate, 2008). In engineering, for example, 

feedback loops were incorporated into models to indicate “error signals” that would 

require adjustment for a machine to operate optimally (i.e., the loop indicated the extent 

to which the actual state of the system differed from the standard required; Richardson, 

1984). When adopted into the social sciences (e.g., education, economics, sociology, 

organization studies, policy studies, and psychology; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; 

Richardson, 1984), the essence of the concept was retained (i.e., that feedback provided 

information about the actual state of affairs relative to the required state), although other 

important aspects of feedback were also incorporated into its meaning.  

    Today, feedback is considered to operate in three main ways (Van de Ridder et al., 

2008). First, there is feedback as information. In this situation, feedback to the person is 

the main focus, and occurs, for example, when one-way feedback is provided on goal 

progress or the correctness of a response (Ashford & Cummings, 1983). Second, there 

is feedback that involves an interchange, where information is both sent and received; 

for example, when there is an exchange of information during a problem-solving 
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exercise (Van de Ridder et al., 2008). Finally, there is feedback as a process cycle, 

whereby information is received, an adjustment made, and a response provided, which, 

in turn, might elicit further feedback on the improved state (Carver & Scheier, 1990; 

Lord et al., 2010; Spurk & Abele, 2014).  

    In this chapter, we focus on feedback as information, as this is the predominant 

application in the career domain and other related areas, such as learning and workplace 

settings (e.g., de Kleijn, Mainhard, Meijer, Brekelmans, & Pilot, 2013; Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007; Shute, 2008). In these areas, feedback is generally defined as 

information about the person’s past performance (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Latham & 

Locke, 1991) or information denoting how well people are meeting their goals (Ashford 

& Cummings, 1983). From this perspective, feedback is typically construed as a 

unidimensional concept, where, for example, feedback is provided about the adequacy 

of a response (e.g., indicating whether sufficient effort has been exerted) or the level of 

performance (e.g., indicating whether a response is correct or not; Kluger & DeNisi, 

1996).  

    In some instructional settings, feedback is viewed as being more elaborated (i.e., 

provides clues as to how the learner might reach the correct response; Kulhavy & Stock, 

1989; Shute, 2008), developmental (i.e., information on how the person might learn, 

develop skills, and improve on the task; Zhou, 2003), and formative (i.e., feedback on 

interim steps required on a task; Randall & Mirador, 2003). Thus, in addition to 

providing feedback on outcome-related information (i.e., “How well the person is 

performing”), which is grounded in peoples’ previous performances, feedback also can 

provide information on “How the person can perform better” (Nawaz, Jahanian, & 
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Manzoor, 2012) and “Whether the goals are appropriate for the person” (Greenhaus et 

al., 1995). Hence, feedback in these settings is construed as multi-faceted.  

    In the educational area, Hattie and Timperley (2007) defined feedback as 

“information provided by an agent (e.g., teacher, peer, book, parent, self, experience) 

regarding aspects of one’s performance or understanding” (p. 81), and saw it as a 

consequence of previous performance. They developed and proposed an elaborated 

framework of feedback that covered three main dimensions: feed-up (i.e., information 

regarding the standard set, such as the level of performance to be attained), feed-back 

(i.e., information provided regarding past performance or understanding), and 

feed-forward (i.e., information regarding future actions that stimulate performance 

improvement). These authors proposed that this complex feedback is more effective in 

improving performance and reducing the gap between an individual’s current state and 

the standard or goal. Such a multidimensional perspective of feedback, which already 

has application in learning and workplace settings (de Kleijn et al., 2013; Pelgrim, 

Kramer, Mokkink, & van der Vleuten, 2012), needs to be applied also to the career 

domain, as motivation and performance improvement are important purposes of 

feedback for young adults who are shaping their occupational and life directions. 

Defining Career Feedback in Young Adults 

    From a goal-oriented perspective, feedback is ultimately directed towards 

improving the pursuit, achievement, and/or adjustment of goals (Latham & Locke, 

1991). Thus, goal characteristics need to be taken into account when considering and 

conceptualizing feedback in different domains. Scholars in learning and workplace 

settings have focused mainly on goals that are short-term (i.e., days, weeks, or months), 
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specific (i.e., the goal requirements are clear and concrete), and other-set (e.g., the 

standards are set by teachers, school, or organization; de Kleijn et al., 2013; Ilies, Judge, 

& Wagner, 2010). Accordingly, scholars have characterized effective feedback in these 

areas as information targeted mostly at the level of specific task results or processes 

(e.g., improving performance outcome and performance procedures; Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007), and aimed at clarifying and achieving existing goals (e.g., explaining 

requirements for completing a task/job; Shute, 2008; Zhou, 2003). Additionally, while 

they have focused on feedback generated from multiple sources, such as from 

supervisors and co-workers in organizational settings, and teachers, parents, and peers 

in learning settings, the feedback is perceived to be generated mostly from the external 

environment, with little reference to internal feedback processes, such as reflection and 

regret (Greller & Herold, 1975; Hattie & Timperley, 2007).  

    In contrast, for young people who have not formally entered the workforce, but 

who are preparing to actualize their self-concept in their careers, career goals are 

long-lasting (i.e., often for years), higher-order (i.e., non-specific, but linked to personal 

values and other aspects of their lives, such as family expectations), mostly 

self-regulated (i.e., self-set and self-motivated), and more relevant to the self-identity 

(i.e., reflected in the self-concept and how one would like to be viewed by others; Lord 

et al., 2010; Perrone, Sedlacek, & Alexander, 2001). Therefore, career feedback for 

young people is ultimately directed at (a) global career goals, (b) long-term 

self-regulation and management (e.g., effort expenditure), (c) important aspects of the 

self (e.g., values, temperament, and talents), and (d) helping them maximise their 

strategies to achieve suitable life goals.  
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    Although there is no consensus definition and conceptualization of career feedback 

in the existing literature, these characteristics are reflected in the current 

operationalization of the construct, where career feedback for young adults conveys 

general evaluation regarding the person’s career choices (Paa & McWhirter, 2000), 

information regarding discrepancies between the person’s idealized future self and their 

current self (Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Kerpelman & Lamke, 1997), or information 

regarding the person’s career goal progress (e.g., related to the effort being expended 

and their capacity to achieve their goals; Creed, Wamelink, & Hu, 2015). Further, for 

young adults who are pursuing a career goal, career development largely involves 

self-regulatory and self-management processes; hence, in addition to external feedback 

(i.e., feedback from others, books, the internet), internal feedback (e.g., from 

self-evaluation, judgement, and self-resolve, and which reflects one’s own ideas, 

feelings, and intuition about one’s position) is important as well. Internal feedback, 

which can be consistent with, complementary to, or conflicting with feedback from 

external sources, involves processes critical for goal setting, adjustment, management, 

and achievement (Butler & Winne, 1995; Herold & Greller, 1977).  

    Thus, these characteristics of career feedback need to be kept in mind when 

operationalizing and defining this construct specifically for young adults. Drawing on 

the three dimensions of feedback (i.e., feed-up, feed-back, and feed-forward) proposed 

by Hattie and Timperley (2007), we conceptualize career feedback as emanating from 

two sources (i.e., external and internal; Herold & Greller, 1977). Thus, from a 

goal-oriented perspective, career feedback in young adults is multidimensional and can 

be represented as “information received regarding the suitability of the career goal (i.e., 
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feedback on goal suitability), the career progress being made (i.e., feedback on goal 

progress), and the improvements or adjustments needed to reach the career goals (i.e., 

feedback on improvement needed), which is provided by external (e.g., parents, 

teachers, and peers) and internal sources (e.g., internal feelings and ideas based on 

intuition and social comparison), and which is aimed at directing and motivating 

recipients’ self-regulatory processes so that they might better progress their career goals” 

(Hu, Creed, & Hood, 2015). 

Research on Career Feedback 

    Although agreement has not been reached on the definition of career feedback and 

whether the construct is unidimensional or multidimensional, to date, results regarding 

the effects of career feedback on young peoples’ self-regulation processes have been 

mostly consistent with goal-oriented theories (Bandura, 1991; Carver & Scheier, 1990; 

Latham & Locke, 1991). In this section, we evaluate the existing measures of feedback 

in career-related fields, and then critically review the empirical research in these areas 

from the goal-oriented perspective. 

Existing Measures of Feedback  

    Researchers have applied global feedback measures, single-domain measures, and 

multidimensional measures to assess a range of characteristics of feedback, such as 

feedback valence (e.g., whether the feedback is negative or positive), feedback 

frequency (i.e., how often feedback is provided), and feedback quality (i.e., whether the 

feedback is perceived as accurate or useful). The scales that we identified are reported 

in Table 1.  
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    Global measures are too general to provide a comprehensive assessment of the 

construct. These include the Perceived Influences on Current Career Expectation Scale 

(Paa & McWhirter, 2000), which assesses young peoples’ general feedback perception 

on their career choice from separate external sources (e.g., parents, teachers; e.g., “My 

parents told me good things about my career choices”), and the single-item Feedback 

Frequency Scale (Allen, Shockley, & Poteat, 2010), which assesses feedback on 

academic performance from professors (e.g., “My professor provides me with frequent 

feedback regarding my performance”).  

Table 1 

Existing Measures of Feedback 
Type of measure Study Measures 
Global Paa & McWhirter 

(2000) 
Perceived Influences on Current Career Expectation Scale  

Allen et al. (2010) Feedback Frequency Scale 
Single-domain Sims et al. (1976) Feedback Subscale from Job Characteristics Inventory 
 Zhou (2003) Supervisor Developmental Feedback Scale 
 Allen et al. (2010) Feedback Quality Scale 
 Creed et al. (2015) Feedback on Career Progress from Significant Others Scale 
Multidimensional 
measures 

Herold & Greller 
(1977) 

Job Feedback Scale 
 

 Herold & Parsons 
(1985) 

Job Feedback Scale 
 

 de Kleijn et al. 
(2013) 

Students’ Perceptions of Supervisor Feedback Scale 
 

 Zheng et al. (2015) Supervisor Developmental Feedback Scale 
 Hu, Creed, et al., 

(2015) 
Feedback on Career Goals Inventory 

    There are several unidimensional measures that target single dimensions of 

feedback, and which are primarily focused on feedback from external sources. 

Examples of these are the 8-item Feedback on Career Progress from Significant Others 

Scale (Creed et al., 2015), which assesses negative feedback regarding young peoples’ 

career goal progress (e.g., their effort, achievement, and capabilities; e.g., “My friends 

think I should be more focused on my career”); the 3-item Supervisor Developmental 

Feedback Scale (Zhou, 2003), which assesses how useful feedback from supervisors is 
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(e.g., “While giving me feedback, my supervisor focuses on helping me to learn and 

improve”); and the 5-item feedback subscale from the Job Characteristic Inventory 

(Sims, Szilagyi, & Keller, 1976), which assesses the frequency of perceived feedback 

on job performance (e.g., “To what extent do you receive information from your 

supervisor on your job performance?”). Though useful in their own right, these 

measures are unable to fully capture such a multidimensional construct as feedback, as 

they do not tap all important domains or factors. 

    Several multidimensional measures of feedback have been devised. First, based on 

interviews with employees regarding their feedback on job performance, Herold and 

Greller (1977) constructed the 32-item Feedback Scale. This scale taps five domains of 

negative feedback (e.g., “Your supervisor tells you that you are doing a poor job”), 

positive feedback from above (e.g., “You receive a formal report of good performance”), 

positive feedback from non-hierarchical others (e.g., “Co-workers kid you about doing 

too well”), internal criteria feedback (e.g., “You find better ways of doing the job”), and 

work flow feedback (e.g., “Everything goes smoothly”). Building on this work, Herold 

and Parsons (1985) combined information and feedback items from the existing 

literature to develop the 63-item Feedback Scale. They expected a 6-factor structure 

based on a 2 x 3 classification of valence (positive-negative) by source 

(organizational/supervisory, co-workers, task/self); however, exploratory factor analysis 

yielded 15 factors, which were used to devise 15 brief scales (ranging from 2 to 5 items) 

assessing domains such as positive supervisory behaviour, positive formal recognition, 

and negative expressions. 
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    De Kleijn et al. (2013) combined the feedback levels (i.e., feed-up, feed-back, and 

feed-forward) and feedback foci (i.e., task and self-regulation), which were proposed by 

Hattie and Timperley (2007), and feedback elaboration (i.e., correctness of a 

performance, explanation of why a performance meets the requirement or not, and how 

to improve the performance), which was proposed by Shute (2008), and constructed the 

18-item Master Students’ Perceptions of Supervisor Feedback Scale. This measure taps 

six domains: focus on self-regulation (e.g., “The feedback of my supervisor concerns 

my motivation”), focus on task (e.g., “The feedback of my supervisor concerns the 

methods of my study”), positive elaboration (e.g., “The feedback of my supervisor 

concerns what I do well”), negative elaboration (e.g., “The feedback of my supervisor 

concerns why something is not yet good enough”), feed-up (e.g., “The feedback of my 

supervisor indicates to what extent I am on the right track”), and 

feed-back/feed-forward (e.g., “The feedback of my supervisor indicates what a good 

thesis looks like”).  

    Finally, Zheng, Diaz, Jing, and Chiaburu (2015) used interviews to identify the 

range of domains of developmental feedback provided by supervisors, and used these 

data to develop the 8-item Supervisor Developmental Feedback Scale. This tool taps 

two domains of negative feedback (e.g., “My supervisor uses negative expressions or 

criticism to give feedback when providing feedback to improve my job performance”) 

and positive feedback (e.g., “My supervisor offers developmental feedback based on his 

or her approval of my work results”).  

    While these multidimensional measures have been usefully applied, they were not 

developed specifically for use with career-related feedback to young adults and are 
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beset by limitations. First, Herold’s 32-item (Herold & Greller, 1977) and 63-item 

(Herold & Parsons, 1985) Feedback Scales were devised more than 30 years ago. In the 

intervening time, there have been dramatic changes to workplaces and how people 

interact within them, affecting how feedback is given and received (Burke & Ng, 2006). 

Second, while the developers of these measures sampled a variety of jobs, both scales 

were validated on small samples (N = 109 and 207, respectively). Third, some items in 

the 32-item scale showed significant cross-loadings, and the five factors for the scale 

only accounted for 43.9% of the variance in the items (i.e., lower than the recommended 

minimum target of 60%; Hinkin, 1998), suggesting psychometric weaknesses for the 

scale. Similarly, while the 15 subscales of the 63-item scale explained 76% of the 

variance in the items, three of the subscales (i.e., positive formal data reports, positive 

internalized standards, and negative time problems) are only represented by two items 

each, which questions their stability. 

   Regarding the 18-item Students’ Perceptions of Supervisor Feedback Scale (de 

Kleijn et al., 2013), two of the three elements of feedback (i.e., feedback elaboration 

and goal-relatedness), which were proposed as the basis for developing the scale, have 

theoretical overlap. Consequently, two of the six items that were expected to load onto 

the elaboration factor were discarded because of cross-loadings with the 

goal-relatedness factor, leaving only two items for each factor of negative elaboration 

and positive elaboration. Additionally, the focus of this scale is on feedback regarding 

Masters’ thesis projects, which limits its applicability to other contexts, and, to date, this 

scale has not been supported with evidence of construct validity.  
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   Finally, the newly developed 8-item Supervisor Developmental Feedback Scale 

(Zheng et al., 2015) is supported by good reliability and criterion-related validity by the 

authors (i.e., positive feedback was positively correlated with task performance). 

However, it uses double-barrelled items (e.g., “When giving me feedback, my 

supervisor recognizes my competence compared with other employees and provides me 

with useful information on how to improve my job performance”), which is problematic. 

In addition, although it is multidimensional, it is still narrowly focused on valence (i.e., 

negative feedback and positive feedback) and not on other aspects of feedback.  

   To summarize, most of the existing measures are global and too general or 

unidimensional and too narrow, were devised for working adults (predominantly 

providing feedback on job performance) or students in postgraduate degrees 

(predominantly providing feedback on their thesis), and have psychometric limitations. 

Therefore, they cannot be applied directly in the career domain. The one scale devised 

specifically to assess career feedback in young adults prior to entering the workforce 

(the 8-item Feedback on Career Progress from Significant Others Scale, Creed et al., 

2015) is narrowly focused (i.e., unidimensional). 

The Feedback on Career Goals Inventory 

One multidimensional measure of career feedback, the Feedback on Career Goals 

Inventory (Hu, Creed, et al., 2015), was devised specifically for use with young adults. 

The authors of this measure drew on Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) feedback 

framework and tailored this 24-item inventory to measure negative career-related 

feedback. It taps six domains: external feedback on progress (e.g., “People tell me that 

I am not working hard enough to get into my chosen career”), internal feedback on 
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progress (e.g., “I know that the career progress I have made is less than that of others 

of my age”), external feedback on goal suitability (e.g., “I am told that my preferred 

career choice will not let me display my real talents”), internal feedback on goal 

suitability (e.g., “I don’t think that my chosen career would be good for me”), external 

feedback on improvement needed (e.g., “I find it hard to get constructive career advice 

from others”), and internal feedback on improvement needed (e.g., “I do not have 

many ideas about how to reach my career goals”).  

The six domains were shown to load onto three second-order factors (i.e., internal 

and external feedback on career progress, internal and external feedback on career goal 

suitability, and internal and external feedback on improvements needed to meet career 

goals; Cronbach’s alpha = .77, .83, and .82, respectively). In turn, these three 

second-order factors could be represented as a third-order factor of career feedback, 

allowing this scale to be utilized at the domain, second-order, or global level. Hu, 

Creed, et al. (2015) provided evidence for concurrent validity (i.e., the inventory is 

correlated positively with the Feedback on Career Progress from Significant Others 

Scale) and criterion validity (i.e., the inventory is correlated positively with 

career-related stress). However, as this scale is only recently developed, more evidence 

is required of construct and predictive validity, and across-time stability needs to be 

assessed. In addition, further general validation is required by using the scale with 

other young adult populations. 

The Role of Feedback in Self-Regulation 

To date, research on feedback has been guided mostly by goal-oriented theories 

(e.g., Bandura, 1991; Carver & Scheier, 1990; Latham & Locke, 1991). The key, 
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shared assumptions of these theories are that people set goals and take goal-related 

actions to reach these goals, and that during this goal pursuit process they both 

consciously and unconsciously monitor and seek feedback on their actions and 

behaviours. Feedback on these actions, in turn, operates as a feedback loop to inform 

the person as to the utility of their changes in behaviour or goal adjustments. Feedback, 

thus, is used to alert the individual to any disparities between their current position and 

their desired end state, which can be self-set or other-set. Feedback also stimulates 

self-regulatory processes and behaviours that are aimed at reducing any disparities 

(e.g., working harder to achieve goals, adjusting or discarding the goal), and informs 

the person about the effectiveness of any changes. Feedback, then, will influence the 

type and level of career goals set, influence the strategies implemented to achieve 

these goals, affect the achievement, or otherwise, of the goals, and ultimately influence 

the well-being and life path of the individual.  

According to goal-oriented theories, feedback valence (or the emotional tone of the 

feedback; e.g., its intrinsic attractiveness or aversiveness) influences the 

self-regulatory responses. In the context of performance feedback, for example, 

negative feedback indicates that there is a negative discrepancy between the 

individual’s performance and the expected goal or standard (i.e., the current 

performance is not good enough), which will potentially lead to changes in motivation 

and behaviours. The individual might feel anxious in response to the discrepancy, and 

then exert more effort and/or lower the goal to eliminate the discrepancy and, therefore, 

the anxiety (Bandura, 1991; Latham & Locke, 1991), or they might reduce motivation 

towards the goal (i.e., withdraw effort, abandon the goal, and reengage in other 
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tasks/goals; Fishbach & Finkelstein, 2012; Vallerand & Reid, 1998; Wrosch, Scheier, 

Miller, Schulz, & Carver, 2003). Positive feedback, in contrast, informs the individual 

that the current performance meets or exceeds the goal or standard (i.e., there is a zero 

or positive discrepancy), which might lead the person to feel satisfied, and, thus, lead 

to increasing the goal level (i.e., aiming higher), or decreasing effort expended on 

achieving the goal (Bandura, 1991; Bandura & Locke, 2003; Locke & Latham, 2006).  

Studies with samples of college and university students have demonstrated that 

negative feedback is related to young peoples’ career self-regulation processes. Using 

an experimental approach, Kerpelman and Pittman (2001) found that university 

students tended to lower their perceptions of career salience in response to negative 

interpersonal feedback (i.e., feedback indicating that the individual had below average 

career drive). This link between negative feedback and motivational change has been 

confirmed by Anderson and Mounts (2012), who found that college students who 

perceived negative feedback on the appropriateness of their occupational choice were 

more likely to make changes to their career identity at a later time.  

Other research has found connections between negative career feedback and lower 

levels of young people’s well-being. For example, Creed et al. (2015) surveyed 

university students and found that negative feedback on their career goal progress (e.g., 

current effort, achievements to date, and capacity to achieve their career goals) 

correlated with higher levels of career distress. In line with goal-oriented theories, 

these authors also found that career goal/performance discrepancy mediated the 

relationship between negative feedback and career distress. Other dimensions of career 

feedback, such as negative feedback on goal suitability and feedback suggesting that 
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changes (i.e., improvement) were needed if the career goals were to be achieved, have 

also been shown to be associated with higher levels of career-related stress (Hu, Hood, 

& Creed, 2015).  

The vast majority of studies examining feedback have been conducted in the 

context of performance feedback. In working adults, positive feedback on performance 

was correlated with higher levels of job satisfaction (Carr, 1997; Voigt & Hirst, 2015) 

and lower levels of turnover intention (Joo, Hahn, & Peterson, 2015; Voigt & Hirst, 

2015). In laboratory studies (e.g., Brown & McConnell, 2011), negative feedback was 

associated with greater effort expenditure, which is consistent with goal-oriented 

theories. In university and college students, negative feedback on academic 

performance has been associated with elevated levels of negative affect (e.g., more 

anger and frustration) and downward goal revision, while positive feedback was 

associated with higher positive affect (e.g., greater satisfaction), higher self-efficacy, 

and upward goal revision (i.e., higher performance goals for subsequent exams; 

Elicker et al., 2010; Ilies et al., 2010). Ilies et al. (2010) found that positive and 

negative affect and self-efficacy mediated the relationship between feedback and goal 

revision. 

In sum, cross-sectional and longitudinal studies using both working adults and 

college students demonstrated that negative feedback is generally associated with 

higher levels of negative performance/goal discrepancies, increased negative affect, 

greater effort, and greater goal adjustment (e.g., downward goal revision, goal 

abandonment). On the other hand, positive feedback is associated with increased 

positive affect and greater upward goal revision. However, these expected responses to 
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feedback are not always found or the responses vary in intensity (Kluger & DeNisi, 

1996). Scholars have attempted to explain these conflicting findings by exploring 

external and internal factors that might attenuate or strengthen these relationships. For 

example, Kluger and DeNisi (1996) used laboratory tasks and found that the 

motivating effect of negative feedback on performance decreased as the locus of 

feedback attention (e.g., whether the feedback was directed at the task, the motivation 

for the task, or at self-relevant meta-competencies) moved closer to the self and further 

away from the task. These results are consistent with other studies that showed that 

negative feedback about goals or behaviours important to the person elicits stronger 

negative emotional reactions, more rejection of the feedback, and, thus, greater 

resistance to regulating behaviours (Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Dobrow & 

Tosti-Kharas, 2012). Thus, personal salience of the task or the goal is an important 

moderator of these relationships. 

Other variables have been examined as moderators between feedback and affective 

and/or behavioural adjustment. For example, feedback-seeking behaviour strengthens 

the link between negative feedback and negative career goal/performance discrepancy 

(Creed et al., 2015), and stable attributions strengthen the relationship between 

negative feedback and downward goal revision (Donovan & Williams, 2003), whereas 

internal attributions strengthen the relationship between positive feedback and 

self-efficacy, which, in turn, is associated with more upward goal revision (Tolli & 

Schmidt, 2008).  

Regulation focus has been frequently examined as a moderator. Scholars have 

proposed that people differ as to whether they have a promotion focus (i.e., where the 
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focus is on the achievement of rewards, thus, strengthening commitment to the goal) or 

prevention focus (e.g., where the focus is on avoiding punishment for 

non-achievement, thus, leading to making progress on the goal; Brockner & Higgins, 

2001). People with a promotion focus (e.g., regarding their career goals as calling) 

were more likely to be motivated by positive feedback, but discouraged by negative 

feedback (Dobrow & Tosti-Kharas, 2012), whereas those with a prevention focus (e.g., 

regarding their goals as duties that should be fulfilled) were more responsive to 

negative feedback (e.g., exerting greater effort), but less responsive to positive 

feedback (Brockner, Paruchuri, Idson, & Higgins, 2002; Van Dijk, & Kluger, 

2011;Watling, Driessen, van der Vleuten, Vanstone, & Lingard, 2012).  

Even though the results of existing research on feedback are consistent with 

goal-oriented theories, it is largely laboratory-based, involving simple tasks to 

investigate the role of manipulated negative or positive feedback on self-regulatory 

processes. As Kluger and DeNisi (1996) argued, characteristics of the task/goal need 

to be taken into account when interpreting the effect of feedback. Hence, these studies 

might not accurately reflect the effect of feedback in the more complex, longer-lasting, 

and self-relevant context of career goal pursuit. 

Direction for Future Research 

To date, there is not a deep understanding of how different types of feedback (e.g., 

different dimensions of feedback and feedback from different sources) work together 

in affecting career development in young adulthood. Most existing studies of 

career-related feedback have focused on only one aspect of feedback from external 

sources (e.g., feedback on goal progress, feedback on occupational choice 
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appropriateness; Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Creed et al., 2015; Dobrow & 

Tosti-Kharas, 2012). The lack of a formal definition of career feedback and a relevant 

multidimensional scale with which to operationalize this has likely contributed to this 

gap in our understanding.  

Further research is needed on the relationship between the type of feedback and 

self-regulatory processes in the career domain. When people receive negative feedback, 

they sometimes try harder, and they sometimes compromise on their goals (e.g., 

abandon or lower the goals) or elicit both strategies (i.e., try harder, and, 

simultaneously, lower the goals). However, these possible relationships have not been 

examined in detail in the career domain (e.g., studies on career-related feedback have 

only tested the relationship between one type of feedback, such as negative feedback 

on goal suitability, and a specific self-regulatory strategy, such as goal revision; 

Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Dobrow & Tosti-Kharas, 2012), and, thus, there is not a 

full picture of how people choose different self-regulatory strategies in response to 

different types of career-related feedback.  

For example, it is possible that negative feedback on goal suitability will contribute 

more to goal change and lead to less effort expenditure on the current career goal, as 

this type of feedback elicits more reflection on the goal itself. Negative feedback on 

goal progress, on the other hand, might motivate people to try harder and/or lead to 

lowering the goal due to eliciting greater reflection on self-regulation (e.g., effort) and 

goal attainment. In addition, feedback on improvement needed to achieve the goals 

might have the most powerful impact on subsequent learning and performance (Hattie 

& Timperley, 2007), as it directly points to the behaviours or strategies required to 
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improve the rate of progress towards the desired goal. However, the effect of feedback 

on improvement or application of self-regulatory processes has not been examined in 

existing career-related studies, which needs to be addressed in the future.  

It is also unclear how individual difference variables might interact with different 

types of career-related feedback to influence self-regulation. For example, people with 

a promotion focus are more motivated by positive feedback while those with a 

prevention focus are more motivated by negative feedback (Brockner et al., 2002; Van 

Dijk & Kluger, 2011; Watling et al., 2012). It is possible that those with a promotion 

focus or a learning/mastery orientation (Dweck, 2006) will be more receptive to 

positive feedback on improvement (i.e., developmental feedback), as seeking growth 

and development are predominant needs for them (Higgins, 1987). In contrast, those 

with a prevention focus or performance orientation (Dweck, 2006) might be more 

motivated by negative feedback on progress, due to their focus on prevention of 

adverse consequences or on demonstrating competence.  

Most existing research has explored the effects of negative feedback on 

career-related outcomes (Dobrow & Tosti-Kharas, 2012). Negative feedback is 

considered to be more influential in self-regulation (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, 

Finkenauer, & Vohs, 2001; Wang & Mukhopadhyay, 2012). However, according to 

goal-oriented theories, positive feedback elicits positive emotions, such as satisfaction 

and pride, higher levels of self-efficacy, and increasing goals (Bandura, 1991). This 

has been demonstrated in the educational domain (Elicker et al., 2010; Ilies et al., 

2010), but not in the career domain. Accordingly, positive career-related feedback 

should be associated with greater satisfaction with one’s occupational choice, career 
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self-efficacy, career commitment, career goal certainty and clarity, and with lifting the 

career goal. Moreover, according to the findings in the educational studies on feedback 

(e.g., Ilies et al., 2010), career self-efficacy and affect (e.g., satisfaction) might play a 

role as mediators between positive feedback and these positive career-related 

outcomes. Further research to test these predictions is warranted.  

Another limitation in the existing research on career feedback is the lack of 

research on cultural differences in response to career feedback. Young people in 

collectivist cultures (e.g., Chinese) are likely to be more responsive to external 

feedback than those in individualist cultures (e.g., USA) due to the greater emphasis 

on interdependence and, thus, sensitivity to others’ views and expectations that 

characterize collectivist cultures (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Additionally, people in 

collectivist cultures might accept negative feedback as being more accurate and 

constructive than positive feedback, and be more likely to act on it, due to “modesty 

bias” or self-effacement; whereas those in individualistic cultures, where there is a 

self-enhancement tendency and more emphasis is placed on personal success, might be 

more motivated by positive feedback (Bailey, Chen, & Dou, 1997; Kitayama, Markus, 

Matsumoto, & Norasakkunikit, 1997; Takata, 1987). To date, most studies of 

career-related feedback have been conducted in individualist cultures (e.g., Anderson 

& Mounts, 2012; Creed et al., 2015), with very few exceptions using collectivist 

sample (e.g., Chinese sample; Hu, Hood, et al., 2015). Future research needs to 

examine the impact of individualism-collectivism on how people respond to negative 

and positive career feedback.  
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Finally, very few longitudinal studies on career-related feedback have been 

conducted, and, thus, the feedback loop (i.e., reciprocal relationships between 

feedback and goal-regulatory processes), which is proposed in the goal-oriented 

theories, has not been sufficiently demonstrated. In one longitudinal study, Dobrow 

and Tosti-Kharas (2012) found that amateur musicians with a higher career calling 

tended to reject negative career feedback from teachers in the short (i.e., 6 weeks), 

medium (i.e., 3.5 year), and long term (i.e., 7 years), which indicates that people who 

have a calling towards their career goals are more likely to defend their career goals in 

response to negative feedback from others. However, they did not measure career 

feedback directly, but instead measured reactions to a hypothetical situation (i.e., 

asking participants to imagine how they would respond to negative feedback from 

teachers), which meant that reciprocal relationships between negative feedback and 

self-regulatory behaviours could not be assessed. To date, we know little about the role 

of career feedback in real-life, long-term, career self-regulatory processes, including 

affective processes and goal revision, and these need to be examined in future research 

before we have a full picture of the effects of career feedback on the career 

development of young people. 

Practical Implications 

Understanding the role of career feedback in career development has implications 

for career counselling with young adults. Difficulties in career development can be 

associated with problematic feedback to young people. They can perceive the feedback 

to not be useful, to be discouraging, and to be addressed to them in a way that they will 

reject. Young people also might not know how to elicit information from others, not 
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know who is best to give them career feedback, not know how to integrate the 

information with what they know, and be anxious about the feedback they might 

obtain. On top of this, young people might not know how to respond to the 

information they receive. From a goal-oriented perspective, feedback alerts the young 

person to discrepancies in a range of areas, such as their goal selection (e.g., the goal is 

too high), their performance (e.g., there is not enough effort), their progress (e.g., you 

are behind where you need to be), and the strategies being used (e.g., there is not 

enough focus). These discrepancies can be negative (e.g., you are doing poorly), which 

can elicit negative emotions (such as anxiety), or be positive (e.g., you are on track), 

which can stimulate positive feelings (such as happiness), and both types of 

discrepancies can stimulate goal revision and trigger self-regulatory strategies. 

External negative and positive feedback is also integrated with internal information 

and reflection, which can exacerbate or ameliorate any affective response, and 

influence the strength and direction of goal revision. Goal-oriented theories, thus, offer 

a useful perspective on feedback, which counsellors can apply to assist young people 

who, for example, receive disturbing feedback or who reject realistic feedback about 

their career direction.  

The influences of feedback can also be affected by a range of individual difference 

variables (Van Dijk & Kluger, 2004). One such example is the level of career calling 

for the individual. Young adults with a “calling” are likely to be motivated by positive 

feedback, as these career goals are very relevant to the self-identity (Dobrow & 

Tosti-Kharas, 2012). They are likely to see negative feedback from external sources 

(e.g., parents, peers, counsellors) on aspects such as goal appropriateness (e.g., the 
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career goal is too high to be achieved) as inaccurate, and, consequently, become 

defensive regarding it (Dobrow & Tosti-Kharas, 2012). In such circumstances, career 

counsellors might help the young person explore the feedback they are getting from 

important others, assist them to identify discrepancies generated because of the 

feedback, determine whether the feedback is realistic, and assist them to plot a course 

to manage the discrepancies and any negative affect associated with them. Counsellors 

need to be mindful that these young people might experience strong, negative 

emotions, such as dejection and disappointment, and thus, be discouraged by negative 

feedback (Lanaj, Chang, & Johnson, 2012). Assisting them to deal with these negative 

affective responses is an important role for the career counsellor. 

Young people can be overwhelmed by repeated, strong, negative feedback, and 

become overconfident by too much positive feedback, which, in turn, generates 

inaccurate perceptions of the disparities between their current position and their career 

goals and direction. Career counsellors have an important role to play in helping young 

people manage the feedback they are receiving. For example, they should recognize 

that some clients have recall bias of negative or positive feedback (Gotlib, 1983). 

Young people with recall bias toward negative feedback may underestimate their 

current performance and progress toward their career goals, and can become 

discouraged in their goal pursuit; in contrast, people who are biased toward recall of 

positive feedback can ignore useful and accurate negative feedback, and, thus, be 

overly optimistic about their goal progress. Counsellors need to encourage these 

clients to achieve a more balanced feedback perspective. This might involve helping 

them to develop and use feedback-seeking strategies to obtain different kinds of 
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feedback from different external sources (Ashford, 1986; Ashford & Cummings, 1983), 

and helping them develop confidence to draw on their internal processes of reflection, 

judgement, and decision-making (e.g., helping them reflect on their goal pursuit 

strategies; McIlveen & Patton, 2007) as a counterbalance to external feedback.  

Feedback can generate anxiety and lead to the young person being confused about 

what actions should be taken next. In this situation, career counsellors can help the 

young person tease out the type of career feedback that is contributing most to the 

distress, and on the basis of which, provide complementary feedback for their 

subsequent actions. For example, when young people only receive feedback indicating 

that they are not making enough progress towards their goals (i.e., negative feedback 

on progress), counsellors should provide or help them generate ideas on how to 

improve their current performance. Young people may also receive feedback 

indicating that their current career goals are not suitable for them. In this circumstance, 

counsellors can help clients clarify the goal requirements and where the mismatch 

occurs (e.g., higher degree is needed), and encourage them to explore the full range of 

career possibilities.  

In summary, armed with a working understanding of the role of feedback in career 

development, career counsellors can provide feedback that is congruent with the 

client’s individual orientation to maximize the motivating effect of feedback. They can 

also help the client to consider the feedback they are receiving on multiple dimensions 

of their career goal pursuit, identify the credibility of the feedback, integrate positive 

and negative feedback from a range of credible sources, generate self-reflection on 

career goal progress, form new self-evaluations based on a more rounded perspective 
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on the feedback, and, more importantly, help the client focus on, and make use of, 

feed-forward information to improve their current state.  

Conclusion 

    This chapter provided a brief overview of the role of career feedback in young 

peoples’ career self-regulation. We reviewed the construct of career feedback, drawing 

on existing literature from the career domain as well as from other related areas, such as 

educational and organizational settings. We proposed that a multi-dimensional 

perspective on career feedback is required, and provided our definition of career 

feedback, which was generated specifically for young adults who have not formally 

entered the job market. Most existing measures of career feedback are not 

multidimensional and/or have psychometric limitations. We highlighted the need for 

good, multidimensional measures, and to this end, presented the Feedback on Career 

Goals Inventory as a newly developed tool that has the potential to meet this need. In 

reviewing the empirical studies on the role of feedback in self-regulation, evidence so 

far has pointed to career feedback being associated with a range of career-related 

outcomes in the direction mainly consistent with the goal-oriented theories. However, 

there are many limitations and gaps in the existing literature, and, thus, we provided 

directions for future research. Finally, we argued that a sound understanding of the role 

of feedback in career development is essential for career counsellors who are working 

with young people experiencing difficulties with their career development, as 

understanding the role of feedback leads to practical suggestions to assist young people 

when they struggle with their careers. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH AIMS AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

   Based on the literature review on career feedback reported in Chapter 2, it was 

clear that one of the major limitations in the existing literature was the lack of an 

appropriate scale to measure this construct. Accordingly, the first objective of the 

research program was to devise a brief, psychometrically sound instrument to assess 

career feedback (Study 1, reported in Chapter 4). This newly developed scale could then 

be used to develop a more comprehensive understanding of the role of career feedback 

in young adults’ career self-regulation, which was the second objective of the current 

project. In line with the existing literature on the feedback construct, self-regulation 

theories (cf. social cognitive theory, Bandura, 1991; control theory, Carver & Scheier, 

1990; goal-setting theory, Latham & Locke, 1991), together with social cognitive career 

theory (SCCT) career self-management model (Lent & Brown, 2013), were employed 

as the theoretical framework to direct the research program.  

General Self-Regulation Model of Feedback 

   The key idea of most theories of self-regulation is that individuals do not only 

passively respond to external influences, but also actively manage their life (Bandura, 

1991; Carver & Scheier, 1990; Latham & Locke, 1991). In particular, people set goals 

that internally represent their desired states (Vancouver & Day, 2005), undertake 

actions and activities to realize these goals, compare their progress against their goal 

standard (i.e., evaluate discrepancies between progress and goals), and when 

discrepancies occur, adjust and control their cognitions (e.g., self-beliefs in their 

capacity to achieve goals, goal attainability, goal desirability), affect, behaviours (e.g., 
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effort exertion), and goal content and levels (Bandura, 1991; Lord et al., 2010). 

Feedback on goal-related actions/activities conveys important messages for individuals. 

From this, they can compare their current state or situation against their (future) goals, 

and use this appraisal to manage their goal pursuit processes (Carver & Scheier, 1990; 

Lord et al., 2010). Depending on the valence of the feedback (i.e., negative or positive), 

two feedback loops are elicited (i.e., negative and positive feedback loops; Bandura, 

1991; Carver & Scheier, 1990).  

   When individuals perceive negative feedback about their goal-related 

performances that indicates a lack of progress, abilities, and achievements, they 

perceive that their current state is below their desired state (i.e., negative discrepancy; 

Bandura, 1991; Carver & Scheier, 1990). Negative discrepancies lower the person’s 

self-confidence in their capabilities to realize the goals (i.e., self-efficacy), elicit 

negative affect (e.g., disappointment, dissatisfaction, anxiety; Bandura, 1991; Latham 

& Locke, 1991; Lord et al., 2010), and, in turn, trigger behavioural (e.g., exerting more 

effort or withdrawing their effort) and/or goal (e.g., abandoning the goals or lowering 

the goal difficulty) adjustment to eliminate the disparities, reduce negative affect, and 

restore their self-efficacy (Bandura, 1991; Lord et al., 2010).  

   In contrast, positive feedback on actions indicates that the current progress exceeds 

the goal requirements (i.e., positive discrepancy). Strategies for eliminating positive 

discrepancies include reducing effort towards the goals, setting a more 

difficult/challenging standard, or both (Bandura, 1991; Lord et al., 2010). 
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Boundary conditions of the feedback loop 

   Self-regulation researchers have also proposed and demonstrated that goal 

characteristics might interact with feedback to affect self-regulatory processes. For 

example, when individuals are definite about their goals (i.e., have goal certainty), they 

are likely to be more defensive and persistent about them in the face of negative 

feedback (Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Kerpelman & Lamke, 1997). When goals are 

perceived to be important to the self or relevant to the self-concept (i.e., goal 

importance), people are more alert to feedback, and are more inclined to regulate their 

cognitions, affect, and behaviours in line with the feedback (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; 

Latham & Locke, 1991).  

   Personal characteristics have also been found to moderate the relationship 

between performance feedback and self-regulation. For example, people who have an 

external locus of control and attribute failures to external factors (e.g., luck), as well as 

those who hold a growth mind-set about abilities (i.e., that they can develop) and/or 

focus on improvements in goal pursuit are more resilient to negative feedback as they 

either perceive no control over the factors influencing their goal attainment or focus 

more on learning and improving. In contrast, people who have an internal locus of 

control (attribute failures to internal factors like abilities), focus on avoiding failure, 

and/or have a fixed mind-set (i.e., that they cannot improve), as well as those who are 

proactive in seeking feedback, are more sensitive to negative feedback, and, thus, more 

likely to use helplessness-oriented strategies (e.g., lowering self-efficacy, giving up 

goals, worrying; Creed et al., 2015; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Tolli & Schmidt, 2008; 

Wood & Bandura, 1989). 
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Social Cognitive Model of Career Self-Management 

    Lent and Brown (2002) applied self-regulation theories to the career domain, and 

recently developed a career self-management model to provide a theoretical framework 

for the process of career development (Lent & Brown, 2013). Previous social cognitive 

career models (e.g., interest development, choice-making, performance, and well-being) 

focused more on content and destinations (e.g., predicting the career areas where people 

can find success/satisfaction; Lent & Brown, 2013; Lent et al., 2017). The career self-

management model addresses questions such as how do people make career decisions, 

how do they manage career transitions (e.g., school to work) and setbacks, or, more 

generally, how do they adapt to career-related challenges (Lent & Brown, 2013).  

Mediating role of cognitive agency 

   According to this model, learning experiences (e.g., feedback on career-related 

performances) affect the person’s cognitive agency. For example, they affect personal 

beliefs about their capabilities to realize a specific career-related goal or perform 

particular actions (i.e., career-related self-efficacy) and affect beliefs about the 

outcomes of taking particular career-related behaviours/actions (i.e., outcome 

expectations; Lent & Brown, 2013). These cognitive processes are proposed as crucial 

mediators that link learning experiences with goals (e.g., intentions to get a specific job 

or switch the career direction), adaptive career actions (e.g., exerting more effort to 

reach the goal, career planning, exploring other career paths), and outcomes (e.g., goal 

attainment; Lent & Brown, 2013).  

   Consistent with general self-regulation theories, the career self-management model 

proposes that in response to negative learning experiences (e.g., past failures), people 
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might lower their beliefs in their career-related capabilities to realize the original goals 

and lower their optimism for positive outcomes of their goal-directed actions (Lent & 

Brown, 2013). These unfavorable beliefs, in turn, can influence their goal setting (e.g., 

lowering intentions to pursue the original goals or switching the career direction), 

actions (e.g., reducing the effort and time investment in the goal-related activities), goal 

attainment (e.g., failures), as well as feelings/well being (e.g., career-related anxiety and 

stress; Lent & Brown, 2013). In contrast, positive learning experiences (e.g., positive 

career feedback) is assumed to enhance the person’s career-related self-efficacy and 

outcome expectations, and, in turn, promotes goal persistence and adaptive actions 

(Lent & Brown, 2013; Lent et al., 2017).  

Boundary conditions of the career feedback-self-regulation link 

   Lent and Brown (2013) also proposed that personal and contextual factors not only 

directly influence the career self-regulatory processes, but also show interactive effects 

on these processes with past failures and successes. For example, personality variables, 

such as extroversion, openness, and conscientiousness, are related to adaptive 

self-regulatory strategies (e.g., positive beliefs and goal persistence), effective 

performance, and goal attainment, especially when confronted with setbacks (e.g., 

negative learning experiences/feedback; Burnette, O’Boyle, VanEpps, Pollack, & 

Finkel, 2013; Lent & Brown, 2013). Also, people with contextual supports (e.g., social 

and financial) and other resources (e.g., having access to environmental resources) 

might also be more adaptive and persistent in their career goal pursuit (i.e., more 

resilient to setbacks; Lent & Brown, 2013). 
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Career Self-Regulation Model in the Present Research 

   The current program focused on the negative feedback loop of the self-regulation 

model, as the magnitude of the change in response to positive feedback tends to be 

smaller compared with adjustment in response to unfavorable feedback (e.g., Tolli & 

Schmidt, 2008; Williams, Donovan, & Dodge, 2000). Consistent with the general 

self-regulation model and the SCCT career self-management model, Studies 2 to 5 

examined affective (i.e., career-related stress; Studies 2 and 4, and Study 5) and 

cognitive (i.e., career-related self-efficacy; Study 5) regulatory processes, as well as 

goal adjustment (i.e., downward goal revision and goal disengagement; Studies 3 and 4) 

in response to negative career feedback. Studies 2, 4, and 5 also examined the 

underlying mechanisms (i.e., feedback → perceived progress-goal discrepancies → 

career stress; feedback → career stress → career goal adjustment; feedback → career 

self-efficacy → career stress). In addition, Studies 3 and 5 examined goal (i.e., career 

goal importance) and personal characteristics (i.e., trait optimism and implicit theories 

of work) as boundary conditions in these relationships. Figure 3.1 presents the 

integrated hypothesised framework. 

Overview of Studies 

   Study 2 (reported in Chapter 5) examined a moderated mediation model that 

focused on affective self-regulatory consequences (i.e., career-related stress) of negative 

career feedback. Consistent with previous studies (e.g., Creed et al., 2015; Creed & 

Hood, 2014), it was hypothesised that young people with higher levels of negative 

career feedback would perceive greater negative progress-goal discrepancies, which, in 

turn, would generate greater anxiety, frustration, and uncertainty over their future career 
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Figure 3.1. Integrated hypothesized framework for the program. 
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(i.e., career-related stress). As goal-setting theory (Latham & Locke, 1991) suggests, 

feedback is not always effective. Only when people perceive their career goals as 

important will they elicit self-regulation processes in line with the feedback; if goals are 

not important, feedback on the goals can be ignored and/or filtered, and is less likely to 

trigger self-regulatory strategies. In line with this, career goal importance was expected 

to play a moderating role in this model. Young people who regarded their goals as more 

important would be more alert to career feedback, perceive greater progress-goal 

discrepancies, and, in turn, generate more career-related stress (see Figure 3.2 for the 

hypothesised model).  

Figure 3.2. Hypothesised model for Study 2. 

   Study 3 (reported in Chapter 6) focused on the relationship between negative 

career feedback and career goal adjustment (operationalized as career goal 

disengagement; i.e., a withdrawal of commitment and effort from the current goals), as 

well as the boundary conditions of this relationship. In line with SCCT (Lent & Brown, 

2013) and general self-regulation theories (Bandura, 1991; Carver & Scheier, 1990; 

Latham & Locke, 1991), when young people perceive negative feedback that their 

current progress is not good enough to reach their career goals, or that their personal 

qualities are not compatible with their current career goals, they are more likely to re-

consider their career goal choice, and, thus, are more likely to give up these goals.  
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   In addition, from an implicit theory perspective (Burnette et al., 2013), young 

people are more resilient to negative feedback/setbacks (i.e., are more persistent in goal 

pursuit and less likely to give up goals) when holding beliefs that a successful career is 

developed and cultivated by effort (i.e., growth mind-set about work). Accordingly, it 

was hypothesised that a stronger growth mind-set about work would buffer the positive 

relationship between negative feedback and disengagement. In contrast, young people 

with beliefs that there is an “ideal” and “meant to be” career, which does not need much 

effort or adjustment (i.e., fixed or destiny work mind-set), are more likely to respond 

“negatively” to setbacks (i.e., negative feedback), such as disengaging from the current 

goals. In line with this, it was hypothesised that a stronger destiny mind-set about work 

would exacerbate the association between negative feedback and disengagement (see 

Figure 3.3 for the hypothesised model).  

Figure 3.3. Hypothesised model for Study 3. 

   Study 4 (reported in Chapter 7) tested a cross-lagged mediation model that built on 

the cross-sectional findings from Study 2 and Study 3. Using a cross-lagged design, 

directionality of the relationships of interest can be tested. In this study, over-time 

relationships between negative career feedback and goal adjustment via negative affect 



CAREER FEEDBACK IN CAREER SELF-REGULATION 56 

(i.e., career stress) were tested. Young people who perceived higher levels of negative 

career feedback were expected to experience greater anxiety and frustration towards 

their future career over time, which, in turn, was expected to elicit two different goal 

adjustment strategies: lowering career expectations (e.g., pursuing a less demanding or 

less challenging career goal; i.e., downward goal revision) and giving up their current 

goals (i.e., goal disengagement). See Figure 3.4 for the hypothesised model.  

Figure 3.4. Hypothesised model for Study 4. 

   Studies 1 to 4 tested the between-person differences in negative career feedback 

and the self-regulatory processes. However, young people perceive feedback on their 

career-related activities on a daily or weekly basis, which, in turn, can direct dynamic, 

within-person self-regulation processes. Thus, Study 5 employed a weekly survey 

design to examine the within-person relationships between negative career feedback and 

cognitive (i.e., career self-efficacy) and affective (i.e., career stress) self-regulation 

processes. Boundary conditions (i.e., trait optimism and implicit theories about work) of 

these relationships were also tested.  



CAREER FEEDBACK IN CAREER SELF-REGULATION 57 

   Specifically, based on self-regulation theories (e.g., SCCT, Lent & Brown, 2013), 

weekly self-efficacy was expected to mediate the positive relationship between negative 

career feedback and stress. That is, in weeks when young people perceived more 

negative feedback on progress and goals, they would be more likely to lower their 

self-efficacy regarding their capacity to achieve their current goals, and, in turn, 

experience greater anxiety and uncertainty about their future career. In addition, positive 

personal resources (i.e., trait optimism and growth work mind-set) were expected to 

buffer the negative career feedback to self-efficacy and stress relationships. This is 

because young people with an optimistic view of their life and/or a growth work 

mind-set are more likely to focus on the positive aspects of even negative feedback and 

learn from it, and, thus, would be less likely to respond negatively. In contrast, young 

people with a destiny work mind-set were expected to be more likely to lower their 

career self-efficacy and experience greater stress in response to negative career 

feedback. The fixed mind-set about ability and person-job fit is likely to make them 

more sensitive and vulnerable to feedback that implies a lack of ability (see Figure 3.5 

for the hypothesised model).  

   First Chapter 4 presents the negative career feedback scale development in its 

published form. Then Chapters 5, 6, 7, and 8 present the journal articles representing 

Studies 2, 3, 4, and 5, respectively. These articles are presented also in their 

published/submitted form (including the Reference Section at the end of each 

publication).  
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Figure 3.5. Hypothesised model for Study 5. 
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CHAPTER 4 

STUDY 1: DEVELOPMENT AND INITIAL VALIDATION OF A MEASURE 

TO ASSESS CAREER GOAL FEEDBACK 

   This article has been accepted for publication in the Journal of Psychoeducational 

Assessment in 2016 and is currently an advanced online publication. This journal is an 

international, peer-reviewed journal that publishes assessment-related research.  

   The existing career-related feedback measures for young people are limited in 

that they are unidimensional (i.e., covering only one aspect; e.g., Creed, Wamelink, & 

Hu, 2015) and/or single item (e.g., Paa & McWhirter, 2000). Thus, they might not 

adequately capture key components of this construct. To fill this gap, a brief inventory 

to measure a multi-dimensional construct of career-related feedback for young adults 

was developed. Study 1 includes two sub-studies. Substudy 1 reports the development 

and validation of a 24-item inventory that assesses three dimensions of career feedback 

(i.e., feedback on progress, feedback on goal suitability, feedback on improvements 

needed) using a sample of Chinese young adults. Substudy 2 reports cross-cultural 

validity for this inventory in a sample of Australian university students.  
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Development and Initial Validation of a Measure  

to Assess Career Goal Feedback 

Shi Hu, Peter A. Creed, Michelle Hood 

School of Applied Psychology and Menzies Health Institute Queensland,  

Griffith University, Australia 

Abstract 

Career goal feedback provides information about career goal suitability, adequacy of 

goal progress, and whether changes are needed in order to reach the goals. Feedback 

comes from external (e.g., parents, peers) and internal sources (e.g., self-reflection), and 

plays an important role in the career development of young people. As there is no 

existing measure that adequately captures this construct, we devised and validated a 

24-item inventory for use with young adults. In Study 1, initial items were developed, 

expert reviewed, and administered to a sample of Chinese university students (N=1055; 

mean age = 19 years). We used exploratory factor analysis to test the factor structure 

and confirmatory factor analysis on a holdout sample to validate a third-order solution 

(one third-order factor manifested by three second-order factors). In addition, we 

provided evidence for convergent and incremental validity. In Study 2, we confirmed 

the factor structure on Australian university students (N=184; mean age = 19 years).   

 

      Keywords: career goal feedback, career goals, career goal management, 

career-related stress, career self-efficacy 
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Development and Initial Validation of a Measure to Assess Career Goal Feedback 

According to goal-oriented and self-regulatory perspectives, people are active 

agents who set goals and then consciously and unconsciously regulate their behaviours 

to reach them (Bandura, 1991; Latham & Locke, 1991). Feedback, which informs 

people about the adequacy of their goals and the progress they are making towards them, 

has long been proposed as crucial in influencing this goal management process 

(Greenhaus, Callanan, & Kaplan, 1995). While studies have supported the important 

role of feedback in the career goal pursuit of young people (Creed, Wamelink, & Hu, 

2015), no comprehensive measure exists to assess this in young adults. We report two 

studies where we developed and initially validated an inventory suitable to measure 

career goal feedback in adolescents and young adults.  

The Feedback Construct 

Feedback is an important construct in many areas of the social sciences (e.g., 

education, organisational behaviour), and both goal setting and self-regulatory theories 

(Bandura, 1991; Locke & Latham, 1990) indicate that feedback alerts people to 

discrepancies between their current state and their desired goals. These 

goal/performance discrepancies are central to this process as they stimulate 

self-reflection about one’s situation and elicit adjustments in cognition (e.g., outcome 

expectations), affect (e.g., satisfaction), behaviour (e.g., effort), and/or goals (e.g., 

lowering goals; Lord, Diefendorff, Schmidt, & Hall, 2010). 

Feedback has been construed as both unidimensional (e.g., about the correctness of 

a response; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996) and multidimensional. In a review of studies in 

learning settings, Hattie and Timperley (2007) identified three dimensions of effective 
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feedback: feed-up (i.e., information about level of performance or goal to be attained), 

feed-back (i.e., information regarding performance), and feed-forward (i.e., information 

about future actions needed). This perception is consistent with propositions from other 

areas, where, in addition to suggesting feedback should provide information about 

performance, feedback should also provide directions for the future (Shute, 2008) and 

advice about how to proceed (Nawaz, Jahanian, & Manzoor, 2012). Hattie and 

Timperley argued that feedback conveying these three types of information should be 

more motivating, and, thus, more effective in reducing any gap between current 

performance and the desired standard. 

Most research has focused on feedback from external sources (e.g., from 

supervisors, peers, parents), although feedback from internal sources has also been 

recognized (Butler & Winne, 1995). Internal feedback involves self-evaluation, 

judgement, and self-resolve, and reflects one’s own ideas, feelings, and intuition about 

the current situation versus the desired state. Internal feedback can be consistent with, 

complementary to, or conflicting with feedback from external sources (Butler & Winne, 

1995). 

From a goal-oriented perspective, feedback is directed towards the management, 

pursuit, and achievement of goals (Latham & Locke, 1991). Thus, goal characteristics 

need to be taken into account. Most studies in learning and organizational settings have 

focused on goals that are short-term (i.e., less than a year), specific (i.e., clear and 

concrete), and set by others (e.g., school or organization; de Kleijn, Mainhard, Meijer, 

Brekelmans, & Pilot, 2013; Ilies, Judge, & Wagner, 2010), and have evaluated feedback 

related to outcomes or processes (e.g., improving performance and performance 
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procedures; Hattie & Timperley, 2007) or been aimed at clarifying and achieving 

existing goals (e.g., explaining how to complete a task; Shute, 2008). 

In contrast, career goals for young adults who have not formally entered the 

full-time workforce are long-lasting (often for years), higher-order (i.e., complex and 

non-specific), mostly self-set, and related to identity development (Perrone, Sedlacek, & 

Alexander, 2001). Thus, career feedback for young adults is primarily directed at higher 

order, general career goals (rather than specific actions), long-term self-regulation (e.g., 

engagement), the integration of the self (e.g., values and talents), and helping them 

select and achieve suitable goals. Career goal feedback, then, is information received 

regarding the suitability of a career goal, the progress being made towards achieving it, 

and improvements or adjustments needed to reach it, which is provided by external (e.g., 

parents, teachers, and peers) and internal sources (e.g., internal feelings and ideas 

based on intuition and social comparison), and which is aimed at directing and 

motivating the young person’s self-regulatory processes so that they make better 

progress towards their career goals.  

Feedback can range from negative (i.e., implying there is a discrepancy between 

current state and goal) to positive (i.e., indicating the person is meeting or exceeding 

their goals). However, as negative feedback is the most influential form (Kluger & 

DeNisi, 1996) and ultimately leads to disproportionately more goal revision than 

positive or neutral feedback (i.e., goal management adjustment is more pronounced 

when the feedback is negative, compared to when it is positive; Ilies et al., 2010; Wang 

& Mukhopadhyay, 2012), we tailored our inventory so that higher scores reflected more 

negative feedback.  
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Existing Measures of Career-Related Feedback 

Most studies of career-related feedback have used either experimental procedures 

(e.g., Kerpelman & Pittman, 2001) or single-item measures (e.g., Paa & McWhirter, 

2000). One measure, the 8-item Feedback on Career Progress from Significant Others 

Scale (Creed et al., 2015) measures career feedback directly, but it focuses only on 

negative external feedback about career progress (e.g., My friends doubt that I can 

achieve my ideal career). Thus, it does not capture other important dimensions of the 

construct.  

Feedback scales from the broader literature (e.g., education, organizational 

behaviour) are also limited by assessing narrow constructs. Many are unidimensional, 

such as the 5-item Feedback Subscale of the Job Characteristics Inventory (assessing 

performance feedback; Sims, Szilagyi, & Keller, 1976). Those that are 

multidimensional do not assess the three domains of goal suitability, goal progress, and 

future actions, as recommended by Hattie and Timperley (2007). For example, the 

32-item Feedback Scale (Herold & Greller, 1977) taps five domains of negative 

feedback; however, the focus is on feedback on progress and outcomes. Only one 

existing scale, the Master Students’ Perceptions of Supervisor Feedback Scale (de 

Kleijn et al., 2013), was based on Hattie and Timperley’s framework, but the narrow 

focus of this scale limits its applicability to use with Masters’ students. It is a notable 

gap that there is no multidimensional career feedback scale, or suitable scale from other 

areas that can be adapted. We address this by devising a brief, multidimensional, 

psychometrically sound measure that can assess feedback on career goals in young 

adults. 
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Present Studies  

We report two studies. In Study 1, we followed classical test theory approach 

(Nunnally, 1978), and, based on a review of the literature regarding feedback, generated 

an initial pool of items that covered the three identified dimensions and two sources. 

After refining the items, we administered them to a large sample of Chinese students. 

We then split the sample, and used Sample A for EFAs to reduce the number of items 

and determine the underlying structure, and used Sample B for CFAs and to test 

validity.  

For convergent validity, we employed the Feedback on Career Progress from 

Significant Others Scale (FCPSO; Creed et al., 2015), which primarily assesses external 

feedback, but has the advantage that it is the only existing scale that directly measures 

career feedback in young adults. We expected scores on the FCPSO to be associated 

positively with scores from the new feedback scale. Second, previous studies have 

found negative feedback to be related positively to career distress (Creed et al., 2015) 

and negatively to self-efficacy (Ilies et al., 2010), which is in line with goal setting 

theory (Bandura, 1991). We expected the feedback scale to relate to these two 

constructs in these ways. Third, to support incremental validity, we tested if the new 

measure could explain additional variance in distress and self-efficacy to that explained 

by FCPSO, as it captures feedback from multiple dimensions and multiple sources.  

In Study 2, we cross-validated the newly devised scale on a sample of 

English-speaking young adults. The focus was on replicating the multidimensional 

factor structure using a second sample, which would demonstrate the usefulness of the 

scale in a population other than Chinese students.  
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Study 1 

Method 

Item Generation. We generated 61 items to assess three aspects of career goal 

feedback: goal suitability (i.e., do goals fit the person’s temperament, abilities, and 

values), progress (i.e., are goals being met by being engaged, hard-working, and 

achievement focused), and on how to improve (i.e., how goals can be advanced). Most 

items were worded to tap negative feedback, but we also included positively worded 

items to reduce response-set bias. As there is evidence that having an equal number of 

positively and negatively worded items in a scale is not effective in reducing response 

bias and might actually result in lower internal consistency and artifactual positive and 

negative factors in factor analyses (Van Sonderen, Sanderman, & Coyne, 2013), we 

only included a small number of reverse worded items as per Salazar’s (2015) 

recommendation. Equal numbers of items were included to cover feedback from 

external and internal sources. 

We conducted focus groups with 20 young people who discussed their own 

experiences and rated how adequately the items reflected these. As all items had a mean 

rating >5 on a 6-point scale, none was deleted at this point. The items were then 

reviewed by eight experts with knowledge of scale and career development (7 

doctoral-level psychology academics and 1 doctoral student researching career 

development). We retained 42 items that had a mean rating >5, and added 5 new items 

to supplement internal feedback on how to improve. These 47 items, plus demographic 

questions and scales to assess validity, were compiled into one questionnaire and 

administered to a sample of tertiary students.  
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Participants. We distributed 1354 questionnaires to students at four universities 

and two vocational colleges in Nanjing, China. Of these, 1267 were returned (response 

rate 93.5%), although only 1055 (67.5% university and 32.5% colleges students) were 

used, as some participants did not complete the questionnaire, failed attention check 

questions, or used patterned responses. There were 416 young men (39%) and 636 

young women (3 did not indicate gender), with an average age of 19.18 years (SD=1.33; 

30 did not indicate age). Students were drawn from diverse disciplines including 

medicine, psychology, law, design, and engineering, with 59% being first year students, 

22% second, 13% third, and 4% from fourth/fifth years.  

Students came from both rural and urban provinces and had a variety of college 

entrance scores, which we standardised to give a measure of academic aptitude (M=500; 

SD=100; range 150-683). For socioeconomic status (SES), students reported both 

parents’ educational level (1 = primary school or lower to 5 = masters or above) and 

job status (1 = unemployed, casual labourer, job-waiting, non-technical worker, 

peasant to 5 = professional, higher managerial staff, and private owners), which we 

summed (M=10.56; SD=3.61; range 4-20; Shi & Shen, 2007).  

Using the SPSS Select (50% random) function, the dataset was split randomly into 

Sample A (N=531; 42.5% male; MAGE=19.19 years, SD=1.33) and Sample B (N=524; 

36.6% male; MAGE=19.16 years, SD=1.28). When tested, there were no differences 

between the two samples on any demographic variable, indicating no bias as a result of 

splitting.  

Materials. The questionnaire contained the 47 feedback items, demographic 

questions, and the three validity scales. The validity scales were translated into 
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Mandarin using standard translation/back-translation methodology (Jones, Lee, Phillips, 

Zhang, & Jaceldo, 2001). The first author translated the items into Chinese, and they 

were back-translated into English by a graduate student. All authors then compared the 

back-translated versions with the originals and made adjustments where required. The 

final questionnaire was then piloted with eight university/college students (age range = 

19 to 22 years) to assess language level and readability.     

Feedback on Career Progress from Significant Others Scale (Creed et al., 2015). 

This 8-item scale assesses negative feedback on career progress from significant others 

using a 6-point Likert-type response format (1 strongly disagree to 6 strongly agree; 

higher scores = more negative feedback). The scale had good internal consistency 

reliability with Australian university students (α=.90), and, in support of validity, can be 

represented by a single-factor structure and was related to higher career goal-progress 

discrepancy and career distress (Creed et al., 2015). Using CFA, we confirmed a single 

factor; alpha was .79.  

Korean College Stress Inventory (Choi et al., 2011). The 5-item Career Ambiguity 

Subscale assesses stress associated with students’ lack of self-knowledge, confidence, 

and certainty about their career future. Responses were given on a 5-point Likert-type 

scale (1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree; higher scores = more stress). The 

subscale had good reliability (α = .89 and .92 in two studies) and validity with Korean 

students (e.g., correlated with lack of self-identity; Choi et al., 2011; Kim et al., 2014). 

Our CFA confirmed one factor; alpha was .86. 

Occupational Self-efficacy Scale (Schyns & von Collani, 2002). This 8-item scale, 

which we modified slightly to make it specific to the current study, assesses students’ 
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belief in their ability to perform successfully in their chosen career. Responses were 

given on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 completely disagree to 5 completely agree; 

higher scores = higher self-efficacy). This scale has satisfactory reliability (α = .88) and 

validity (e.g., correlated with general self-efficacy and self-esteem; Schyns & von 

Collani, 2002). We confirmed a one-factor structure; alpha was .80. 

Procedure. Ethical approval was granted by the authors’ university ethics 

committee, and written permission to recruit participants was obtained from the 

administration departments of the universities/colleges. Questionnaires were distributed 

by the first author and completed and returned by the volunteer students in class 

(non-participating students were given a substitute activity by their course convenor). 

Completing the survey was taken as expressing informed consent for the students; a 

prize draw of a CNY500 shopping voucher was offered to participants. 

Results 

Item Reduction and EFA. Using Sample A (N = 531), we assessed the 47 

feedback items for skewness and kurtosis, and high inter-item (r ≥ .80) and low 

item-total correlations (r ≤ .30). Four items were deleted due to low item-total 

correlations. Next, a principal axis EFA (direct oblimin rotation; delta = 0) was 

conducted to assess the underlying structure of the remaining 43 items. The 

Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy (.90) and Bartlett’s test of 

sphericity (p<.001) indicated that these items were suitable for EFA. We used various 

criteria to determine the number of factors, including the scree plot, Velicer’s minimum 

average partial (MAP) test and parallel analysis, a minimum of three items per factor, 

minimum factor coefficient of .40 for each item, and factorial meaningfulness. We 
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expected three (i.e., domains of feedback on progress, goal suitability, and how to 

improve) or six factors (i.e., 3 domains x 2 sources).  

The first EFA produced nine factors with eigenvalues >1, which accounted for 58.3% 

of variance. However, the scree plot, Velicer’s MAP test, and parallel analysis all 

suggested retaining six factors. We accepted this solution, and removed five items that 

had primary loadings on the last three factors. We also removed four items with low 

factor loadings (<.40), four cross-loading items (≥.30), and six, low-loading items to 

give each subscale an equal number of items (i.e., 4). The final six-factor solution 

accounted for 64.0% of variance (factor loadings range .44 to .92, item-total correlation 

range .32 to .64; inter-factor correlation range .14 to .50; see Table 1). 

CFA. Using Sample B (N=524), we conducted CFA analyses with maximum 

likelihood estimation (AMOS V22) to validate the factor structure of the 24-item 

Feedback on Career Goals (FCG) Inventory. Model fit was indicated by the χ2/df ratio 

(<3:1 desired), the CFI and TLI (>.90), and the RMSEA and SRMR (<.08; Hair, Black, 

Babin, & Anderson, 2010). The Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) was used to 

discriminate among models that were not nested (a BIC difference >6 indicates a better 

fitting model; Raftery, 1995). No correlated error terms were included, and there was no 

post-hoc respecification. We tested and compared four competing first-order models: 

1-factor, 2-factor (two correlated factors of internal and external feedback), 3-factor 

(three correlated factors of feedback on goal 

suitability, progress, and improvement), and 6-factor (six factors identified in the EFA). 

Only the 6-factor model had an adequate model fit (see Table 2). 
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Table 1 
Factor Loadings: Sample A (N=531) 

Item 

F1 
Internal: 
How to 
improve 

F2 
External: 
How to 
improve 

F3 
External: 

On 
progress 

F4 
External: 

Goal 
suitability 

F5 
Internal: 

On 
progress 

F6 
Internal: 

Goal 
suitability 

I have not worked out my own strategies to get the career I want .83 -.04 .15 -.02 -.01 -.02 
I feel uncertain about what I have to do to reach my career goals .72 -.06 -.14 .12 .13 -.01 
Even by looking at what others are doing, I can’t see what I need to do to get the career I want .67 -.06 -.07 .06 .12 .05 
I do not have many ideas about how to reach my career goals .62 -.05 .07 -.05 -.02 .14 
I do not get helpful advice from others about how I can reach my career goals  -.10 -.92 -.01 .03 .02 .02 
I don’t get helpful information from people about how to get into the career I want  .02 -.83 -.03 .01 -.06 .02 
I don’t get good guidance from the people around me about progressing my career goals .00 -.71 -.01 -.03 -.01 -.02 
I find it hard to get constructive career advice from others .19 -.53 .04 -.01 .08 -.02 
People tell me that I am not working hard enough to get into my chosen career -.13 -.05 .71 .09 -.04 -.00 
People around me tell me that I am not motivated enough to achieve my chosen career .10 .01 .67 .13 -.10 .10 
People tell me that what I have achieved so far is not good enough to get into the career I want -.04 .03 .61 -.03 .12 -.03 
I am told that I am not making good progress towards my career goals .11 -.02 .45 .14 -.03 .00 
I am told that my preferred career choice will not let me display my real talents -.05 -.01 -.03 .76 .06 .03 
People I trust think that my preferred career direction is not consistent with my values -.01 -.02 .02 .68 .03 .02 
People tell me that I have chosen a career direction that does not really suit me .07 .01 .08 .62 -.03 .01 
People who know me well think that my chosen career will not bring me what I really want in life .02 -.01 .05 .61 -.02 .02 
I know that the career progress I have made is less than that of others of my age -.04 -.14 .08 .03 .66 .09 
My experience tells me that I am not progressing my career goals as well as I should .08 .02 .02 -.08 .59 -.07 
When I reflect on it, I don’t think I have made as much progress towards my chosen career as I wanted .06 .02 -.03 .10 .59 .06 
Compared with others of my age, I think I am less on track for the career that I want -.01 -.11 .09 .03 .57 .01 
The career direction I have chosen feels right to me (R) -.07 -.04 -.01 -.02 -.08 .89 
I don’t think that my chosen career would be good for me .03 .01 -.03 .16 .12 .59 
My career goals don’t excite me .05 .01 -.02 .19 .07 .56 
My career plans make a lot of sense to me (R) .22 -.02 .09 -.11 .06 .44 
Cronbach alpha .86 .84 .74 .78 .75 .77 
Note. Main loadings are highlighted in bold. 
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Next, we tested three competing second-order models and compared them to the 

6-factor first-order model. These were a single second-order factor model (the six 

first-order factors loaded onto one general factor), a second-order model with two 

factors (external and internal feedback), and a second-order model with three factors 

(the three dimensions of feedback). Each second-order model fit the data, but the model 

with three factors had the best fit. This model also had a lower BIC than the first-order 

model with six factors (difference value > 6), and was accepted as the preferred model. 

Correlations among these three second-order factors ranged from .48 to .72 (p < .001); 

all factor loadings were >.45 (p < .001). See Table 2. 

     Finally, we tested if this second-order model could be represented by a 

superordinate factor of career goal feedback. A third-order factor model fitted well (see  

Table 2 
Confirmatory Factor Analyses: Sample B (N=524) 

Models χ2 df χ2/df BIC TLI CFI  RMSEA  90% CI SRMR 
First-order 
  1-factor 

 
2450.22 

 
252 

 
9.72 

 
2750.77 

 
.45 

 
.50 

 
.13 

 
[.13, .13] 

 
.11 

  2-factor 2183.80 251 8.70 2490.609 .52 .56 .12 [.12, .13] .14 
  3-factor 1557.87 249 6.26 1877.203 .67 .70 .10 [.10, .11] .09 
  6-factor 510.60 237 2.15 905.070 .93 .94 .05 [.04, .05] .05 
Second-order 
  1-factor 

 
635.71 

 
246 

 
2.58 

 
973.828 

 
.90 

 
.91 

 
.06 

 
[.05, .06] 

 
.07 

  2-factor  670.10 246 2.72 1008.221 .89 .90 .06 [.05, .06] .08 
  3-factor 543.07 244 2.23 893.710 .92 .93 .05 [.04, .05] .06 
Third-order 
  1-factor 

 
543.12 

 
245 

 
2.22 

 
887.505 

 
.92 

 
.93 

 
.05 

 
[.04, .05] 

 
.06 

   Note. A negative variance was produced for one error term in the second-order models with 2 and 3 
factors, and two were identified in the third-order model. We examined the CIs (generated by AMOS 
bootstrapping) around the negative variances and found that the upper limits all included positive values, 
which indicates that the negative error variances likely occurred due to sampling errors (Kolenikov & 
Bollen; 2012). Following Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) recommendations, we constrained these 
residuals to .005.  

Table 2). The three second-order factors loaded on the single third-order factor >.67, 

indicating strong relationships between the second- and third-order factors. Although 

this model was statistically equivalent to the preferred second-order model, the 

third-order model is conceptually more parsimonious. These analyses supported 
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conceptualizing career goal feedback as a hierarchical, multidimensional construct. We 

provided both composite reliabilities (CR; Lucke, 2005; Yang & Green, 2011) and 

internal consistency reliabilities for the full scale (CR = .92; alpha = .87), scale of 

feedback on progress (CR = .80; alpha = .77), goal suitability (CR = .85; alpha = 83), 

and improvement needed (CR = .88; alpha = .82), and the six first-order subscales (CR 

range = .71 to .86; alpha range = .70 to .84). 

Validity. Also using Sample B, we evaluated convergent validity of the 24-item 

FCG by examining the correlations with the Feedback on Career Progress from 

Significant Others (FCPSO) Scale. The full FCG and the three second-order factors 

correlated positively with FCPSO (rs = .24 to .58; see Table 3). Of the individual 

subscales, only external feedback on how to improve did not have a significant 

association. 

To test incremental validity, we used two hierarchical regression analyses with 

FCPSO as baseline predictor, total scores on the three second-order FCG subscales at 

Step 2, and career stress and career self-efficacy as dependent variables. In both 

analyses, the three FCG subscales explained additional variance to that explained by 

FCPSO in stress (β = .24, .13, .36, respectively; ts = 2.94 to 9.36; ΔF = 78.43, p < .001) 

and self-efficacy (β = -.17, -.24, -.18, respectively; ts = -4.59 to -3.84; ΔF = 32.35, p 

< .001); an additional 28% of variance was explained in stress, and 15% in 

self-efficacy. 

Finally, the correlations between the overall FCG score and age, gender, university 

year, rural area, college entrance score, and SES were negligible (r range |.01 to .03|), 

indicating that participants did not respond differently across these different groupings. 
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Study 2 

Method 

We used standard translation/back-translation (Jones et al., 2001) to convert the 

24-item FCG Inventory into English, and administered it as an online survey to 184 

young adults (78% female; mean age = 19.44 years, SD = 2.08) recruited from one 

Australian University. These students mostly identified as Australian, although a small 

number of English-speaking international students participated. Students were recruited 

from a course website and received course credit and entry to an AUS$50 shopping 

voucher draw for completing the survey.   

Results 

We examined the 24 items individually and found none to be skewed (>1) or 

kurtotic (>3), indicating normally distributed item responses. Correlations ranged 

from .31 to .67 among the six first-order factors, and .53 to .63 for the three 

second-order factors. The second-order factors correlated .80 to .87 with the total 

feedback score. Additionally, the overall FCG score was unrelated to gender (r = -.11, p 

= .14) and age (r = .04, p = .62). See Table 3.     

We used CFA to test a model where the six first-order factors loaded onto the three 

second-order factors, which, in turn, loaded onto a single superordinate factor of career 

goal feedback. The model showed an acceptable fit, χ2/df = 1.95, CFI = .93, TLI = .92, 

RMSEA = .07 [.06, .08, p < .001], SRMR = .06, and all factor loadings were significant 

(p < .001; range .60 to .96). These results were consistent with the multidimensional 

factor structure found in the Chinese sample. Composite reliabilities (CR) and internal 

consistency reliabilities were .95 and .94 for the full scale, .93 and .91 for feedback on 
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Table 3  
Summary Data for Sample B in Chinese (N=524; correlations above diagonal) and Australian Samples (N=184; below diagonal) 

  Chinese Australian              
Variables  M SD   M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
Career Goal Feedback Scale                  
 1. Full scale 77.53 14.51 65.30 19.50 - .74** .77** .78** .60** .61** .58** .67** .73** .70** .48** .61** -.44** 
 2. Combined progress subscale 28.20 6.02 24.35 8.16 .87** - .38** .37** .86** .30** .20** .83** .34** .40** .58** .41** -.36** 
 3. Combined goal suitability subscale 22.71 6.34 18.29 6.98 .80** .55** - .39** .31** .87** .28** .31** .87** .37** .29** .45** -.32** 
 4. Combined how to improve subscale 26.62 6.62 23.67 7.89 .86** .63** .53** - .23** .23** .82** .41** .46** .81** .24** .53** -.33** 
 5. External progress subscale 13.14 3.72 10.73 4.28 .82** .89** .57** .61** - .31** .10* .44** .24** .28** .52** .28** -.26** 
 6. External goal suitability subscale 10.81 3.66  9.12 4.24 .76** .54** .92** .50** .55** - .16** .20** .51** .20** .29** .34** -.22** 
 7. External how to improve subscale 12.40 4.09 11.29 3.89 .74** .53** .41** .90** .52** .42** - .26** .32** .33** .06 .29** -.19** 
 8. Internal progress subscale 15.06 3.37 12.61 4.74 .74** .91** .43** .52** .62** .42** .44** - .34** .41** .47** .43** -.35** 
 9. Internal goal suitability subscale 11.90 3.63  9.17 3.46 .69** .45** .88** .46** .46** .63** .31** .35** - .43** .22** .45** -.34** 
 10. Internal how to improve subscale 14.22 4.02 12.38 4.71 .83** .61** .55** .93** .59** .49** .67** .51** .51** - .33** .58** -.36** 
Validity Scales                  
 11. Feedback from significant others  27.58 5.79 - -           - .32** -.22** 
 12. Career-related stress 15.80 4.80 - -            - -.37** 
 13. Career self-efficacy 26.74 4.60 - -             - 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01. 
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progress, .91 and .89 for feedback on goal suitability, and .95 and .93 for feedback on 

improvement needed. Ranges for the six first order subscales were .78 to .91 (CR), 

and .78 to .90 (α). 

Discussion 

   Feedback about career goals is a crucial influence on career development in young 

adults (Kerpelman & Pittman, 2001). Based on a synthesis of existing feedback 

literature in related fields (e.g., Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Shute, 2008), we 

operationalised career goal feedback as a multidimensional construct regarding 

information about one’s career goal suitability, goal progress, and improvements or 

adjustments needed, gained from both external an internal sources. From this, we 

developed and presented initial evidence of validity for a psychometrically sound, 

24-item inventory to assess these three dimensions and two sources of negative career 

goal feedback in young adults. The EFAs and CFAs with the Chinese sample indicated 

that the new measure reflected the six intercorrelated factors. We confirmed that these 

six factors could be represented as three second-order factors (i.e., feedback on goal 

suitability, progress, and how to improve), which could be reflected in a single, 

superordinate factor (i.e., feedback could be modelled as multidimensional and 

hierarchical).  

We provided evidence that the FCG Inventory is internally reliable, the association 

between the FCG Inventory and the FCPSO scale supported convergent validity, and 

the regression analyses supported incremental validity over the existing FCPSO scale 

for both cognitive (i.e., self-efficacy) and affective (i.e., stress) outcomes. Previous 

research has demonstrated the importance of feedback in individual self-regulation (e.g., 
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Creed et al., 2015; Lord et al., 2010), and the present results show that assessing 

multiple aspects and sources of career feedback adds to the understanding of these 

self-regulatory processes. We also showed that the inventory was unrelated to 

demographic variables (e.g., age, gender), indicating no inherent bias based on these 

characteristics, and demonstrated that the inventory performed similarly with 

English-speaking young adults, in terms of factor structure and psychometric 

characteristics, highlighting the usefulness of the scale in a Western sample. 

Future Research 

First, both samples contained disproportionately more young women than men, and 

our analyses using the Western sample was restricted to confirming the factor structure 

and assessing reliability. Thus, future studies should test the applicability of the scale 

with other populations. Second, while we provided initial evidence for validity, in the 

Chinese sample, the external feedback on improvement subscale was not related to 

FCPSO, while the internal feedback on improvement subscale was. In addition, the 

external improvement subscale was only weakly, though significantly, related to the 

other two external feedback subscales (on goal suitability and progress) in the Chinese 

sample, although in the Australian sample, there were moderate to strong associations 

among all external feedback subscales. These inconsistencies in the results for the 

Chinese sample suggest that there might be something specific about the way external 

feedback on improvement is perceived in Chinese young people. Therefore, future 

studies should continue to evaluate the scale’s validity. We were not able to assess 

predictive validity in these two cross-sectional studies, and this needs to be assessed in 

the future. For example, longitudinal studies could assess if higher scores on the FCG 
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Inventory predicted subsequent changes in career self-regulatory processes, such as 

adjustments to career goals, as theory suggests (Kerpelman & Pittman, 2001).  

We anticipate that this new measure will encourage research into the role of 

feedback in young peoples’ career development. Researchers can use this measure to 

investigate the effects of career goal feedback. Feedback is hypothesised to influence 

performance improvement and goal attainment, with these effects mediated by 

self-regulatory behaviours, such as implementing goal striving strategies, exerting effort, 

and adjusting goals (Nicklin & Williams, 2011). Feedback affects cognitive (e.g., 

discrepancy, self-efficacy, outcome expectations; Creed & Hood, 2015; Lord et al., 

2010), affective (e.g., anxiety, distress; Creed et al., 2015), and motivational processes 

(e.g., intention to exert more or less effort; Brown & McConnell, 2011), which, in turn, 

motivate goal adjustment (Ilies et al., 2010). These relationships have been proposed in 

several theories and supported by empirical studies (e.g., goal-setting theory, Latham & 

Locke, 1991). However, little is known about the strength of the relationship between 

each of the three dimensions of the career goal feedback construct and these outcomes; 

nor do we know how these relationships are affected by personal (e.g., goal orientation) 

and contextual (e.g., collectivism vs. individualism) factors. This research is critical to a 

better understanding of the complex, underlying mechanisms of career feedback 

perception and utilization in young people.  

Practical Implications 

This brief, multidimensional measure can be used in career counselling and educational 

programs with adolescents and young adults. It could be used as a screening tool to 

identify students who might benefit from help in setting suitable career goals, in 
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adjusting their goals, and in identifying adaptive strategies to better progress them. For 

example, for young people who report receiving negative feedback on their goal 

suitability, providing information to help them further explore their values and interests, 

their current goals, and other career possibilities would be helpful in goal setting. For 

those who perceive negative feedback on their goal progress and future improvement, 

learning how to utilize this feedback in self-appraisal and behavioural regulation would 

be beneficial. These strategies, in turn, could facilitate more effective management of, 

and appropriate responses to, unfavourable feedback, thereby reducing negative 

emotional and behavioural outcomes and stimulating more career exploration. This is 

likely to lead to more active and adaptive career management, and consequently help 

adolescents better prepare for their future career and life. 
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CHAPTER 5 

STUDY 2: CAREER GOAL IMPORTANCE AS AN EXACERBATING 

FACTOR IN THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN NEGATIVE CAREER 

FEEDBACK AND CAREER-RELATED STRESS 

   This article has been accepted for publication in the Journal of Career Development 

in 2016, and is currently an advanced online publication. This journal is an international, 

peer-reviewed journal in the career domain.  

   The aim of Study 2 was to test a self-regulation model of the underlying 

mechanisms in the relationship between negative career feedback (measured using the 

newly developed inventory) and career-related affect (i.e., career stress). Only a few 

studies have directly or indirectly examined this relationship (e.g., Anderson & Mounts, 

2012; Creed et al., 2015), and the boundary conditions of the relationship have been 

under-explored. Study 2 contributes to the career feedback literature by assessing the 

cross-sectional relationships between the three dimensions of career feedback and 

career-related stress, testing the mediating role of goal-progress discrepancy, and 

evaluating the moderating role of career goal importance between feedback and stress.  
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Career Goal Importance as a Moderator in the Relationship between 

Career Feedback and Career-Related Stress 

Shi Hu, Michelle Hood, and Peter A. Creed 

School of Applied Psychology and Menzies Health Institute Queensland 

Griffith University, Australia 

Abstract 

Based on goal-setting theory, this study examined the relationship between negative 

career goal feedback and career-related stress, tested whether career goal-performance 

discrepancy operated as a mediator in this relationship, and assessed whether career 

goal importance strengthened the indirect effect of negative feedback on stress via 

discrepancy. Using a sample of 317 health-profession university students (mean age = 

19.5 years), we found that negative feedback was associated positively with stress and 

that discrepancy mediated this relationship. Consistent with goal-setting theory, we also 

found that discrepancy was higher at higher levels of negative feedback for those with 

higher goal importance, and the indirect effect of negative feedback on stress through 

discrepancy increased with increasing goal importance. These findings highlight 

important roles for career goal feedback and career goal importance in young peoples’ 

career goal pursuit. 

 

       

      Keywords: career feedback, career goal-performance discrepancy, goal 

importance, career calling, career-related stress   
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Career Goal Importance as a Moderator in the Relationship between 

Career Feedback and Career-Related Stress 

Young people set many career goals prior to entering the full-time labour market. 

These goals can be vague (e.g., doing something creative) or specific (e.g., being an 

architectural designer), relatively easy (e.g., finding a job) or difficult (e.g., finding a 

prestigious job in a particular area), and realistic or unrealistic (Gottfredson, 2005). 

After setting a career goal, young people take many actions to actualize it, and these 

actions generate feedback, which informs them about their goal feasibility, the progress 

they are making towards it, and how they might improve their goal pursuit (Gollwitzer, 

1990). Perceiving negative feedback on goal suitability and performance is linked to a 

range of self-regulatory outcomes, such as reduced self-efficacy and expectations, 

dissatisfaction, effort exertion, and goal adjustment (Elicker et al., 2010; Ilies, Judge, & 

Wagner, 2010). These changes in self-regulation, in turn, are linked to later 

performance, goal achievement, and well-being (Lord, Diefendorff, Schmidt, & Hall, 

2010). 

   Only three published studies have examined how negative feedback is related to 

these cognitive, affective, and behavioural outcomes for young adults in the career 

domain (Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Creed, Wamelink, & Hu, 2015; Dobrow & 

Tosti-Kharas, 2012), which reflects a serious gap in the literature on the role of 

self-regulation in career development. Another limitation is that all of the studies on 

career feedback have used Western samples; no study has examined career feedback in 

a collective context where feedback should play an especially salient role in career 

development due to the effects of group-focused cultural values. In collectivist cultures, 
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life goals are influenced strongly by family expectations (Fouad et al., 2008), meaning 

that young people receive monitoring (i.e., external feedback) on their goal setting and 

pursuit, and are expected to be responsive to this feedback. In addition, cultural mores 

emphasise perfecting oneself, and, as a result, collectivist individuals are self-reflective 

about their goal progress (i.e., internal feedback), and tend to be sensitive and 

responsive to negative feedback (e.g., strong affective reactions and a tendency to 

regulate their behaviours in response to negative feedback; Gelfand, Erez, & Aycan, 

2007).  

To fill this gap in the literature, we examined the relationship between negative 

career feedback and career-related stress in young people in a collectivist (Chinese) 

cultural context. Specifically, we assessed the role of goal-performance discrepancy in 

mediating the relationship between negative career feedback and career-related stress, 

and tested career goal importance (operationalized as career calling) as a moderator in 

this model. 

Career Feedback 

   The fundamental assumption of goal-setting theory (cf. Bandura, 1991; Carver & 

Scheier, 1990; Latham & Locke, 1991) is that people are active agents who shape their 

lives by constantly setting and pursuing goals that they think will take them to where 

they want to be. Based on this worldview, goal-setting theory focuses on how goals 

regulate, and are regulated by, peoples’ cognitive, affective, motivational, and 

behavioural processes (Bandura, 1991). Feedback is critical to these goal setting and 

self-regulatory processes (Carver & Scheir, 1990; Latham & Locke, 1991). When 

people set goals and take goal-directed actions, they actively seek and monitor feedback 
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from their external (e.g., parents, friends, and media) and internal environments (e.g., 

their own intuition, feelings, and ideas; Herold & Greller, 1977). Feedback informs 

them about their goal suitability and the level of performance required (referred to as 

“feed-up”; Greenhaus, Callanan, & Kaplan, 1995; Hattie & Timperley, 2007), their 

goal-related performance (“feed-back”; Hattie & Timperley, 2007), and the personal 

qualities and future actions needed to be successful (“feed-forward”; Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007). 

Feedback on any aspect of a goal or goal-related performance can influence an 

individual’s subsequent self-regulation (i.e., lead to changes in cognition, motivation, 

affect, or behaviour) and/or goal adjustment processes (e.g., lowering, raising, or in 

some other way adjusting the goal, including abandoning it and replacing it with 

another; Ilies et al., 2010). Feedback on career goals, thus, provides “feed-up” on the 

suitability of the career direction (e.g., compatibility of career with personal qualities, 

such as values and talents), “feed-back” regarding the current career progress (e.g., 

effort, engagement, and achievements), and “feed-forward” on any improvement or 

adjustment required to reach the career goal (e.g., strategies and behaviours that might 

improve chances of attaining the career). Thus, from a goal-oriented perspective, career 

goal feedback is information received regarding career goals and career goal progress 

that is aimed at directing young peoples’ self-regulation so that they can better progress 

their career goals (Hu, Creed, & Hood, 2016). 

   Existing empirical studies in the career domain have shown that negative career goal 

feedback plays a central role in young peoples’ goal appraisal (i.e., career 

goal-performance discrepancies; Creed et al., 2015), goal-setting (Dobrow & 
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Tosti-Kharas, 2012), goal pursuit strategies (e.g., career exploration; Anderson & 

Mounts, 2012), and career-related well-being (Creed et al., 2015). Some factors have 

been found to moderate between career goal feedback and these outcomes. Young 

people who were more active in seeking feedback from others perceived higher levels 

of goal-performance discrepancy, while those with higher levels of exploration and 

planning reported less career distress in response to negative feedback (Creed et al., 

2015). Also, university students who perceived their career goal as important (i.e., felt 

that they had a calling) were more likely to defend their career goals in response to 

negative career goal feedback (Dobrow & Tosti-Kharas, 2012). However, research on 

career goal feedback is limited, and we do not fully understand the underlying 

mechanisms of feedback-induced career self-regulation. 

Career Feedback and Career Goal-Performance Discrepancy 

In goal-setting theories, goal-performance discrepancy is one of the most important 

proximal variables to feedback, and is a key mediator between feedback and 

self-regulation processes. People use feedback to compare their current state (i.e., 

current achievement and progress) with their end state (i.e., the achievement and 

progress they should be making or have made towards their goal). These comparisons 

inevitably reveal discrepancies between the two states (known as a perceived 

goal-performance discrepancy; Bandura, 1991), which then stimulate individuals to 

adjust their behaviours and/or goals in an attempt to reduce that discrepancy (Bandura, 

1991; Carver & Scheier, 1990). Studies in learning and organizational settings have 

shown that people who perceive higher levels of negative feedback (i.e., indicating a 

negative goal-performance discrepancy where the current state is not consistent with 
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meeting the goal) increase their effort to improve their current state (Brockner, 

Paruchuri, Idson, & Higgins, 2002), and/or lower (Elicker et al., 2010; Ilies et al., 2010) 

or abandon their goals (e.g., Belschak & Den Hartog, 2009).  

People also perceive positive feedback, but the effect of this on goal adjustment and 

behaviour change is more limited compared with negative feedback (Wang & 

Mukhopadhyay, 2012). With positive feedback, people can identify a positive 

discrepancy (i.e., progress surpasses the requirements for the goal) or find none (i.e., 

progress meets goal). In response to this, they might maintain or reduce effort, or raise 

their goals (Bandura, 1991), but the magnitude of any adjustment tends to be muted 

compared with changes in response to negative feedback (Wang & Mukhopadhyay, 

2012).  

   Although goal-performance discrepancy is explicit in goal-setting theories, only one 

study has directly examined this feedback-discrepancy link in the career context, 

finding that negative feedback on young peoples’ current career progress was positively 

related to career goal-performance discrepancies (Creed et al., 2015). However, this 

study examined only one aspect of feedback (i.e., feedback on career progress), and did 

not test the effects of important other identified domains of feedback (i.e., feedback on 

goal suitability and feedback on improvement needed). From a theoretical perspective, 

feedback on goal suitability and improvement needed should also contribute to this goal 

appraisal process, as this feedback provides information related to goal-performance 

evaluation (i.e., regarding the desired state and how to reduce the gap between the 

current state and end state, respectively; Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Building on these 

theoretical links and empirical evidence, our first hypotheses were that perceived 
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negative feedback on career goal progress (H1a), goal suitability (H1b), and 

improvement needed (H1c) would be associated positively with perceived career 

goal-performance discrepancy. 

Career Feedback, Discrepancy, and Career-Related Stress 

   Goal setting and self-regulatory theories include an important role for affect (Ilies & 

Judge, 2005). The proposition is that negative feedback and negative feedback-induced 

discrepancies elicit negative emotional responses (e.g., disappointment, distress), which 

then trigger subsequent behavioural regulation (e.g., exerting more effort or lowering 

the goal) in order to reduce the discrepancies and consequently reduce the negative 

emotions (Bandura, 1991; Carver & Scheier, 1990). This occurs as people naturally 

strive to reduce negative affect and increase positive well-being (Boekaerts & Corno, 

2005). 

In recent years, a growing literature has examined the relationship between negative 

feedback and affect, finding that both college students (e.g., Ilies & Judge, 2005; Ilies et 

al., 2010) and employees (e.g., Belschak & Den Hartog, 2009) are more likely to 

experience negative affect (e.g., stress and anxiety) in response to negative feedback. 

Some studies have been conducted in the career domain, finding that negative feedback 

on college students’ career goal progress (e.g., aptitude and effort) is associated with 

more career stress and anxiety (Creed et al., 2015; Kerpelman & Pittman, 2001). This 

suggests that young people will feel stressed about their career when they find that their 

career goals are frustrated or they receive feedback that the goals are unrealistic.  

   Some studies have investigated the relationship between negative goal-performance 

discrepancies and affect directly. For instance, perceived negative discrepancy between 
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actual academic performance and required performance was associated with negative 

emotional reactions (e.g., anger, shame, and frustration) in university students (Ilies et 

al., 2010), and perceived negative discrepancy between college students’ default and 

preferred careers was associated with negative affect (i.e., being scared and upset; 

Tsaousides & Jome, 2008). When feedback and discrepancies were examined at the 

same time, negative feedback and discrepancies were both associated with higher levels 

of career distress (Creed & Hood, 2015) and job dissatisfaction (Carr, 1997).  

   From the above, we expected that both negative career feedback and negative career 

goal-performance discrepancies would be associated with negative career-related affect 

(i.e., career-related stress, reflecting young peoples’ anxiety about their career future; 

Choi et al., 2011). Specifically, we hypothesised that negative feedback on career 

progress (H2a), goal suitability (H2b), and improvement needed (H2c), and negative 

career goal-performance discrepancy (H3) would be related positively to career-related 

stress.     

   As negative feedback elicits a discrepancy between current and desired situation, 

which, in turn, leads to emotional stress and anxiety, we further hypothesized that 

discrepancy would mediate the relationship between negative career goal feedback and 

career-related stress. Specifically, the hypotheses were that negative goal-performance 

discrepancy mediates the positive relationships between negative feedback on career 

goal progress, suitability, and improvement needed, and career-related stress (H4a, 4b, 

4c, respectively). 

   Career Goal Importance as a Moderator. Although many studies have 

demonstrated that feedback is a strong predictor of goal setting and adjustment 
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processes (e.g., Ilies & Judge, 2005), scholars argue that people sometimes hold their 

behaviours constant, rather than initiating control processes in response to negative 

feedback (e.g., Campion & Lord, 1982). One explanation for this is that people will take 

feedback seriously and employ it in subsequent appraisal processes (i.e., in discrepancy 

evaluation) only when the goal is considered important. When the goal is considered 

important, it will stimulate stronger negative emotions (Latham & Locke, 1991), and, 

consequently, invoke more regulatory strategy responses; conversely, people will not 

exert regulative effort if the goal is not important (Hollenbeck & Williams, 1987).  

Goal importance is proposed as an important moderator in goal-setting theories (cf. 

Latham & Locke, 1991), and has been supported by empirical research. Renn (2003), 

for example, showed that when goal importance was higher, more feedback on task 

outcomes led to better performance, while the same relationship was negative when 

goal importance was lower. The explanation here was that those with higher goal 

importance were more concerned about attaining the goal, and, thus, were more likely 

to accept, process, and utilize feedback. One study has been conducted in the career 

domain. Dobrow and Tosti-Kharas (2012) showed that individuals with higher goal 

importance were less receptive to negative career feedback (i.e., ignored the feedback). 

However, these authors assessed imagined responses to hypothesized negative feedback, 

rather than actual responses to real feedback; thus, more research is needed to fully 

understand the role of goal importance in career development. 

   In the present study, consistent with goal-setting theory, we expected that young 

people who were more committed to their career goals should be more alert to negative 

feedback about these goals, and, thus, have higher negative goal-performance 
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discrepancy; thereby, experiencing higher levels of career-related stress (Latham & 

Locke, 1991). We operationalized goal importance as career calling, as having a calling 

represents holding salient career goals that are meaningful and important to the 

individual (Praskova, Creed, & Hood, 2015). Our hypotheses were that career goal 

importance (i.e., career calling) would strengthen the positive relationships between 

negative feedback on progress, goal suitability, and improvement needed and 

goal-performance discrepancy (H5a, H5b, and H5c, respectively), and that goal 

importance would also strengthen the mediated effects of goal-performance discrepancy 

on the relationships between feedback on progress, suitability, and improvement needed 

and career-related stress (H6a, H6b, and H6c, respectively). 

Method 

Participants  

Participants were 353 health-profession students recruited from one university and 

one college in Nanjing, China. Selecting this sample meant that there were students 

from both the natural and social sciences, and we were able to include students from 

across a range of years. Thirty-six surveys were discarded due to failing attention check 

questions that were included, or for having patterned responses or missing data. The 

final sample of 317 comprised 274 young women and 42 young men1 (1 did not 

indicate gender), with an average age of 19.50 years (SD = 1.10; range = 17 to 22; 12 

did not report age), drawn from schools of pharmacy (48.6%) and public health (51.4%). 

                                                
1 The gender composition of the sample is consistent with enrolments in these health 

professions in China (Shi et al., 2012). 
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There were 40.7% first-year students, 30.9% second-year students, and 28.1% 

third-year students.  

Participants were from different provinces in China. As the college entrance scores 

vary across provinces, we standardised these to give a measure of academic aptitude (M 

= 500; SD = 100; range = 209 - 667). Socio-economic status (SES) was the sum of both 

parents’ educational level (1 = primary school or lower to 5 = masters or above) and 

job status (1 = unemployed, casual labourer, job-waiting, non-technical worker, and 

peasant to 5 = professional higher managerial staff and private owners; Shi & Shen, 

2007). This yielded a mean SES of 10.01 (SD = 3.61; range = 4 - 18), with higher scores 

reflecting higher SES. 

Measures 

We used standard translation and back-translation methodology (Jones, Lee, 

Phillips, Zhang, & Jaceldo, 2001) to convert the measures into Chinese (except for the 

Feedback on Career Goal Inventory, which was devised originally in Chinese). All 

items were translated from English into Mandarin Chinese by the first author, who is 

bilingual, and back-translated into English by a bilingual research assistant. All three 

authors then compared the back-translated English version with the original and made 

adjustments where required. Unless otherwise noted, all scales used a 6-point 

Likert-like format (1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree), and higher summed 

scores reflected higher levels of the construct. 

Negative career feedback. This was measured with the 24-item Feedback on 

Career Goals Inventory (FCG Inventory; Hu, Hood, & Creed, 2016), which assesses 

students’ perceptions of the level of negative career feedback they are receiving. The 
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measure contains three subscales of feedback on current career progress (8 items; e.g., 

“People tell me that I am not working hard enough to get into my chosen career”), goal 

suitability (8 items; e.g., “I am told that my preferred career choice will not let me 

display my real talents”), and improvement needed (8 items; e.g., “I find it hard to get 

constructive career advice from others”). Hu et al. (2016) reported sound internal 

reliability for the three subscales (Cronbach α = .77, .83, and .82, respectively) with a 

Chinese sample and supported validity by finding that negative career feedback was 

related to more negative feedback on career progress from significant others and more 

career-related stress. The CFA we conducted confirmed a 3-factor structure. Alphas 

with the current sample were .81, 83, and .84, respectively. 

Career goal-performance discrepancy. The 12-item Career Goal Discrepancy 

Scale (Creed & Hood, 2015) was used to assess student perceptions of level of 

discrepancy between their career goals and their current state of progress. A sample 

item is “My plans are not working out to get the career I really want”. Creed and Hood 

(2015) reported a Cronbach alpha of .93 with Australian university students. Validity 

estimates indicated a one-factor structure and that perceived career goal-progress 

discrepancy was related negatively to goal commitment and positively to career-related 

stress as expected. Using a CFA, we confirmed that the translated scale had a 1-factor 

structure. Cronbach’s alpha was .90.  

Career-related stress. This was assessed with the 5-item Career Ambiguity 

Subscale from the Korean College Stress Inventory (Choi et al., 2011), which measures 

student stress associated with uncertainty about their career future. A sample item is “I 

feel frustrated because I doubt what I am planning for my future is what I really want”. 
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Participants responded on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = 

strongly agree), with higher summed scores indicating higher levels of career stress. 

This subscale has been shown to have good internal reliability with Korean students (αs 

ranged from .89 to .92), and validity has been supported by finding expected 

correlations with related constructs (e.g., poor self-identity; Choi et al., 2011; Kim et al., 

2014). Using CFA, we confirmed a 1-factor solution. Our alpha was .86. 

Career goal importance. The 15-item Career Calling Scale (Praskova et al., 2015) 

was used to assess the extent to which students perceive that their career goals are 

important, meaningful, and purposeful. This scale taps three underlying domains of 

career calling: personal meaning, other-oriented meaning, and active engagement. 

Sample items include “All I want to do now is to pursue the career that is inspiring me” 

and “Preparing for my career is contributing to my personal growth”. Validity estimates 

indicated that the three domains loaded onto a single factor of career calling, and that 

career calling was related to less career indecision and higher levels of life satisfaction. 

The scale has been shown to be internally reliable with Australian university students 

(αs ranged from .88 to .89). Using a CFA, we confirmed that the translated scale was 

unifactorial. Cronbach’s alpha was .86. 

Procedure 

   Ethical approval was granted by the authors’ university ethics committee, and 

permission to recruit participants was obtained from the administration departments of 

the two tertiary institutions. The first author explained the study to students in their 

classes and distributed paper-and-pencil questionnaires, which volunteer respondents 

completed and returned. Non-participating students engaged in an alternative activity 
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structured by the course convenor. Participants could enter a prize draw for a CNY¥500 

shopping voucher. 

Results 

Data management.  

   We used structural equation modelling (AMOS 22) to assess if perceived career 

goal-performance discrepancy mediated between negative career feedback and 

career-related stress, and the PROCESS macro in SPSS (Hayes, 2013) to test whether 

career goal importance (i.e., career calling) moderated this mediated relationship. Prior 

to the structural equation modelling, items were parcelled to represent the five latent 

variables (feedback on goal progress, goal suitability, and improvement needed, career 

goal-performance discrepancy, and career-related stress) used in model testing (Landis, 

Beal, & Tesluck, 2000). To create the parcels, we conducted separate exploratory factor 

analyses for each scale, rank ordered the items according to their factor loadings, and 

allocated high and low loading items to their respective parcels based on an 

item-to-construct balance approach (Little, Cunningham, & Shahar, 2002). Three 

parcels were created for each latent variable, except for career stress, which was 

represented by two parcels.  

Test of Mediation  

   First, we assessed a measurement model to confirm that the five latent variables 

could be represented by their parcels and were independent of one another. Second, we 

assessed the mediating role of career goal discrepancy between feedback and 

career-related stress. To test the mediation model, we evaluated two structural models: 

(a) one that assessed the direct effects (feedback → discrepancy, and feedback → 
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stress), and (b) one that included the direct and indirect effects of feedback on stress 

(feedback → discrepancy → stress). We used AMOS bootstrapping (1000 samples) to 

generate standard errors and 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals (CIs), as 

mediation is confirmed if the CIs of the indirect effect do not include zero (Preacher & 

Hayes, 2008). We assessed model fit using chi-square (χ2; with 15 observed variables 

and a sample size > 250, a significant χ2 is expected), the standardised chi-square (χ2/df 

< 3.0 indicates a good fit), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI > .92), the Root Mean 

Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA < .07), and the Standardized Root Mean 

Square Residual (SRMR ≤ .08; Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010).  

   The measurement model showed good fit to the data, χ2(67) = 140.04, p < .001, 

χ2/df = 2.09, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .06, and SRMR = .04. All standardized loadings 

were significant (p < .001; range .77 to .93), supporting construct validity of the 

measures. The correlations among the latent variables were all significant (p < .001), 

ranged from .45 to .72, and mirrored the bivariate correlations (see Table 1).       

   We controlled for SES when testing the structural models, as SES was correlated 

with career goal discrepancy (r = -.13, p < .05) and career-related stress (r = -.19, p 

< .01). The direct-effects model produced good fit statistics, χ2(77) = 179.04, p < .001, 

χ2/df = 2.33, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .07, and SRMR = .05. Significant and positive paths 

were found from all three negative career feedback dimensions to stress (βs = .19 to .36, 

p < .01) and discrepancy (βs = .23 to .37, p < .001). The indirect model also fit the data 

well, χ2(76) = 151.01, p < .001, χ2/df = 1.99, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .06, and SRMR 

= .04. In this model, the pathway from discrepancy to stress was significant (β = .44, p 

< .001), and the CIs for the indirect effect from the three feedback dimensions to stress 
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Table 1  

Summary Data and Correlations among Bivariate (Above Diagonal) and Latent Variables (Below Diagonal); N = 317 

Variables M SD Range 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Feedback on progress 29.04 6.27 13-43 - .39*** .44*** .52*** .43***  .04 -.01 -.07 -.02 
2. Feedback on goal suitability 22.27 6.18 8-40 .46*** - .45*** .57*** .51*** -.02 .02 -.08  .04 
3. Feedback on how to improve 25.23 6.56 8-44 .51*** .52*** - .60*** .54***  .02 .03 -.19** -.06 
4. Career goal discrepancy 41.92 10.09 12-67 .57*** .65*** 66*** - .66*** -.01 .01 -.13* -.01 
5. Career-related stress 15.68 4.52 5-25 .51*** .57*** .62*** .72*** -  .03 .05 -.19**  .02 
6. Age 19.50 1.09 8-43 - - - - - - .17** -.21** -.01 
7. College entrance score 484.75 89.02 209-667 - - - - - - -  .07 -.14* 
8. SES 10.01 3.30 4-18 - - - - - - - - -.16** 
9. Gender - - - - - - - - - - - - 

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
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via discrepancy did not contain zero (CI95 = .04 to .19 for feedback on progress; .09 

to .26 for feedback on goal suitability; .09 to .26 for feedback on improvement needed). 

With the indirect path via discrepancy included, the direct path between feedback on 

progress and stress became nonsignificant (β = .09, p = .17). However, there were still 

significant direct effects from feedback on goal suitability (β = .14, p < .05) and 

improvement (β = .19, p < .01) to stress, in addition to the indirect effects via 

discrepancy. See Figure 1 for full model. The indirect path via discrepancy mediated 

53.8%, 52.9%, and 45.2%, respectively, of the total effects of negative feedback about 

progress, goal suitability, and improvement needed on stress. Overall, 57.0% of the 

variance in career-related stress was explained by these direct and indirect relationships.  

Test of Moderated Mediation  

We used the PROCESS bootstrapping approach (Hayes, 2013) to test three first 

stage moderation models (PROCESS Model 7). We first tested the moderating role of 

career goal importance in the direct relationships between the three negative feedback 

dimensions and discrepancy, and then tested whether goal importance also moderated 

the indirect effects of each dimension on stress. SES was controlled in these analyses. 

   As seen in Table 2, in each of the three models, the interaction terms (progress × 

goal importance, goal suitability × goal importance, and improvement × goal 

importance) were significantly and positively associated with discrepancy. Simple slope 

tests (Aiken & West, 1991) showed that when goal importance was high (+1 SD), the 

associations between negative feedback on progress (β = .50, t = 8.50, p < .001), goal 

suitability (β = .55, t = 8.29, p < .001), and improvement (β = .57, t = 9.96, p < .001) 
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and discrepancy were stronger, and when calling was low (-1 SD), these associations 

were weaker (β = .28, .34. and .35, respectively, ts between 4.40 and 5.21, ps < .001). 

   According to Hayes (2015), moderated mediation can be confirmed when the 

quantification of the linear correlation between the specific indirect effect and the 

moderator, called the index of moderated mediation, is significantly different from zero; 

that is, when the strength of the indirect relationship between each feedback dimension 

and stress is dependent on the levels of calling. Thus, we used the size and the direction 

of each index to guide our interpretation of the moderated mediation, and also used the 

95% bias-corrected bootstrap CIs of each index as a test of inference (i.e., must not 

include zero).  

   The three indexes of moderated mediation were positive, and the CIs for the indexes 

did not include zero (Table 2). Thus, the indirect relationships between each feedback 

dimension and stress was moderated positively by goal importance; that is, the strength 

of the indirect effects of feedback on progress, goal suitability, and improvement 

needed on stress via discrepancy increased with increasing goal importance. Finally, we 

used the Johnson-Neyman technique to probe for the significance regions of conditional 

indirect effects. These results revealed that feedback on progress, goal suitability, and 

improvement needed were positively and significantly related to stress via discrepancy 

for values of goal importance above 3.15, 2.86, and 3.00 (t = 1.96, p = .05), respectively, 

on the 6-point scale (see Figure 2). 
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Table 2 

Summary Data for Moderated Mediation Models (N = 317) 

Model 1: Feedback on Career Goal Progress 
Variables Discrepancy            Stress 
SES              -.26              -.14* 
Progress               .62***               .10** 
Goal importance (Calling)              -.36***  
Progress * Goal importance (Calling)               .02**  
Discrepancy                .26*** 
R2               .39               .45 

Model 2: Feedback on Goal Suitability 
SES              -.26              -.14* 
Goal suitability               .74***               .14*** 
Goal importance (Calling)              -.20***  
Suitability * Goal importance (Calling)               .02**  
Discrepancy                .24*** 
R2               .40               .46 

Model 3: Feedback on Improvement Needed 
SES              -.09              -.11 
Improvement                .70***               .15*** 
Goal importance (Calling)              -.25***  
Improvement * Goal importance (Calling)               .02**  
Discrepancy                 .23*** 
R2               .42               .47 

Index of Moderated Mediation: Goal Importance (Calling) as Moderator 
Indirect effects Index SE Lower CI Upper CI 
Progress on stress .0051 .0021 .0006 .0091 
Goal suitability on stress .0045 .0021 .0004 .0090 
Improvement needed on stress .0044 .0016 .0012 .0076 

Note. Unstandardized coefficients are reported. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 

Discussion 

   We assessed a model of the relationship between career feedback and stress that was 

informed by general goal-setting theory (Bandura, 1991; Carver & Scheier, 1990; 

Latham & Locke, 1991). The results showed that, after controlling for SES, higher  

levels of negative feedback were associated with higher levels of career 

goal-performance discrepancy, which, in turn, were associated with higher levels of 

career-related stress. In addition, we found that discrepancy mediated between feedback 

and stress, and goal importance (operationalised as career calling) strengthened the 

indirect effect of negative feedback on stress through discrepancy. These findings carry 

both theoretical and practical implications. 
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Theoretical Implications 

   As hypothesised, we found that higher levels of each of the three dimensions of 

career feedback were associated with higher levels of career goal discrepancy and 

career-related stress. Although recent research has demonstrated that negative feedback 

on young peoples’ career progress and feedback on aptitude are related to negative 

goal-progress discrepancy and career anxiety/distress (e.g., Anderson & Mounts, 2012; 

Creed et al., 2015), little attention has been given to other important aspects of career 

feedback (e.g., feedback on goal suitability and feedback on improvement), which are 

critical for self-management processes. Based on the current findings, for young people, 

perceiving feedback such as “People tell me that I have chosen a career direction that 

does not really suit me” (negative feedback on goal suitability) and “I find it hard to get 

constructive career advice from others” (negative feedback on improvement needed) 

potentially generates greater perceived disparities between where they are and where 

they desire to go with their career than feedback such as “I am told that I am not making 

good progress towards my career goals” (negative feedback on progress). Thus, 

feedback on goal suitability and strategies for improvement potentially generates more 

reflection, concern, and sense of uncertainty about their future career than feedback on 

the progress that they are making toward that career.   

   Consistent with theory, we also found that young people who perceived higher 

levels of career goal-performance discrepancy reported more stress, and that this 

negative discrepancy helped explain the relationship between each feedback dimension 

and stress. These results suggest that negative career goal feedback contributes to career 

stress through the individual’s career goal appraisal processes. However, career goal 
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discrepancy did not fully mediate the relationships between two feedback dimensions 

and stress, indicating that there might be other important mediators in this process for 

feedback on goal suitability and improvement needed. For example, negative feedback 

might reduce young people’s efficacy or outcome expectations towards achieving their 

career goals, which might lead to more career-related stress (Tolli & Schomidt, 2008). 

Also, as perceived social support is linked with less negative feedback (Swanson & 

Vivien, 2001), it would also be useful to assess if perceived social support for current 

goals (e.g., familial support) played a mediating role between feedback and stress, 

where receiving negative career feedback might be expected to reduce perceived social 

support, and, in turn, lead to more stress about the career future. As the relationships 

between these other potential mediators and career goal-performance discrepancy are 

also not clear, future research should explore parallel and serial mediation mechanisms, 

as these might clarify the important theoretical connections in the career goal appraisal 

process.  

   In addition, we found that when goal importance (i.e., career calling) was higher, the 

positive associations between each type of feedback and career goal-performance 

discrepancy were stronger, and the indirect relationships between feedback and stress 

via discrepancy were strengthened. These results suggest that higher goal importance 

exacerbates the effect that negative career feedback has on young people’s perceived 

discrepancy between their current state and their career goal. This is likely because 

young people who perceive their career goals as more important and purposeful will 

have a stronger desire to achieve their goals, making them more alert to negative 

feedback and more sensitive to feedback-induced discrepancies. It also makes sense that 
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when calling is stronger, these relationships lead to more career-related stress, as the 

anticipation of not meeting one’s important career goals might elicit greater concerns 

and anxiety (Duffy, Dik, & Steger, 2011). In contrast, for young people whose goals are 

of lesser importance, feedback might be filtered or ignored in the goal appraisal process 

and subsequent affective regulation (Latham & Locke, 1991). Although the moderating 

role of goal importance in the relationships between feedback and self-regulatory 

processes has been proposed in goal setting theory, there has been little empirical 

evidence in the career domain. Future research needs to explore other important 

moderating factors in this relationship. For example, individual differences, such as 

causal attributions (Tolli & Schidt, 2008), and contextual factors, such as the feedback 

environment (Steelman et al., 2004), might also interact with negative feedback to 

influence young people’s self-regulatory processes.  

Practical Implications 

   Our findings that young people who perceive higher levels of negative career 

feedback are more likely to report higher levels of career goal-performance discrepancy, 

and, thereby, greater career-related stress, and that this relationship is more negative 

when career goal importance is higher are important for career counselling and 

educational programs. They suggest that such programmes should educate young people 

about how to identify multiple aspects of useful feedback: on whether they are making 

adequate progress toward their career goals, on their goal suitability, and on 

improvement that is needed. They need to be assisted to elicit this feedback from the 

external environment, but also need coaching in how to monitor their own thoughts and 

reflections; that is, how to utilise feedback effectively. In addition, they should be 
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shown how to manage negative, inconsistent, or conflicting feedback in order to process 

their career goal appraisals appropriately.  

   These programmes might also help young people to identify the kind of career 

feedback that contributes most to their current career-related stress, to clarify and deal 

with these negative feelings, and to adjust their behaviours or goals accordingly. Those 

who experience their career goals as a calling are particularly at risk due to goal 

importance intensifying these negative relationships, so counsellors need to help these 

young people manage the potential negative cognitive and affective outcomes of falling 

short of these important goals.  

Limitations and Future Directions 

   Our sample was restricted to students from one country and the health sector only. It 

also contained disproportionally more females than males. Previous studies in 

achievement situations have suggested that collectivist individuals (vs. individualistic 

individuals) and females (vs. males) are more sensitive and responsive to negative 

feedback (Gelfand, Erez, & Aycan, 2007; Roberts, 1991). Thus, future studies should 

aim for a more balanced distribution to enable the current results to be generalised more 

widely. Our study was cross-sectional, which only provides a snapshot of the outcomes 

of negative career feedback; thus, the temporal relationships proposed in the theoretical 

model could not be confirmed. Longitudinal studies are required to assess causal, 

reverse, and reciprocal models to confirm the direction of these relationships. Also, 

diary studies would help in gaining a deeper insight into the dynamic, complicated or 

tortuous responses (cognitive, affective, and behavioural adjustment) to negative career 

feedback in real-life situations. Finally, we only assessed negative feedback on career 
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goals; thus, we did not shed light on the role of positive feedback in the career goal 

pursuit of young people. Understanding the conditions under which positive feedback 

about career goals influences cognitive and affective outcomes in young people is an 

important task for future research. 
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CHAPTER 6 

NEGATIVE CAREER FEEDBACK AND CAREER GOAL DISENGAGEMENT 

AMONG UNIVERSITY STUDENTS: THE MODERATING ROLE OF 

MIND-SET ABOUT WORK 

   Study 3 was published in the Journal of Vocational Behavior in 2017. This journal 

is an international, peer-reviewed journal in career/vocational psychology.  

   The aim of Study 3 was to explore exacerbating and buffering factors in the cross-

sectional relationship between negative career feedback and goal adjustment 

(operationalized as goal disengagement). Adjusting career goals is a common process 

for young adults who are in the stage of exploring their career self-concept and 

establishing a suitable career (Creed & Hood, 2014). However, only two studies in the 

career domain have investigated the potential factors that might moderate the link 

between negative feedback and career goal revision (Anderson & Mounts, 2012; 

Dobrow & Tosti-Kharas, 2012). Study 3 contributes to a better understanding of 

person-based boundary conditions in the feedback-goal revision relationship by testing 

implicit theories of work (growth beliefs and destiny beliefs about work) as moderators. 

. 
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Abstract 

Based on self-regulatory theories, this study examined the cross-sectional relationship 

between negative career feedback and the likelihood of career goal disengagement, and 

tested whether implicit theories about work moderated this relationship, using a sample 

of 184 young adults (MAGE = 19.44 years). We found that negative feedback was 

associated positively with goal disengagement, and consistent with our hypotheses, also 

found that this relationship was weaker for those with stronger growth beliefs and 

stronger for those with stronger destiny beliefs. These findings highlight important roles 

for career feedback and implicit theories of work in young peoples’ career goal pursuit. 
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Negative Career Feedback and Career Goal Disengagement in Young Adults: The 

Moderating Role of Mind-Set about Work 

   For young people who are attempting to establish a satisfying career, career goal 

pursuit is a dynamic, self-regulated process (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 2002). Although 

persisting with an existing career goal is often advocated, giving up on a goal or 

modifying it is a common and sometimes inevitable step (Creed & Hood, 2014). 

Disengaging effort and commitment from a previously held goal (i.e., goal 

disengagement) can occur when, for example, the goal is perceived to be unattainable or 

becomes less desirable (Wrosch, Scheier, Miller, Schulz, & Carver, 2003).  

From a general self-regulatory perspective (e.g., goal theory, Latham & Locke, 1991; 

control theory, Carver & Scheier, 1990; social cognitive theory, Bandura, 1991), 

negative feedback can trigger goal disengagement by facilitating self-appraisal 

processes. Consistent with these general theories, the social cognitive career theory 

(SCCT) self-management model (Lent & Brown, 2013) explicitly proposes that 

feedback (e.g., information elicited or provided on individual career-related 

accomplishments) is an important factor that influences career goal setting and 

career-related behaviours. However, the role of feedback in career goal setting 

processes is much underexplored (Hu, Creed, & Hood, 2016a).  

   To date, only a handful of studies has directly investigated the link between negative 

career feedback and career goal disengagement (e.g., Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Hu et 

al., 2016a). When young people perceive negative feedback about their career goals 

(e.g., feedback on goal progress or goal suitability), they are more likely to withdraw 

their effort and commitment to them (Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Hu et al., 2016a). 
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Relevant theories (e.g., SCCT) and previous studies also suggest that young people 

might employ other adaptive behavioural strategies (e.g., goal persistence, career 

exploration; Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Dobrow & Tosti-kharas, 2012; Lent & Brown, 

2013) rather than disengagement. However, only two studies have contributed to an 

understanding of the types of individuals who are more/less likely to give up on their 

career goals in response to negative feedback (Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Dobrow & 

Tosti-Kharas, 2012). Identifying and understanding the individual boundary conditions 

that moderate the relationships between different types of career feedback and goal 

disengagement strategies is important as this provides insight into how and why young 

people compromise on their career goals. 

   In the current study, we contribute to a better understanding of the career goal 

disengagement process by testing a model that integrates an implicit theory perspective 

(Burnette et al., 2013) with SCCT. Based on this integrative framework, we expected 

that (a) negative career feedback (i.e., negative feedback on progress, on goal suitability, 

and on improvements needed) and mind-set about work (i.e., individuals’ meaning 

system about work; Burnette & Pollack, 2013) would be associated with career goal 

disengagement, and (b) mind-set about work would moderate the 

feedback-disengagement link.     

Career feedback and career goal disengagement 

   According to the SCCT career self-management model, learning experiences 

convey information that influences young peoples’ career-related self-efficacy and 

outcome expectations, direct a range of self-regulatory mechanisms (e.g., cognitive, 

affective, and behavioural processes), and are essential requirements for goal setting, 
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career-related actions, and outcomes (e.g., goal attainment, well-being; Lent & Brown, 

2013). Career feedback, defined as information regarding goal-directed career activities 

(Hu et al., 2016a), is an important type of learning experience. Specifically, during 

career goal pursuit, young people integrate and review feedback from multiple sources 

(e.g., external sources such as important people around them; internal sources such as 

self-monitoring and self-reflection). This allows them to assess their current position 

relative to the career goals they have set (i.e., identify goal-performance discrepancies; 

Bandura, 1989; Creed & Hood, 2014).  

   These goal-performance discrepancies stimulate changes in cognitive (e.g., lowering 

or raising career-related outcome expectations and self-efficacy in response to 

negative/positive feedback; Lent & Brown, 2013), affective (e.g., feeling 

disappointed/happy in response to negative/positive feedback; Elicker et al., 2010; Ilies, 

Judge, & Wagner, 2010), and behavioural processes (e.g., engaging in career planning 

and persistence or disengaging from a goal in response to negative feedback; reducing 

effort or pursuing a more prestigious career in response to positive feedback; Ilies et al., 

Lent & Brown, 2013; 2010; Wang & Mukhopadhyay, 2012), all of which are aimed at 

addressing discrepancies and improving progress towards the career goal. In line with 

this, studies in the career domain indicate that negative career feedback is related to 

greater progress-goal distance, discrepancies between self-identities and goal 

requirements (e.g., perceptions of being ill-suited to the career goal), goal revision (e.g., 

goal disengagement and reengagement), and lower well-being (Anderson & Mounts, 

2012; Creed, Wamelink, & Hu, 2015; Hu et al., 2016a). 
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   In the present study, we investigated the relationship between negative career 

feedback and the likelihood of career goal disengagement. Goal disengagement is 

defined as the process of withdrawing effort and commitment to a previously held goal 

(Wrosch, Scheier, Carver, et al., 2003). For young adults confronted with barriers such 

as having goals that are perceived as too demanding, unable to be attained in the desired 

time, or unrealistic when unexpected events happen (e.g., losing confidence to achieve 

the goals or changing expectations), career goal disengagement is a common, 

self-protective strategy that prevents future failure and disappointment (Creed & Hood, 

2014; Lent & Brown, 2013; Wrosch, Scheier, Carver, et al., 2003).  

   Previous research has demonstrated a positive relationship between negative 

feedback and goal disengagement. For example, in a cross-lagged study with a sample 

of Chinese university students, Hu et al. (2016a) found that students who perceived that 

they received more negative career feedback at Time 1 showed greater disengagement 

likelihood from their career goals six months later. Similar relationships have been 

found in organizational behaviour and academic domains: negative feedback on job 

performance is associated with lower affective commitment and higher turnover 

intentions (i.e., goal disengagement; Belschak & Den Hartog, 2009), and negative 

feedback on academic performance is related to mental disengagement in university 

students (Elicker et al., 2013).  

   Building on these theoretical links and empirical evidence, our first hypothesis was 

that negative career-related feedback would be associated positively with a greater 

likelihood of career goal disengagement (Hypothesis 1). We assessed three aspects of 

negative career feedback: feedback on progress being made toward the goal, goal 



CAREER FEEDBACK IN CAREER SELF-REGULATION           125 

suitability, and improvements needed in order to achieve the goal; Hu, Creed, & Hood, 

2016b).  

Moderator variables in the career feedback-disengagement link 

   Meta-analytic studies have shown that the effect of feedback on self-regulatory 

processes is inconsistent (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005), 

which suggests that moderators might influence these relationships. Thus, examining 

potential moderator variables is important, for they might help explain these 

heterogeneous effects (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Smither et al., 2005) as well as suggest 

strategies that might facilitate the career development of young adults when they 

encounter unfavourable feedback on their career direction and progress. Lent and 

Brown (2013) suggested some contextual and personality moderators in their SCCT 

career self-management model. For example, people with higher levels of extraversion 

or conscientiousness, or with more social supports, might be more resilient to setbacks 

(e.g., negative feedback), be more likely to maintain positive career-related beliefs, and, 

consequently, persist with their career goals.  

   However, only a few studies in the career domain have tested possible moderating 

influences on this relationship. Anderson and Mounts (2012) found that the relationship 

between negative career feedback and goal adjustment was moderated by both goal 

importance (i.e., emotional and motivational investment in the goal) and goal certainty 

(i.e., how certain the young person was about the goal). In a longitudinal study, Dobrow 

and Tosti-Kharas (2012) found that amateur musicians with a stronger career calling 

were more likely to ignore discouraging career-related feedback and less likely to adjust 

their goals. In the present study, we extend the limited current literature by examining 
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whether implicit theories held about work moderate the relationship between negative 

career feedback and career goal disengagement.  

   Implicit theories hold that people have different, implicit beliefs about their personal 

attributes (e.g., intelligence). These attributes might be seen as relatively malleable and 

able to be developed over time (i.e., an incremental theory), or as relatively fixed and 

invariant (i.e., an entity theory; Burnette & Pollack, 2013; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; 

Hong, Chiu, Dweck, Lin, & Wan, 1999). Implicit theories have been examined 

extensively in the academic domain; however, in the last 20 years, they have also been 

extended to other domains including work (Burnette & Pollack, 2013). Burnette and 

Pollack (2013) suggested that incremental and entity theories about work represent two 

conceptually distinct constructs. This is because people can hold stronger or weaker 

beliefs that a successful career needs to be cultivated through effort (i.e., growth belief 

about work; Burnette & Pollack, 2013), while at the same time holding stronger or 

weaker beliefs that there are several ideal career paths, which do not need much effort 

(i.e., destiny belief about work; Burnette & Pollack, 2013). Based on a meta-analysis of 

the empirical literature across various domains, Burnette et al. (2013) proposed a 

theoretical framework for how implicit theories and other important personal and 

contextual factors interact to influence self-regulatory processes, and better explain goal 

pursuit and achievement.  

   According to this framework, the person’s domain-specific implicit theories 

influence their self-regulatory strategies, and these effects become stronger when the 

person is confronted with negative feedback (i.e., failure feedback indicating 

discrepancies between the current state and goals). Following this logic, for example, 
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young people who hold an incremental mind-set about work are less likely to disengage 

from their career goals and more likely to implement active, problem-solving strategies 

in their goal pursuit (e.g., exert more time and effort and seek support), especially when 

they face setbacks such as negative feedback (Burnette et al., 2013; Dweck, 2000). This 

is because they believe that a successful career can be developed over time through 

effort (Burnette & Pollack, 2013). When these young people encounter negative 

career-related feedback, they believe that future progress is still likely (i.e., they 

maintain their levels of self-efficacy and outcome expectations) and are more alert to 

room for improvement, and, thus, focus their attention and effort on learning to achieve 

their goals (Burnette et al., 2013; Hong et al., 1999).  

   In contrast, an entity belief system about work stimulates protective/avoidant 

strategies (e.g., goal disengagement and implementing strategies such as procrastination; 

Diener & Dweck, 1980; Howell & Buro, 2009), especially in the presence of negative 

feedback. Those who hold an entity mind-set believe that there is a “right” career path, 

which is “meant to be” and does not need much effort. Therefore, their priority is to 

demonstrate that they already “have found” this ideal path through their performance, 

and, accordingly, they are more likely to employ protective strategies to avoid doing 

anything that will expose incompetence even before actual discrepancies arise (Burnette 

et al., 2013; Hong et al., 1999; Shih, 2009). In the face of negative feedback that implies 

their career goals cannot be achieved, they act to protect their self-esteem by claiming 

that they are not committed to the goals (Burnette et al., 2013); that is, they disengage. 

The present study is the first to investigate the interactive effects of different types of 

negative career feedback and implicit theories of work on career goal disengagement. 
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We hypothesised that, in young people, stronger growth belief about work would be 

associated with less likelihood to disengage from current career goals (Hypothesis 2). 

Stronger destiny belief was expected to be associated with a greater likelihood to 

disengage from their current career goals (Hypothesis 3).  

   In addition, we expected that there would be an interactive effect between implicit 

theory about work and negative feedback on goal progress, goal suitability, and 

improvements needed on career goal disengagement. Specifically, we expected that 

growth beliefs would buffer the negative feedback-goal disengagement link; that is, 

young people with stronger growth beliefs would be less likely to abandon their career 

goals (Hypothesis 4). However, destiny beliefs were expected to facilitate or strengthen 

the feedback-disengagement link; that is, young people with stronger destiny beliefs 

would be more likely to withdraw their effort and attention from their goals (Hypothesis 

5). We tested the three feedback dimensions (i.e., feedback on progress, on goal 

suitability, and on improvement needed) separately to examine whether each aspect of 

career feedback and implicit theories would be interactively related to goal 

disengagement. 

Method 

Participants  

   Participants were 184 young adults (78% female; mean age 19.44 years, SD = 2.08) 

recruited from one Australian university, who were almost exclusively first year 

students enrolled in a range of disciplines (psychology, occupational therapy, social 

work, public health, nutrition, and business). Most of the sample were domestic 

Australian students, and there was a small number of English-speaking international 
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students (e.g., from Norway, India, and SE Asia). The majority (75.5%) were working 

part-time as well as studying full-time. To obtain a proxy for academic ability, we asked 

students, “On average, what grade did you achieve in your last year of high school?” 

(Likert-like scale ranging from 1 = Very low achievement to 5 = Very high achievement). 

Prior research has indicated that subjective academic performance predicts future 

academic performance as well as objective academic performance (McMorris & 

Ambrosino, 1973). The mean academic achievement level was 3.78 (SD = .71). We also 

obtained a subjective report of SES on a 10-point scale, where 1 represented people who 

were the most disadvantaged (e.g., in terms of money, education, employment) and 10 

represented those who were most advantaged (Adler, Epel, Castellazzo, & Ickovics, 

2000). Adler et al. (2000) compared this measure with an objective measure of SES, and 

found that subjective SES was more strongly and consistently correlated with 

psychological functioning and health-related outcomes . Mean subjective SES was 6.43 

(SD = 1.56).  

Measures 

   Unless otherwise noted, all scales used a 6-point Likert-like format (1 = strongly 

disagree to 6 = strongly agree), and higher summed scores reflected higher levels of the 

construct. All items on career feedback and goal disengagement were answered with 

respect to the following generic stem: “You might have various career goals, but when 

answering these items, think about the most important career goal that you are currently 

striving for”. 

   Negative career feedback. The 24-item Feedback on Career Goals Inventory (FCG 

Inventory; Hu et al., 2016b), which contains three subscales of feedback on career 
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progress, goal suitability, and improvement needed, was used to assess negative career 

feedback. Sample items are “People tell me that I am not working hard enough to get 

into my chosen career” (progress), “I am told that my preferred career choice will not 

let me display my real talents” (goal suitability), and “I find it hard to get constructive 

career advice from others” (improvement needed). Hu et al. (2016b) confirmed a 

3-factor structure in both Australian and Chinese young adults. They reported sound 

internal reliability for the three subscales (Cronbach’s αs from .77 to .83) and provided 

support for validity by finding that negative career feedback was related to more 

negative feedback on career progress from significant others, more career-related stress, 

and less career-related self-efficacy. Alphas with the current sample were .91 

(progress), .89 (goal suitability), and .93 (improvement needed). 

    Career goal disengagement. We used the 4-item Goal Disengagement Scale 

(Wrosch, Scheier, Miller, Schulz, & Carver, 2003) to assess career-related goal 

disengagement. In the context of this study, we were interested in the extent to which 

young people would use this goal disengagement strategy in response to negative career 

feedback. Some items were modified to make them specific to the current study (i.e., to 

assess career goal disengagement intention). For example, the item, “It’s easy for me to 

stop thinking about the goal and let it go”, was amended to, “I plan to stop thinking 

about my current career goal and let it go”. Wrosch, Scheier, Miller, et al. (2003) 

reported a Cronbach alpha of .84 with undergraduate students and demonstrated 

construct validity by showing that disengagement was positively correlated with 

abandoning specific goals. The alpha in our sample was .82. 
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   Implicit mind-set about work. We used the 10-item Implicit Theory of Work 

Scale (Burnette & Pollack, 2013) to assess growth belief (5-item Growth Beliefs 

Subscale) and destiny belief about work (5-item Destiny Beliefs Subscale). Sample 

items are “The ideal career develops gradually over time” (growth belief) and 

“Struggles at the beginning of a career are a sure sign the job is not the right one for you” 

(destiny belief). These two subscales have been shown to have good internal reliability 

(α = .87 for both; Burnette & Pollack, 2013). The alphas in our sample were .84 (growth 

belief) and .87 (destiny belief). Burnette and Pollack (2013) demonstrated validity by 

showing that the subscales were correlated with other types of implicit theories (e.g., 

implicit theories of intelligence and relationships) and were related to Big Five 

personality dimensions in expected directions (i.e., negative correlations were found 

between destiny beliefs and agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability, and 

openness, whereas positive correlations were found between growth beliefs and 

extroversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness). 

Procedure 

   The study was conducted with the approval of the authors’ university ethics’ 

committee. Participants were recruited from an undergraduate psychology course 

website and were asked to complete an online-survey, which had all questions mandated. 

This meant that we had no missing data. Students received course credit and were 

eligible to enter a draw to win a AUD$50 shopping voucher for completing the survey.  

Results 

Preliminary analyses 
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Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics and correlations among variables. In line 

with prior research (Leung & Xu, 2013), subjective SES had a moderate, positive 

correlation with academic ability (r = .35, p < .001, indicating that students perceiving 

higher levels of SES reported higher academic ability. In addition, there was a weak, 

negative correlation between age and academic ability (r = -.23, p < .01), indicating that 

older respondents reported lower academic ability. As expected, we also found that 

academic ability related negatively to the three feedback dimensions (rs = -.35 to -.18, 

ps < .05), indicating that respondents with higher academic ability perceived lower 

levels of negative career-related feedback. 

The demographic variables (age, gender, academic ability, and SES) had trivial 

associations with goal disengagement (rs = -.16 to .02; ps > .05, with one exception for 

academic ability and goal disengagement: p = .03). Accordingly, we ran moderation 

analyses (moderation effects of growth and destiny mind-set on the relationship 

between feedback and goal disengagement) with and without academic ability as a 

covariate. We reported results without academic ability as it did not affect our analyses 

results when included in the moderation models. Feedback on progress, goal suitability, 

and improvement needed, and growth and destiny beliefs about work were moderately 

related to goal disengagement (rs = .40 to .58, ps < .001). In addition, consistent with 

previous research (e.g., Burnette & Pollack, 2013), growth belief was not associated 

with destiny belief (r = -.14, ns).  

We next conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA; AMOS version 22) to 

examine the distinctiveness of the six measures (three feedback measures, two implicit 

work belief measures, and one goal disengagement measure). Given the large number
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Table 1  

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

Variable M  SD 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10a 

1. Feedback on progress 23.35  8.16  .54***  .64***  .40*** -.18*  .24**  .10 -.35*** -.19** -.14 
2. Feedback on goal 18.29  6.98 -  .53***  .58*** -.38***  .35*** -.12 -.20** -.03 -.11 
3. Feedback on improvement 23.67  7.89  -  .41*** -.15*  .25** -.01 -.18* -.06 -.05 
4. Goal disengagement 8.30  3.38   - -.49***  .43*** -.05 -.16*  .02 -.13 
5. Growth mind-set 24.66  3.28    - -.14 -.11  .13 -.01  .10 
6. Destiny mind-set 15.26  4.65     - -.07 -.12 -.03  .02 
7. Age 19.44  2.08      - -.23** -.07 -.05 
8. Academic ability 3.78   .71       -  .35***  .17* 
9. SES 6.43  1.56        - -.01 
10. Gendera  -  -               - 

Note. a 0 = male, 1 = female; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
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of indicators from the six constructs and the relatively small sample size, we used item 

parcelling prior to CFA modelling to reduce the number of parameter estimates, 

conserve degrees of freedom, and increase model parsimony. To parcel items, we 

conducted separate exploratory factor analyses for each scale, rank ordered the items 

according to their factor loadings, and allocated high and low loading items to their 

respective parcels based on an item-to-construct balance approach (Little, Rhemtulla, 

Gibson, & Schoemann, 2013). We created three parcels for each feedback dimension 

and two parcels to represent each of the other three variables. As expected, the 

six-factor CFA measurement model fit the data well and was the best model based on 

consideration of the fit indices (model comparison analyses available from authors on 

request): CFI = .99; TLI = .98; RMSEA = .04. All factor loadings were significant and 

ranged from .67 to .98, while the correlations among the six variables were weak to 

moderate (rs = -.60 to .68; ps < .05, with one exception between growth and destiny 

belief, p = .08). Thus, the six variables were treated as distinct constructs in subsequent 

moderation analyses. 

Test of Moderation 

   We used hierarchical regression analyses (SPSS version 22) to test the moderating 

roles of growth and destiny beliefs about work in the relationship between negative 

career feedback and career goal disengagement. Six moderation models were tested in 

which a feedback dimension and an implicit work belief were entered at Step 1, and the 

feedback × belief interaction term was entered at Step 2. Interaction terms were created 

using the mean-centred approach (Aiken & West, 1991). The highest variance inflation 

factor (VIF) was 1.88, which is well below the recommended ceiling of 10 (Hair, 
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Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998), suggesting that the findings were not biased by 

multicollinearity. 

   Hypothesis 1, that negative feedback would be positively related to goal 

disengagement likelihood was confirmed for each dimension of feedback (on progress, 

goal suitability, and improvement needed; see Table 2). Similarly, Hypotheses 2 and 3 

that growth beliefs would be negatively, and destiny beliefs would be positively, related 

to likelihood of career goal disengagement were supported (Table 2).  

Table 2  

Summary Data for Moderating Effects of Growth and Destiny Belief about Work (N = 184) 

Variables B SE R2
Adj B SE R2

Adj 

 Model 1: Progress x Growth Model 4: Progress x Destiny 

Step 1:  Feedback on progress    .14*** .03     .13*** .03  

             Growth/Destiny belief   -.44*** .06 .34    .26*** .05 .27 

Step 2: Feedback on progress (P)    .14*** .03     .14*** .03  

             Growth/Destiny belief (G/D)   -.45*** .06     .23*** .05  

             P x G/D   -.02* .01 .36    .02*** .01 .32 

 Model 2: Suitability x 

Growth 

Model 5: Suitability x 

Destiny 

Step 1:  Feedback on suitability    .23*** .03     .24*** .03  

             Growth/Destiny belief   -.32*** .06 .42    .19*** .05 .39 

Step 2: Feedback on suitability (S)    .23*** .03     .23*** .03  

             Growth/Destiny belief (G/D)   -.31*** .06     .19*** .05  

             S x G/D   -.01 .01 .41    .01 .01 .40 

 Model 3: Improve x Growth Model 4: Improve x Destiny 

Step 1:  Feedback on improvement    .15*** .03     .14*** .03  

             Growth/Destiny belief   -.45*** .06 .35    .25*** .05 .28 

Step 2: Feedback on improvement (I)    .17*** .03     .15*** .03  

             Growth/Destiny belief (G/D)   -.46*** .06     .25*** .05  

             I x G/D   -.03** .01 .38    .02** .01 .31 

Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
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Figure 1. Growth belief buffered the relationships between feedback on progress (top 

left) and feedback on improvement needed (top right) and disengagement; destiny belief 

exacerbated the relationships between feedback on progress (bottom left) and feedback 

on improvement needed (bottom right) and disengagement 

Table 2 (see Models 1 and 3) also shows that the interaction terms of feedback on 

progress × growth belief and feedback on improvement needed × growth belief were 

negatively associated with goal disengagement (B = -.02 [-.0315, -.0011] and -.03 

[-.0406, -.0087], respectively), and explained significant additional variance at Step 2 

(ΔR2 = .02 and .03, p < .05 and < .01, respectively). We plotted the relationships 

between each of the two feedback dimensions and disengagement at ± 1SD for growth 

belief. As shown in Figure 1(a), as the level of negative feedback on progress increased, 

there was greater likelihood of disengagement when growth beliefs were weaker (B 
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= .20, t = 5.13, p < .001) compared to when they were stronger (B = .09, t = 2.62, p 

< .01). Similarly, as the level of negative feedback on improvement increased, there was 

greater likelihood of disengagement when growth beliefs were weaker (B = .25, t = 6.05, 

p < .001) than when they were stronger (B =.09, t = 2.71, p < .01; Figure 1 b). The 

differences between slopes were significant (t = 2.11 and 3.09, ps < .05). Thus, as 

hypothesized, having a stronger growth belief buffered the negative 

feedback-disengagement relationship for each of these aspects of feedback, although 

these beliefs did not completely ameliorate the effect of negative feedback on 

disengagement. However, contrary to our hypothesis, the interaction term of feedback 

on goal suitability × growth belief was not significantly related to goal disengagement 

(see Model 2).  

   From Table 2 (see Models 4 and 6), the interaction terms of feedback on progress × 

destiny belief and feedback on improvement needed × destiny belief were positively 

associated with goal disengagement (B = .02 [.0092, .0307] and .02 [.0069, .0276]), and 

explained additional variance at Step 2 (ΔR2 = .05 and .03, p < .001 and < .01, 

respectively). As negative feedback increased, disengagement likelihood increased 

significantly when destiny beliefs were stronger (progress: B = .23, t = 6.10, p < .001; 

improvement needed: B = .23, t = 5.99, p < .001). However, when destiny beliefs were 

weaker, there was no significant change in disengagement likelihood as negative 

feedback increased (progress: B = .05, t = 1.29, p > .05; improvement needed: B = .07, t 

= 1.95, p > .05). The differences between slopes were significant (t = 3.61 and 3.11, 

respectively; ps < .001). Thus, as hypothesized, a stronger destiny belief about work 

exacerbated the relationships between negative feedback about both the goal and the 
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improvement needed and goal disengagement. The interaction between feedback on 

goal suitability and destiny belief was not significant (see Model 5), so this part of the 

hypothesis was not supported.  

Discussion 

   Based on a SCCT (Lent & Brown, 2013) and implicit theory perspectives (Burnette 

et al., 2013), the present study investigated the conditions under which different types of 

negative feedback about careers goals are related to goal disengagement in young adults. 

Our models demonstrated that together negative feedback and implicit theory of work 

explained 27% to 42% of the variance in goal disengagement likelihood. The results 

yielded several insights. First, in line with SCCT, we found that perceiving higher levels 

of feedback that indicates lack of progress towards goals, mismatch between the self 

and goals, and lack of strategies for improvement were related to a greater likelihood of 

disengaging commitment and effort from that current career goal.  

   Our findings further showed that different types of feedback are not equally 

important predictors of disengagement, extending previous career studies that only 

tested one aspect of feedback (e.g., external feedback on progress; Creed et al., 2015; 

feedback on goal suitability; Anderson & Mounts, 2012). Negative feedback on goal 

suitability explained twice as much unique variance in disengagement likelihood than 

the other two types of feedback (i.e., feedback on progress and feedback on 

improvement needed). A potential explanation for this lies in the differences in the three 

aspects of feedback. Feedback on goal suitability refers to information regarding the 

compatibility of the career goals and personal qualities, such as values and personality, 

which might be more likely to reduce self-efficacy and outcome expectations for 
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achieving the goals, and, in turn, trigger a fundamental reconsideration of the goal 

choice than feedback on goal progress or the improvement needed, which both focus 

more on how to make better progress towards that current goal (Hu et al., 2016a). It is, 

therefore, likely that negative feedback on the suitability of a goal is more detrimental to 

maintaining engagement with that goal, and that the other two types of feedback might 

be more relevant to changing behaviours to maintain engagement with that current goal 

(Hu et al., 2016a).  

   We also found that implicit theory of work predicted likelihood to disengage from 

career goals. Although this relationship was proposed in implicit theory (cf. Dweck & 

Leggett, 1988) and demonstrated in other domains (e.g., academic and athletic; Burnette 

et al., 2013), our results provide the first evidence for this relationship in the career 

domain. In particular, the results indicate that when young adults hold stronger beliefs 

that a successful career can be developed over time (i.e., a growth mind-set), they are 

less likely to give up on their present goals. Growth mind-set is associated with more 

effort, which is associated with perseverance (Dweck & Leggett, 1988). In contrast, the 

results indicated that when young adults hold stronger beliefs that the “right” career is 

“just meant to be” and does not need much effort (i.e., a destiny mind-set), there is a 

greater likelihood of disengagement. This reflects the belief that a “destined” career will 

eventually turn up.  

   However, these relationships need to be considered in light of the interactions 

between feedback received and the implicit theories held about work. Our moderation 

analyses provided evidence that the interactions between different types of negative 

feedback and implicit theories accounted for significant incremental variance in goal 
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disengagement likelihood (2% to 5%). Although these added amounts of explained 

variance were small, the lower limit value fell within the typical range (.01 to .03) in 

testing interacting effects with continuous predictor and outcome variables in the social 

sciences (Aiken & West, 1991; Rogers, 2002). The results indicate that the relationship 

between negative feedback on progress and improvement needed and disengagement 

likelihood became weaker as the growth belief strengthened; that is, disengaging from 

the current goals was less likely for those holding stronger growth beliefs.  

   In contrast, holding stronger destiny beliefs exacerbated the likelihood of 

disengagement from these goals. This likely reflects differences between the implicit 

theories of work in terms of perceptions of goal accessibility, the willingness to exert 

effort, and the value of persevering in the face of challenge (Burnette et al., 2013; 

Dweck & Leggett, 1988). When young people receive feedback that indicates that their 

current career goal-related progress is insufficient to achieve that goal, or that they have 

not figured out the strategies to improve their performance in order to achieve that goal, 

the mind-set they hold is likely to influence whether they increase their effort and 

persevere, or withdraw effort and disengage.    

   Notably, we found that stronger growth beliefs buffered, but did not completely 

ameliorate the relationships between these two aspects of negative feedback and 

disengagement likelihood, whereas weaker destiny beliefs completely ameliorated these 

two relationships; that is, there was no difference in disengagement between high and 

low levels of negative feedback when destiny beliefs were weak. One explanation for 

this is that young adults with weaker destiny beliefs do not believe there is a destined or 

perfect career, and thus, are generally more resilient to, or tolerant of, negative feedback. 
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Further work is needed to clarify the underlying mechanisms in these observed 

relationships. For example, as growth beliefs about work emphasise effort in reaching a 

successful career (Burnette & Pollack, 2013), research is needed to investigate the role 

of mastery-oriented strategies, such as exerting more effort and seeking help, in 

explaining the relationship between negative feedback and disengagement in the 

presence of these different implicit beliefs.     

   Contrary to our expectations, the relationship between negative feedback on goal 

suitability and goal disengagement likelihood was not moderated by either growth or 

destiny beliefs. These findings indicate that young adults tend to respond similarly to 

this type of feedback (i.e., be more likely to disengage from their goals) regardless of 

their implicit belief about work. According to Burnette et al. (2013), one explanation is 

that disengagement might be the optimal strategy under this circumstance (i.e., when 

receiving negative feedback on goal suitability); thus, implicit theories about work 

might not moderate this relationship. More specifically, as negative feedback on goal 

suitability indicates that the current career goals are not suitable for that individual, 

evaluation of the goal attainability or considerations about exerting more effort that are 

encapsulated in the implicit theories are not relevant in moderating the decisions related 

to disengagement. The strength of this negative feedback-disengagement relationship 

might mean that young people have to confront their direction despite their implicit 

beliefs.  

Practical implications  

   The current findings have practical implications. While disengagement in the face of 

negative feedback could be an adaptive and protective strategy when current career 
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goals are unattainable or unrealistic, career counsellors need to help young adults 

evaluate whether disengagement is the best strategy. Taking their mind-set into account 

in doing this is critical. First, counsellors need to help the young person examine the 

type of feedback they are receiving (e.g., whether it is about suitability, progress, or 

improvement needed). Our findings showed that negative feedback on goal suitability 

was the most strongly related to disengagement likelihood, and that mind-set did not 

affect this relationship, implying that this type of feedback might be the most 

detrimental to career goal pursuit if it is not credible. If the feedback is about young 

people’s lack of progress or goal strategies, disengagement is also a likely outcome, but 

there is more scope for the counsellor to work with young people to determine what is 

impeding their progress, or what strategies they need to acquire in order to more 

effectively pursue that same goal. Career counsellors also need to help young people 

reflect on how they integrate and interpret career-related feedback (e.g., whether they 

might over-interpret the feedback in self-appraisal and goal evaluation). This will assist 

young adults to better manage feedback and develop appropriate strategies in response 

to unfavourable feedback, rather than just disengage from their goals.  

   The findings also emphasise how important it is for career counsellors to pay 

attention to the young person’s implicit theory of work, and how these theories shape 

reactions to negative career feedback. Specifically, our results indicated that young 

people with stronger destiny beliefs and/or weaker growth beliefs about work were 

more likely to disengage from their career goals when confronted with negative 

feedback about their progress or the strategies. Identifying the young person’s implicit 

meaning system about work will help career counsellors understand their client’s 
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goal-setting and pursuit processes, such as how they set goals, what they expect from 

these goals, how likely they are to exert effort and persevere in the face of obstacles, 

and how they interpret success and failure.  

   Career counsellors can also encourage a switch to a growth orientation away from a 

destiny orientation. Scholars in education have demonstrated that academic-mind-set 

interventions are effective in increasing resilience to academic challenges in high school 

and university students, and, thus, in raising their educational attainment (e.g., higher 

GPA and lower dropout rate; Paunesku et al., 2015). These interventions typically 

include presenting scientific findings to students that the brain’s capacity to grow and be 

reshaped through hard work when tasks are challenging (Blackwell, Trzesniewski, & 

Dweck, 2007; Good, Aronson, & Inzlicht, 2003). These interventions could be adapted 

to foster growth beliefs about work; that is, conveying information that targets students’ 

beliefs about work (e.g., Can I cultivate a well-suited career by improving my 

career-related performance?) as well as helping students to internalize this information 

(Yeager & Walton, 2011). Such a career mind-set intervention would help young people 

better manage the negative feedback they receive and to rethink their career 

decision-making, especially regarding abandoning career goals.  

Limitations and future research 

   The study has several limitations, which also highlight potential future research. 

First, we relied on a small sample (N < 200) from one institution, which might limit the 

generalizability of our findings. Investigation of these relationships in other samples is 

needed. Also, our sample contained disproportionally more young women than young 

men. Although there is no evidence to suggest differences in these relationships due to 
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gender, future studies should aim for a more balanced distribution on gender, which 

would also allow for this variable to be assessed as a moderator. Our study was 

cross-sectional, and, thus, the causal relationships proposed in the theoretical model 

could not be confirmed. Longitudinal studies are required to support these causal 

directions. For example, it remains possible that young adults who have a tendency to 

disengage more readily are more sensitive to negative feedback, so that it is the 

disengagement that “leads to” perceiving more negative feedback.  

   In addition, our study examined only one self-regulatory strategy in response to 

negative career feedback, career goal disengagement. According to SCCT career 

self-management model (Lent & Brown, 2013), negative feedback can exert effects on 

goal setting, career-related behaviours (e.g., career exploration, planning), and career 

outcomes (e.g., goal attainment, well-being) via self-efficacy and outcome expectations. 

Thus, future research is required to test these crucial mediators between negative career 

feedback and these self-regulatory processes. Burnette et al. (2013) suggested that 

implicit theories might play a moderating role on these feedback-self-regulation 

relationships, which also needs to be confirmed. 

Conclusion 

   This study represents the first attempt to our knowledge to investigate how negative 

career feedback and implicit beliefs about work are interactively related to goal 

disengagement. Our results demonstrated that growth mind-set about work buffered the 

positive relationship between negative feedback and disengagement likelihood, whereas 

destiny mind-set exacerbated this relationship; thus, revealing that implicit beliefs about 
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work play an important role in career-related self-regulation and, especially, in shaping 

responses to negative career feedback in young adults. 
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CHAPTER 7 

STUDY 4: CAREER GOAL REVISION TO NEGATIVE FEEDBACK: 

TESTING A LONGITUDINAL CROSS-LAGGED MODEL 

   Study 4 was published in the Journal of Counseling Psychology in 2017. This 

journal is an international, peer-reviewed journal in applied psychology.  

   Studies 2 and 3 tested the cross-sectional relationships between negative career 

feedback and negative affect and goal revision; however, the directionality of these 

relationships was not able to be confirmed. Study 4 represents the first test across-time 

(two-wave, approximately 6 months apart) of the relationships among negative career 

feedback, negative affective processes (i.e., career stress), and goal revision (i.e., career 

goal disengagement and downward goal revision) in the career domain. It contributes to 

a better understanding of the possible causal associations (e.g., standard causation, 

reverse, or reciprocal relationships) among these variables.    
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Career Goal Revision to Negative Feedback: 

Testing a Longitudinal Cross-Lagged Model 
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Abstract 

We tested a model based on goal-setting and self-regulation theories of the cross-lagged 

relationships among negative career-related feedback, negative affect (career-related 

stress), and career goal revision (downward goal revision and goal disengagement). 

Participants were 409 Chinese university/college students (M age 19 years; 58% female), 

who completed a survey at two time points approximately 6 months apart. Consistent 

with our hypotheses, negative career-related feedback at T1 was related to more career 

goal disengagement and greater downward goal revision at T2. Career-related stress 

partially mediated the relationship between negative career-related feedback and 

downward goal revision. In addition, there were reverse relationships between negative 

career-related feedback and career-related stress, and between career-related stress and 

goal disengagement. These findings highlight important roles for negative career-related 

feedback and negative affect in young peoples’ career goal pursuit. 

 

 

      Keywords: career feedback, career goal revision, goal disengagement, 

downward goal revision, career-related stress 
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Career Goal Revision to Negative Feedback: 

Testing a Longitudinal Cross-Lagged Model 

Career goals are important for young people. They give direction and stimulate 

plans and actions that are aimed at achieving desired outcomes (Brown, 2002). Career 

goals can be general (e.g., want to help people) or specific (e.g., want to be an 

orthopaedic surgeon in a specific hospital) depending on the individual’s specific 

developmental stage and vocational maturity (Gottfredson, 2005). When pursuing 

career goals, young people absorb and integrate feedback on their goal-related actions 

and, consciously and unconsciously, evaluate how compatible and attainable their goals 

are (Bandura, 1991; Lord, Diefendorff, Schmidt, & Hall, 2010). This career goal 

appraisal can then trigger self-regulatory processes if goals and/or progress are found 

wanting, which might involve behaviour change or goal revision, such as raising, 

lowering, or even abandoning the goal (Creed & Hood, 2014; Packard & Babineau, 

2009). We examined the relationship between negative career feedback and career goal 

revision, and whether that relationship is mediated by affective responses (i.e., 

career-related stress). 

Although the link between feedback and goal revision has been proposed in 

goal-setting and self-regulation theories (cf. Bandura, 1991; Carver & Scheier, 1990), 

the current literature is limited, as most studies have been conducted in achievement or 

health contexts (e.g., learning, sports performance, weight loss) and, thus, were focused 

on performance feedback and specific, short-term goal adjustment (e.g., Elicker et al., 

2011; Taing, Smith, Singla, Johnson, & Chang, 2013). Very few studies have 

investigated the role of feedback in longer-term, higher-order goal setting and revision 



CAREER FEEDBACK IN CAREER SELF-REGULATION           155 

processes, such as examining career goal pursuit, which, is a much more extended and 

complex process than that of managing short-term goal achievement. Even fewer 

studies have examined this process in the career domain, and these studies have not 

measured feedback directly, nor have they tested these relationships over time. 

(Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Dobrow & Tosti-Kharas, 2012). Additionally, scholars 

have only recently integrated affect into goal-setting and self-regulation models as a key 

explanatory variable in goal management (Ilies, Judge, & Wagner, 2010). As a result, 

affect has received limited attention in across-time studies, even in general, short-term, 

achievement contexts (Elicker et al., 2009; Ilies et al., 2010).  

Most studies on career feedback also have used Western samples primarily, and not 

examined these processes in individuals from collective cultures. For young people with 

this background, significant others (e.g., family, teachers) always participate in, and 

influence, important goal-setting, and are involved in the monitoring of goal progress 

(i.e., provide external feedback and motivation; Fouad et al., 2008; Zhou, Leung, & Li, 

2012). On top of this, and consistent with the “perfecting oneself” cultural value (i.e., a 

significant value in collectivist cultures; Li & Yue, 2004), young people are expected to 

reflect on their own goals and progress (i.e., generate internal feedback) and be sensitive 

and responsive to this as well as to the feedback from others (Gelfand, Erez, & Aycan, 

2007; Hu, Hood, & Creed., 2016). Thus, career feedback, especially negative feedback, 

can be expected to play a salient role in collectivist young adults’ career goal setting and 

self-regulation. 

To address this gap in the literature, we contribute to a better understanding of goal 

revision processes by testing a two-wave, cross-lagged, goal-setting model, in which 
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negative career-related feedback (on goal suitability, progress, and on how to do better) 

is related to career goal revision (i.e., downward goal revision and goal disengagement), 

and this relationship is mediated by career-related stress. We evaluate this model using 

a sample of Chinese young adults.   

Career feedback and goal revision 

Young people continuously reflect on their career direction and receive information 

from others about it. They consider this information and, when necessary, adjust their 

behaviours accordingly (e.g., exert or reduce effort, or change strategies). When they 

receive negative feedback (e.g., that the current goal is unrealistic or unsuitable), young 

people might lower their goal (e.g., pursue a nursing career rather than one as a medical 

doctor; Gottfredson, 2005; Packard & Babineau, 2009; Wrosch, Scheier, Miller, Schulz, 

& Carver, 2003), or disengage from it altogether and engage with a new goal (e.g., give 

up the idea of working as a health practitioner and focus on becoming a health educator; 

Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Creed & Hood, 2014; Wrosch et al., 2003). In response to 

positive feedback indicating that a career goal can be met, they might consider raising 

the goal (e.g., pursue a more challenging career). Thus, in line with general 

self-regulation theories (e.g., Bandura, 1991), young peoples’ career goal-setting is 

sensitive to feedback, with negative feedback relating potentially to downward goal 

revision and/or goal disengagement and positive feedback relating to upward goal 

revision (Fishbach & Finkelstein, 2012). 

The effect of feedback on goal revision has been demonstrated with both university 

students and working adults from Western populations. Negative and positive feedback 

on academic exam performance led to lowering and raising of goals for later exams, 
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respectively (Elicker et al., 2010; Ilies et al., 2010), while negative and positive 

feedback on job performance was associated with lower levels of affective commitment 

(Belschak & Den Hartog, 2009) and reduced turnover intentions (Voigt & Hirst, 2015), 

respectively. However, we found little direct evidence of these relationships in the 

career domain, although there was an implicit assumption made regarding the 

relationships between feedback and goal revision in some studies. For example, in their 

experimental study, Anderson and Mounts (2012) manipulated feedback by telling 

young people that they were not suited to their career goals (i.e., negative career goal 

feedback on goal suitability). They found that this feedback elicited either goal change, 

career exploration, or goal defensiveness depending on levels of goal certainty and 

importance. In a longitudinal study, Dobrow and Tosti-Kharas (2012) asked music 

students to imagine how they would respond to negative feedback on their career goals 

(i.e., feedback that discouraged them from becoming musicians), and found that those 

with a higher sense of career calling tended to defend rather than adjust their goals. 

Negative feedback and negative affect 

The theoretical link between negative feedback and negative affect has been 

supported by empirical studies in educational and organizational settings. For example, 

college students and working adults who received higher levels of negative feedback on 

past performance also reported more negative affect (e.g., disappointment, 

dissatisfaction, anxiety, frustration; Belschak & Den Hartog, 2009; Daniels & Larson, 

2001; Elicker et al., 2010; Ilies et al., 2010). Also, scholars indicated a reciprocal 

relationship between negative feedback and negative affect, where, for example, 

negative feedback on academic performance related to later test anxiety, while test 
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anxiety was associated with perceiving more negative feedback later due to poorer 

academic performance over time (Pekrun, Goetz, Titz, & Perry, 2002). In the career 

domain, Creed, Wamelink, and Hu (2015) found that Australian college students with 

higher levels of negative feedback on career progress reported more career distress, and 

Hu, Hood, et al. (2016) found positive associations between negative feedback and 

career-related stress in both Australian and Chinese college students. However, these 

studies were cross-sectional, and, thus, could not provide strong evidence for the 

potential, dynamic, causal relationships proposed by theory. 

Negative affect and goal revision 

    Previous studies have shown negative affect to be associated with lowering exam 

goals in students (Ilies et al., 2010), and to be related to higher turnover intentions and 

less affective commitment in employees (Belschak & Den Hartog, 2009). In contrast, 

other studies have assumed that negative affect is an adverse outcome of goal 

adjustment. For example, when people withdraw their commitment and effort from their 

current goals, they might experience aimlessness and emptiness (Wrosch et al., 2003), 

which, in turn, can lead to later distress. In support of this, Tsaousides and Jome (2008) 

found career compromise to be correlated positively with negative affect, and Creed and 

Blume (2012) found career compromise to be associated with more career distress and 

less career satisfaction.  

Negative feedback → negative affect → goal revision 

    In self-regulation models, affect is considered an important mediator between 

feedback and goal revision (Brockner & Higgin, 2001; Lord, Diefendorff, Schmidt, & 

Hall, 2010). Specifically, negative feedback indicating a personal discrepancy (e.g., the 
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awareness that there is a gap between the progress currently being made towards a goal 

and what is needed to achieve it) generates negative affective responses, such as 

disappointment, anxiety, distress, and dissatisfaction. This negative affect, in turn, can 

lead to lowering goals (Ilies et al., 2010) and mental disengagement (Elicker et al., 

2010), as people give a high priority to reducing discrepancies so as to maintain positive 

well-being (Boekaerts & Corno, 2005). 

This mediation path has been demonstrated in some studies in other domains in 

Western samples (e.g., education and organizational behaviour; Belschak & Den Hartog, 

2009; Daniels & Larson, 2001; Elicker et al., 2010; Ilies et al., 2010). However, few 

studies have examined this mediation model in the career domain, and where it has been 

examined, the mediating role of affect has not been fully supported. For example, in 

their laboratory study, Anderson and Mounts (2012) found that negative career 

feedback elicited career-related distress in university students, but the authors did not 

find that distress was related to goal change.  

Hypotheses 

In the present study, we directly tested the relationships among negative career 

feedback, negative career-related affect, and goal revision over time. As longitudinal 

findings in the achievement domain supported competing hypotheses (i.e., reciprocal 

and reverse relationships; Pekrun et al., 2002), we assessed a fully-cross-lagged model 

where data for all variables were collected at both times. We assessed three aspects of 

career goal feedback (feedback on progress, goal suitability, and on improvements 

needed to achieve the goal; Hu, Creed, & Hood, 2016), and, as negative feedback has 

disproportionally more influence on goal revision than positive feedback (i.e., goal 
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revision occurs much less frequently from positive feedback; Wang & Mukhopadhyay, 

2012), we focused solely on negative career feedback. We operationalized negative 

career-related affect as career-related stress, which reflects young peoples’ frustration 

and anxiety about their career future (Choi et al., 2011). We examined downward goal 

revision and goal disengagement in response to negative feedback. Downward goal 

revision is the process of setting and pursuing a less prestigious or easier career goal, 

while career goal disengagement is the process of withdrawing effort and attention from 

a current career goal (Creed & Hood, 2014; Gottfredson, 2005).  

    In line with goal-setting and self-regulation theories and previous studies, we 

tested the following hypotheses in a sample of Chinese college and university students: 

Hypothesis 1: negative career-related feedback on progress (H1a), goal suitability 

(H1b), and improvements needed (H1c) at T1 relates positively to downward goal 

revision at T2.  

Hypothesis 2: negative career-related feedback on progress (H2a), goal suitability 

(H2b), and improvements needed (H2c) at T1 relates positively to career goal 

disengagement at T2. 

Hypothesis 3: negative career goal feedback on progress (H3a), goal suitability (H3b), 

and improvements needed (H3c) at T1 relates positively to career-related stress at T2.  

Hypothesis 4: career-related stress at T1 relates positively to more downward goal 

revision at T2. 

Hypothesis 5: career-related stress at T1 relates positively to more goal disengagement 

at T2. 
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Hypothesis 6: career-related stress mediates between negative career-related feedback 

on progress (H6a), goal suitability (H6b), and improvements needed (H6c) at T1 and 

downward goal revision at T2.  

Hypothesis 7: career-related stress mediates between negative career-related feedback 

on progress (H7a), goal suitability (H7b), and improvements needed (H7c) at T1 and 

disengagement at T2. 

Method 

Participants  

Participants at T1 were 1055 volunteer young adults (M age = 19.18 years, SD = 

1.33; 60.6% female) enrolled in a range of disciplines (e.g., pharmacy, psychology, 

mechanics, literature, and accounting) at four universities and two vocational colleges in 

Nanjing, China. At T2, we contacted 789 who had provided consent for that at T1. In 

total, 459 young people (58.2%) responded and returned the T2 questionnaire, although 

only 409 cases were included in this study, as those who failed attention check 

questions, had extensive missing values, or used patterned responses, such as 

responding using all 1’s, at either T1 or T2, were excluded. The sample comprised 239 

young women (58.4%) and 170 young men (41.6%), with an average age of 19.03 years 

(SD = 1.15; range = 17 to 23). There were 262 (64.1%) first-year students, 83 (20.3%) 

second year students, 62 (15.2%) third year students, and 2 (.04%) from later years.  

Measures 

We used standard translation/back-translation methodology (Jones, Lee, Phillips, 

Zhang, & Jaceldo, 2001) to convert the measures into Chinese (except for the Feedback 

on Career Goals Inventory and Downward Goal Revision Scale, which were devised 
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originally in Chinese). All items were translated from English into Mandarin Chinese 

by the first author, who is a Chinese national, bilingual, and a career development 

researcher, and then back-translated into English by a bilingual research assistant, also a 

Chinese national. Because bilingual Chinese nationals were responsible for the 

translation and back-translation, we were confident that culture nuances were respected. 

All three authors then compared the back-translated English versions with the originals 

and made adjustments where required. Unless otherwise noted, all scales used a 6-point 

Likert-like format (1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree), where higher summed 

scores reflect higher levels of the construct. In both T1 and T2 surveys, all items on 

career feedback and goal revision were answered with respect to the following generic 

stem: “You might have various career goals, but when answering these items, think 

about the most important career goal that you are currently striving for”. We ran CFAs 

(with T1 and T2 data, respectively) at the item-level for each scale used in this study 

and confirmed the structures as expected (see individual scale description sections for 

CFA results). 

Negative career goal feedback. The 24-item Feedback on Career Goals Inventory 

(Hu, Creed, et al., 2016), which contains three subscales of negative feedback on career 

progress, goal suitability, and improvements needed, was used to assess negative 

career-related feedback. Sample items are “People tell me that I am not working hard 

enough to get into my chosen career” (negative feedback on progress), “I am told that 

my preferred career choice will not let me display my real talents” (negative feedback 

on goal suitability), and “I find it hard to get constructive career advice from others” 

(negative feedback on improvements needed). Hu, Creed, et al. (2016) reported sound 
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internal reliability for the three subscales (α = .77, .83, and .82, respectively) with 

Chinese university students, and supported validity by finding that negative 

career-related feedback was related to more negative feedback on career progress from 

significant others and more career-related stress. When we conducted CFAs at the item 

level, there was a satisfactory fit at both T1 (CFI =.91, SRMR =.07) and T2 (CFI =.92, 

SRMR =.06) for a model containing the three subscales. Alphas with the current sample 

were .76, .81, and .83 for the subscales at T1 and .85, .82, and .88 at T2. 

Career-related stress. The 5-item Career Ambiguity Subscale from the Korean 

College Stress Inventory (Choi et al., 2011) was used to assess the level of stress 

associated with students’ uncertainty about their career future. A sample item is “I feel 

frustrated because I doubt what I am planning for my future is what I really want”. 

Participants responded on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = 

strongly agree), with higher summed scores indicating higher levels of career stress. 

This subscale has been shown to have good internal reliability with Korean (αs ranged 

from .89 to .92; Choi et al., 2011) and Chinese students (α = .86; Hu et al., 2015), and 

validity has been supported by finding expected correlations with related constructs 

(e.g., low self-identity; Choi et al., 2011; Kim et al., 2014). The CFA we conducted 

using the individual items as observed variables confirmed a single factor structure at 

both T1 (CFI =.95, SRMR =.05) and T2 (CFI =.97, SRMR =.03). The alphas in our 

sample were .85 (T1) and .86 (T2). 

Goal disengagement. We used the 4-item Goal Disengagement Scale (Wrosch, 

Scheier, Miller, Schulz, & Carver, 2003) to assess career-related goal disengagement. In 

the context of this study, we were interested in the extent to which young people would 
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use this goal disengagement strategy in response to negative career feedback. Some 

items were modified to make them specific to the current study (i.e., to assess career 

goal disengagement intention). For example, the item, “It’s easy for me to stop thinking 

about the goal and let it go”, was amended to, “I plan to stop thinking about my current 

career goal and let it go”. Wrosch, Scheier, Miller, et al. (2003) reported a Cronbach 

alpha of .84 with undergraduate students and demonstrated construct validity by 

showing that disengagement was positively correlated with abandoning specific goals. 

CFAs conducted at the item level confirmed a single factor at T1 (CFI =.99, SRMR 

=.02) and T2 (CFI =.99, SRMR =.01). Cronbach’s alphas were .79 (T1) and .71 (T2). 

Downward goal revision. As there was no existing scale to assess downward goal 

revision in the career domain, we generated 6 positively worded items (cf. Van 

Sonderen, Sanderman, & Coyne, 2013) designed for the purpose of this study. Previous 

career literature indicates that lowering a career goal implies aiming for a less 

demanding, less responsible, less prestigious, less challenging, and more realistic goal 

(Creed & Blume, 2009; Gottfredson, 2005), and item content was based on this 

literature. The six items were “I plan to aim for a career that is less demanding than my 

current choice”, “I intend to pursue an easier career goal than the one I currently have”, 

“I need to reduce my aspirations as the occupation I am aiming for is unrealistic;”, “I 

plan to aim for a less challenging career than my current choice”, “I plan to lower my 

career goal as I am aiming too high”, and “I intend to pursue a less responsible career 

than my current choice. A principal component analysis using the T1 data indicated one 

clear factor (eigenvalue = 3.77, all other eigenvalues < 1.0; component loading 

range .70 to .87), which accounted for 62.88% of the variance, and a CFA based on the 
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individual items using the T2 data confirmed the scale’s unidimensionality (CFI =.99, 

SRMR =.02). In support of construct validity, the correlations between this 6-item scale 

and other variables were in the expected direction (e.g., positively related to negative 

feedback, stress, and disengagement; see Table 1 for correlations). Cronbach’s alphas 

were .88 (T1) and .91 (T2). 

Procedure 

Ethical approval was granted by the authors’ university ethics committee, and the 

administration departments of the tertiary institutions involved gave permission to 

approach course conveners and, with their approval, to attend and collect data during 

the students’ class-time. Thus, all students attending class on the day when data were 

collected were given the opportunity to participate. The same variables were collected at 

T1 and T2, approximately 6 months apart, which was considered sufficient time to 

observe changes in young peoples’ career development. Young people in this phase of 

their life are very focused on career preparation activities (e.g., exploring and planning), 

developing work-related skills (e.g., via formal education processes and from 

internships), and preparing generally for the transition from education to the adult 

labour force (Dietrich, Parker, & Salmela-Aro, 2012). All participants sat important end 

of semester exams in between the two data collection points and many would have had 

winter internships (from mid-January to late February), both of which would have 

created opportunities for career-related feedback and reflection on their career direction 

and progress. We could not rule out “panel conditioning” effects (i.e., completing T1 

questionnaire influencing intervening behaviours and responses at T2; Hillygus & Snell, 
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2015); however, our questionnaire did not include sensitive questions that might prime 

respondents unduly and the gap between administrations was substantial.      

At T1, the first author explained the study to students in their classes and 

distributed paper-and-pencil questionnaires, which volunteer respondents completed 

and returned (non-participating students engaged in a substitute activity organised by 

the course convenor). The T1 students who agreed to participate in the follow-up survey 

and provided their contact details were contacted for the T2 survey. The same data 

collection procedure was then conducted with those who consented to the follow-up 

survey. Participants could enter a prize draw for a CNY¥500 shopping voucher at both 

time points. 

Data analyses 

Data management. We employed structural equation modelling (SEM) using 

maximum likelihood estimation in AMOS 22 to test our hypotheses. The bootstrap 

procedure (1000 samples) generated 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals (CIs) for 

the effects of interest. All variables were represented by item parcels (Landis, Beal, & 

Tesluk, 2000), which were created by conducting separate exploratory factor analyses 

for each scale at both time points, rank ordering the items based on the average factor 

loading at the two time points, and assigning high and low loading items to their 

respective parcels based on an item-to-construct balance approach (Little, 2013). In 

SEM, item parcelling generates more normally distributed data (Bagozzi & Edwards, 

1998), reduces bias in estimation of structural parameters, and reduces the number of 

measured variables in a model (Bandalos, 2002). Three parcels were created for each of 

the three feedback subscales and the downward goal revision scale, while two parcels 
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were generated for career stress and career goal disengagement, respectively (Kline, 

2011). 

Model building and interpretation. First, we tested a measurement model to 

confirm that the latent variables could be represented by their parcels and were 

independent of one another. As we tested an across-time panel model, we controlled for 

correlations of the variables at T1 and covariances at T2, and included cross-wave error 

terms for the same observed indicators (Widaman, Ferrer, & Conger, 2010). Second, as 

it was necessary to examine measurement invariance to ensure that the same construct 

was assessed in the same metric at both time points (Widaman et al., 2010), this 

measurement model (i.e., configural invariance model) was then assessed for factorial 

invariance.  

Last, we used Cole and Maxwell’s (2003) three-step approach to assess the 

hypothesized mediated relationships among negative feedback, stress, downward goal 

revision, and goal disengagement, which has been used in other career studies (e.g., 

Praskova, Hood, & Creed, 2014). In each step, we included all the autoregressive paths 

from each variable at T1 to the corresponding variable at T2. In the first step, we tested 

whether the three feedback dimensions (i.e., the predictors) at T1 predicted downward 

goal revision and goal disengagement (i.e., the outcome variables) at T2. In the next 

step, we examined whether the predictors at T1 also predicted the mediator (stress) at 

T2. In the last step, we assessed whether stress at T1 predicted the outcome variables at 

T2. Although three waves of data are ideal for mediation analysis, with two-wave data, 

a partial mediation can be confirmed if all of these hypothesized paths are significant 

(Cole & Maxwell, 2003). 
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At each step, besides testing the fit of our hypothesized model (i.e., the causal 

model), we also compared it to three other models: (a) a baseline model where we 

allowed for autoregressive paths between the same variables across T1 and T2 in order 

to demonstrate variable stability over time (as we included all the variables in each step, 

this baseline model stayed the same), (b) a reverse causation model where cross-lagged 

paths from T1 outcomes to T2 predictors were added to the baseline model, in order to 

test whether the reverse effects occurred, and (c) a reciprocal causation model where 

cross-lagged paths from T1 predictors to T2 outcomes as well as paths from T1 

outcomes to T2 predictors were added to the baseline model simultaneously, in order to 

test for presence/absence of reciprocal relationships among the variables of interest 

(Cole & Maxwell, 2003). We ran these models with and without age and gender as 

covariates, and as gender and age did not affect the conclusions, we reported the models 

without the covariates. 

 We used the following fit indices to judge and compare these models: chi-square 

(χ2; with 15 observed variables and a sample size > 250, a significant χ2 is expected), 

the standardised chi-square (χ2/df < 3.0 indicates a good fit), the Comparative Fit Index 

(CFI > .92), the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI > .92), the Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA < .07), and the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual 

(SRMR ≤ .08; Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). We used the chi-square 

difference test to assess the differences among the competing nested models, and further 

relied on the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) when a chi-square difference was not 

found. Models with lower AIC values are preferred (Kline, 2011). 
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Results 

First, we examined the variables for skewness (all standardised skew statistics were 

between -1 and 1) and kurtosis (all < 3) at both time points, finding no problems. 

Second, we conducted an attrition analysis to test whether the demographic variables 

and variables of interest differed between those who dropped out (i.e., did not 

participate in the T2 survey) and those who were retained (i.e., completed both T1 and 

T2 surveys). We found no differences for gender, T1 feedback on progress and 

feedback on goal suitability subscales, and downward goal revision. The drop-out group 

was older (M = 19.31 vs. 19.03 years, p < .001), reported lower levels of T1 negative 

feedback on improvements (M = 26.32 vs. 27.78, p < .001), and career-related stress (M 

= 15.33 vs. 16.27, p = .001), and higher level of goal disengagement (M = 9.67 vs. 9.25, 

p = .02). All effect sizes were trivial to small (Cohen’s d range = .14 to .22), suggesting 

that attrition was not a major concern.  

Table 1 presents means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations for all 

study variables at T1 and T2. As expected, each feedback subscale was correlated with 

all variables at both time points, with two exceptions: T1feedback on progress was not 

related to T2 disengagement, and T1 disengagement was not related to T2 feedback on 

progress. Also as expected, T1 career-related stress was correlated with goal 

disengagement and downward revision at T1 and T2. In addition, there were changes in 

mean scores from T1 to T2 for all study variables, with some mean scores increasing 

(i.e., feedback on goal suitability, goal engagement, downward goal revision) and some 

decreasing (i.e., feedback on progress, feedback on how to improve, and career-related        
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Table 1  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Bivariate Correlations at T1 and T2 (N = 409) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Correlations > .10 significant at p < .05, > .14 significant at p < .01. 

Variables  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Progress T1 -            

2. Progress T2 .44 -           

3. Goal suitability T1 .36 .27 -          

4. Goal suitability T2 .25 .53 .50 -         

5. Improvement T1 .34 .34 .34 .33 -        

6. Improvement T2 .24 .52 .30 .53 .59 -       

7. Stress T1 .40 .36 .49 .43 .52 .45 -      

8. Stress T2 .27 .51 .40 .65 .45 .59 .60 -     

9. Disengagement T1 .15 .05 .44 .25 .27 .16 .26 .22 -    

10. Disengagement T2 .08 .20 .31 .44 .19 .24 .17 .32 .39 -   

11. Downward T1 .23 .15 .33 .24 .26 .17 .33 .22 .49 .32 -  

12. Downward T2 .16 .30 .27 .51 .26 .37 .29 .40 .33 .67 .42 - 

M 28.55 26.11 22.15 23.08 27.55 26.94 16.29 15.40 9.11 9.62 15.63 16.24 

SD 5.99 6.04 6.04 5.41 6.73 7.27 4.76 4.52 2.76 2.91 4.69 5.10 
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stress), which is inconsistent with panel conditioning, and likely to reflect the dynamic 

nature of these constructs for young adults (Van Esbroeck, Tibos, & Zaman, 2005). 

Model testing  

   The measurement model was an excellent fit to the data (see Table 2), with all 

standardized factor loadings > .65. This model was then tested for measurement 

invariance. We relied on differences in CFI (ΔCFI > -.010 for N > 300) and RMSEA 

(ΔRMSEA < .015 for N > 300) to compare different models (Chen, 2007; Cheung & 

Rensvold, 2002). The results indicated full weak measurement invariance (i.e., all 

corresponding factor loadings were constrained to be equal across time), which is 

considered a sufficient precondition for analyses in longitudinal designs (Chan, 1998). 

The full weak measurement invariance model showed a negligible change in fit, ΔCFI = 

-.002 and ΔRMSEA = .001. 

   We then tested the structural models. The baseline model was a good fit to the data 

(see Table 2), with all autoregressive paths between T1 and T2 variables being 

moderate to strong (see Figure 1). In the first step, the cross-lagged relationships 

between feedback and goal disengagement, and feedback and downward goal revision, 

were tested, while controlling for the autoregressive paths. The χ2-difference test 

showed that the causal and reciprocal models, but not the reverse model, were 

significantly improved on the baseline model. We accepted the causal model over the 

reciprocal model, as it had the lower AIC value (ΔAIC = 3.24). In the causal model, 

higher feedback on goal suitability at T1 predicted more goal disengagement at T2 (β 

= .22 [.07, .40], p = .016) and higher feedback on improvements needed at T1 predicted 

more downward goal revision at T2 (β = .14 [.02, .26], p = .022); however, feedback on  
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Table 2  

Fit Statistics for the Mediation Models (N = 409) 

 χ2 df χ2/ df AIC CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Comparison Δχ2 Δdf p 

  M0: Measurement model 588.35 382 1.54 944.35 .98 .97 .04 .04     

  M1: Baseline model 775.73 437 1.78 1021.95 .96 .95 .04 .07     

  Step 1-M2: Standard model 756.15 431 1.75 1011.10 .96 .95 .04 .06 M1-M2 19.59 6 <.01 

       -M3: Reverse model 765.12 431 1.78 1022.56 .96 .95 .04 .07 M1-M3 10.61 6 >.05 

       -M4: Reciprocal model 748.19 425 1.76 1014.34 .96 .95 .04 .06 M2-M4 7.96 6 >.05 

  Step 2-M5: Standard model  765.16 434 1.76 1017.48 .96 .95 .04 .07 M1-M5 10.57 3 <.05 

       -M6: Reverse model 758.50 434 1.75 1012.95 .96 .96 .04 .07 M1-M6 17.23 3 <.01 

       -M7: Reciprocal model 750.43 431 1.74 1011.04 .96 .96 .04 .06 M5-M7/M6-M7 14.73/8.07 3/3 <.01/<.05 

  Step 3-M8: Standard model 767.33 435 1.76 1016.72 .96 .95 .04 .06 M1-M8 8.40 2 <.05 

       -M9: Reverse model 770.98 435 1.77 1021.61 .96 .95 .04 .07 M1-M9 4.75 2 >.05 

       -M10: Reciprocal model 762.44 433 1.76 1016.28 .96 .95 .04 .06 M8-M10 4.89 2 >.05 

Note. Accepted models indicated in italics. 
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progress at T1 did not predict the outcomes at T2. These results partially supported H1 

and H2. See Figure 1a. In the second step, we tested the cross-lagged relationships 

between feedback and career-related stress. Here, the chi-square difference test 

supported the reciprocal model (see Table 2, Step 2). In this model, in addition to the 

path from T1 feedback on improvements needed to T2 stress (β = .12 [.01, .23], p 

= .032), the reverse paths from T1 stress to T2 feedback on progress (β = .11 [.01, .22], 

p = .025), goal suitability (β = .10 [.01, .19], p = .036), and improvements needed were 

also significant (β = .19 [.08, .31], p = .003; see Figure 1b).  

   In Step 3, the cross-lagged relationships between stress and goal disengagement, and 

stress and downward revision, were examined. Both the causal and the reciprocal 

models were significant improvements on the baseline model (see Table 2, Step 3). As 

the reciprocal model had the lower AIC value (ΔAIC = .44), it was accepted as the most 

parsimonious. In this model, higher levels of stress at T1 predicted more downward 

goal revision at T2 (β = .15 [.03, .26], p = .018), but not disengagement at T2 (β = .06 

[-.08, .20], p = .39). Although not hypothesized, greater disengagement at T1 predicted 

increased stress at T2 (β = .13 [.01, .26], p = .039; see Figure 1c).  

Regarding mediation, the paths from feedback on improvements needed to 

downward goal revision (Step 1) and to stress (Step 2), and the path from stress to 

downward goal revision (Step 3), were all significant, which, following the Cole and 

Maxwell (2003) guidelines, indicated that stress partially mediated the relationship 

between feedback on improvements needed at T1 and downward goal revision at T2 

(indirect effect = .011 [.001, .025]). Stress did not mediate the relationships between 

feedback at T1 and disengagement at T2. 
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Discussion 

   In this 2-wave, cross-lagged study, we tested a mediation model where negative 

career feedback triggered goal adjustment (i.e., downward goal revision and 

disengagement) by increasing career-related stress in young people. A particular feature 

of the study was that we included three different aspects of feedback (i.e., on progress, 

goal suitability, and improvements needed) and examined whether they all influenced 

the same self-regulatory processes. A second feature was that we probed competing 

models to the standard causal model that we hypothesised (i.e., we tested reverse and 

reciprocal relationships). These competing models have been proposed (Pekrun et al., 

2002), but rarely tested in the general and career literature. 

Career goal feedback and goal revision 

As expected, we found standard causal relationships between negative feedback 

and goal adjustment strategies. Specifically, negative feedback on goal suitability 

positively predicted later disengagement, but not later downward goal revision; negative 

feedback on improvements needed positively predicted later downward goal revision, 

but not later disengagement; and negative feedback on progress was unrelated to both 

later outcomes.  

These results suggest that not all feedback dimensions are equally important 

predictors of these two goal revision strategies. First, consistent with previous literature 

(e.g., Anderson & Mounts, 2012), negative feedback on goal suitability is likely to 

trigger reflections on goal compatibility, which, in turn, can lead to thoughts that the 

current goals will not meet future needs, and this is reflected in goal abandonment 

(Wrosch et al., 2003). On the other hand, negative feedback on improvements needed 
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can raise doubts that current goals can be achieved, leading young people to consider 

and pursue less difficult goals. As goal disengagement and engagement with other goals 

are not necessarily concurrent, they might not disengage totally from their original, 

most desired goals, while at the same time consider lowering their aspirations (Wrosch 

et al., 2003). Last, feedback on progress, which was unrelated to the outcome variables, 

points directly to the specific behavioural aspects of goal achievement (e.g., effort and 

engagement), and might elicit adjustment of behaviours rather than goals. Further 

research is needed to test this. 

Career goal feedback and career-related stress 

Findings from the structural models suggested a reciprocal relationship between 

negative feedback and stress, which means there were significant standard causal effects 

(feedback � stress) as well as reverse effects (stress � feedback). As expected, we 

found that young people who perceived higher levels of feedback on improvements 

needed were more likely to be concerned and anxious about their career future. 

However, there were non-significant paths from feedback on progress and feedback on 

goal suitability to stress. The bivariate correlations for these two variables with stress 

were significant, and their non-significant correlations in the structural model might be 

explained by over-lapping variance and pre-eminence of the feedback on improvements 

needed relationship. Another explanation is that the three feedback dimensions trigger 

different affective responses. For example, negative feedback on progress might be 

more related to dissatisfaction, and feedback on goal suitability more related to 

disappointment and/or depressed affect (Eliker et al., 2009; Ilies et al., 2010). However, 

these possibilities remain to be explored in future research.     
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Our findings also revealed reverse relationships. Those with higher levels of stress 

were more likely to perceive higher levels of negative feedback on their progress, goal 

suitability, and improvements needed at a later time. One interpretation of this is that 

real increases in negative feedback might occur due to stress. As suggested in previous 

literature (Akgun & Ciarrochi, 2003; Pekrun et al., 2002), negative affect has an adverse 

influence on performance, which, in turn, can lead to more negative performance 

feedback. Another possibility is that stress might exert changes in young peoples’ 

evaluation of the same feedback. That is, the more stressed young people perceive their 

feedback more negatively over time, or this negative affect alerts them to more negative 

feedback (Borelli & Prinstein, 2006). However, in this two-wave study, we were not 

able to confirm whether these variables simultaneously influenced one another across 

time, or that the process is cyclical (i.e., more negative feedback � more stress � 

more negative feedback). More data points over a longer period of time are needed to 

test this. 

Career-related stress and goal revision 

We partially confirmed our hypotheses that career-related stress would predict later 

goal adjustment strategies. The significant, standard causal path from stress to 

downward goal revision, combined with the non-significant path from stress to 

disengagement, suggested that young people with more career-related stress were more 

likely to consider less difficult/challenging career goals, but not necessarily disengage 

from their current goals. 

Also, our results indicated a reverse effect from T1 disengagement to T2 stress, 

suggesting that young people with a greater intention to withdraw effort and attention 
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from their current goals reported more concerns and frustration about their career at a 

later time. This is consistent with other studies that have examined career compromise 

and negative affect in young adults (e.g., Creed & Blume, 2012; Tsaousides & Jome, 

2008). Young people might disengage from their career goals as a “have to” response 

when they perceive that these desired goals are not suitable or realistic. They might also 

disengage from them without clearly knowing what to pursue next or how to achieve 

alternative goals. As a result, young people might experience more anxiety and concern 

about their career (Wrosch et al., 2003).  

To summarize, we confirmed the hypothesised standard causal effects from (a) 

negative feedback on goal suitability to later goal disengagement, (b) negative feedback 

on improvements needed to later stress and downward goal revision, and (c) stress to 

downward goal revision. To date, very little is known about how different types of 

feedback direct subsequent self-regulatory processes. Our results suggested that these 

different aspects of career-related feedback might facilitate career goal pursuit through 

different mechanisms. A partial mediation path was confirmed for one feedback 

dimension (i.e., higher levels of feedback on improvements was associated with more 

stress, which led to increased downward goal revision later), which highlights the 

important role of career-related stress. Other affective responses (e.g., depression, 

shame, disappointment; Elicker et al., 2010) might also be implicated and need to be 

assessed in future research.  

   Beyond our hypotheses, we also found reverse causal effects from (a) stress to later 

perceptions of negative feedback, and (b) disengagement to later stress, which were 

consistent with previous findings in other domains (Pekrun et al., 2002). These 
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unexpected results indicated the potential occurrence of a negative spiral (Hobfoll, 

2002), when, after receiving feedback that their career goals are not suitable, stop 

pursuing them, and consequently generate more anxiety and uncertainty, and, in turn, 

perceive more negative feedback. Cycles such as these need to be tested using 

cross-lagged panel designs over multiple waves. However, most studies into 

self-regulation have focused predominantly on cognitive variables (e.g., self-efficacy; 

Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002), and reciprocal linkages involving affect, antecedents 

and, outcomes, which have been proposed by Pekrun et al. (2002), should be explored.                                                                                                                                                                                

Limitations and Future Research 

The study findings should be interpreted in the context of some limitations. First, 

we relied on a sample of university/college students from one country. As previous 

studies suggest, collectivist people (vis-à-vis individualistic) might be more alert and 

responsive to negative feedback, as they consider it as more accurate and constructive 

(Bailey, Chen, & Dou, 1997). Future research should examine young people from other 

cultures to test the generalizability of our findings. Second, we measured self-reported 

intentions to adjust career goals (i.e., a greater openness or potential to modify goals), 

which might not reflect actual goal revision behaviour. Thus, future research needs to 

investigate goal revision strategies using other measurement approaches, such as 

observational measures or measures of actual subsequent change, and consider the 

effects of individual differences variables (e.g., personality, ability) on the outcomes. 

Utilizing experimental designs where career feedback is manipulated and resulting 

behaviour observed/measured in this context would be useful. 
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Further, our study only focused on negative feedback, as evidence suggests that it is 

most influential (Wang & Mukhopadhyay, 2012). However, positive feedback is also 

important, and common, during young peoples’ career development, motivating them, 

for example, to persist with their goal pursuit and to set higher goals (Bandura, 1991). 

Thus, future research is needed to investigate the role of positive feedback in young 

peoples’ career-related self-regulation. In addition, as Wrosch et al. (2003) suggested, 

people might take goal revision strategies other than disengagement and downward goal 

revision in response to negative feedback. This might include engaging with a new 

career area or giving up the current goal without setting a new one. It would be useful to 

explore how career goal feedback influences these outcomes. In addition, in the present 

two-wave study, we were not able to provide strong evidence for the full mediation 

model (i.e., feedback � stress � goal revision) and the negative stress cycle. Future 

studies need to examine more waves. Finally, students were surveyed six months apart, 

and, although the variables in our study changed over time, this time period might be 

short for detecting actual career goal adjustment; thus, other lag times need to be 

examined. 

Practical Implications 

Findings from our study have implications for those working with young people. 

First, young people can respond negatively to negative feedback. Specifically, in 

response to negative feedback indicating lack of strategies to improve their current goal 

progress, young people might feel anxious and frustrated about their future career, and, 

in turn, consider lowering their career aspirations. They might also directly stop 

pursuing their current goals with or without setting new goals when confronted with 
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negative feedback on goal suitability. Thus, career counsellors should help young 

people examine the type of feedback they are receiving, as well as the veracity of the 

feedback (e.g., whether the feedback is biased or reasonable). Counsellors also need to 

help young people reflect on how they integrate and interpret career feedback (e.g., 

whether they might over-interpret the feedback). This will assist young adults to better 

manage feedback, evaluate whether their current goals are really unattainable or 

unrealistic, and, in turn, develop appropriate strategies in response to unfavourable 

feedback, rather than just revise their goals.  

   It is also important for career counsellors to pay attention to negative affect in young 

peoples’ career goal pursuit. Specifically, our results indicated that stress is not only an 

adverse outcome of negative feedback and feedback-induced disengagement, but also a 

predictor of later feedback perceptions. In other words, negative affective responses 

might actually “attract” more negative feedback. Thus, it seems essential for counsellors 

to raise the client’s awareness that negative goal appraisal and giving up of the current 

career goals could be a potential source of frustration, anxiety, and uncertainty about 

future career. Career counsellors should also implement helpful interventions, such as 

assisting young people determine what strategies they need in order to more effectively 

pursue that same goal, or, when compromising a goal is inevitable, facilitating them in 

career exploration, and setting new, suitable goals. These interventions can minimize 

the potential negative affective reactions, and, in turn, ameliorate the potential effect of 

negative affect on feedback perceptions. 
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CHAPTER 8 

WITHIN-PERSON RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CAREER GOAL FEEDBACK 

AND CAREER-RELATED STRESS: A WEEKLY SURVEY STUDY 

   Study 5 has been prepared as a journal article, and is currently under review by an 

international, peer-reviewed journal. Study 5 is reported in its submitted version. 

   Studies 2 to 4 all focused on the between-person relationships between negative 

career feedback and self-regulatory processes. Self-regulation, in essence, is a 

within-person process. Using a weekly survey study design, Study 5 represents the first 

study in the career domain to investigate the underlying mechanisms and boundary 

conditions of the within-person relationships between negative career feedback and 

career self-efficacy and career-related stress. Based on SCCT and general 

self-regulation theories, weekly career self-efficacy was tested as a crucial mediator 

between weekly negative feedback and career stress, and the person-level variables of 

trait optimism and implicit theories of work were examined as cross-level moderators in 

the links between feedback and self-efficacy/stress. 
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Within-Person Relationship between Career Goal Feedback and Career-Related Stress: 

A Weekly Survey Study 

Shi Hu, Michelle Hood, Peter A. Creed 

School of Applied Psychology and Menzies Health Institute Queensland 

Griffith University, Australia 

Abstract 

Based on social cognitive career theory and general self-regulation theories, this study 

examined the underlying mechanisms of the within-person relationship between 

negative career goal feedback and career-related stress. Using a sample of 53 university 

students and a weekly survey study with four measurements, we found that 

career-related self-efficacy mediated the positive relationship between negative career 

goal feedback and career stress; trait optimism buffered the links of negative feedback 

and self-efficacy and stress, whereas destiny mind-set about work exacerbated the link 

between negative feedback and stress. These findings highlight important roles for 

career feedback, optimism, and mind-set about work in young peoples’ career 

self-regulation. 

Keywords: career goal feedback; career stress; career self-efficacy; optimism; implicit 

theories about work; social cognitive career theory; self-regulation 
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Within-Person Relationship between Career Goal Feedback and Career-Related Stress: 

A Weekly Survey Study 

   Over the past 20 years, the mechanisms of human agency (e.g., self-efficacy, 

outcome expectations) have received considerable attention in the career development 

domain (Lent & Brown, 2013). These self-regulation processes have been shown to 

influence young peoples’ career outcomes and well-being (e.g., career goal-setting, 

career decision-making, career distress; Hu, Creed, & Hood, 2017; Creed, Wamelink, & 

Hu, 2015; Lent, Ireland, Penn, Morris, & Sappington, 2017). Few studies, however, 

have assessed the proximal antecedents of these processes (Lent et al., 2017); for 

example, learning experiences, which convey information (e.g., past successes and 

failures) that influences young peoples’ beliefs in their capabilities (Lent & Brown, 

2013; Lent et al., 2017). Investigating the origins and drivers of personal agency is 

important as this promotes a better understanding of how and when young people 

regulate their cognition, affect, and behaviours in their career goal pursuit. 

   Career goal feedback, defined as information on career goal progress and career 

goals, is an important type of learning experiences (Hu, Creed, & Hood, 2016). Of the 

few studies on career goal feedback, all have employed a cross-sectional or longitudinal 

study design (with long time frames such as several months or years) to investigate the 

between-person relationships with career self-regulatory processes, including perceived 

progress-goal discrepancies (Creed et al., 2015), career-related self-efficacy (Hu, Creed, 

et al., 2016), career goal revision (Dobrow & Tosti-Kharas, 2012; Hu, Creed, et al., 

2017), and career stress (Creed et al., 2015; Hu, Creed, et al., 2017). However, 

theoretically, self-regulation is, in essence, a within-person process that changes over 
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time as people set goals, engage in activities, process feedback on their performance, 

assess their goal attainability, and subsequently modify their behaviours or their goals 

(Sitzmann & Yeo, 2013). To date, the possibility that career goal feedback might 

fluctuate over short periods of time (e.g., daily or weekly basis) has been neglected in 

the existing literature, and, thus, the assumption of the within-person 

feedback-self-regulation link has not been addressed.  

   In order to examine the within-person differences in career goal feedback and their 

career-related outcomes, there should be sufficient variation over time in young peoples’ 

perceptions of feedback. Young people studying at university typically participate in 

career-related activities (e.g., university study, internships, part-time work) on a daily 

basis. Consequently, career goal feedback might be perceived daily or each few days of 

the week. Despite this, no empirical evidence has been provided for the daily or weekly 

variation in career goal feedback in the extant literature. As a first step, we employed a 

conservative, weekly frequency time frame to ensure sufficient variation. Also, a 

weekly survey design enabled us to sample the career-related experiences over a longer 

time period than a daily design would have allowed (Totterdell, Wood, & Wall, 2006). 

   We took a social cognitive career theory (SCCT; Lent & Brown, 2013) perspective 

and conducted a weekly survey to examine the within-person relationship between 

negative career goal feedback and career-related well-being (operationalized as career 

stress), and tested the mediating role of cognitive self-regulation (operationalized as 

career self-efficacy) between negative feedback and stress. In addition, we examined the 

cross-level moderating roles of trait optimism and implicit theories about work in the 

relationships between feedback and self-efficacy and stress. 
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Weekly career goal feedback and weekly career stress 

   According to SCCT (Lent & Brown, 2013) and general self-regulation theories (e.g., 

social cognitive theory, Bandura, 1991; goal-setting theory, Latham & Locke, 1991; 

control theory, Carver & Scheier, 1990), young people who perceive higher levels of 

negative career feedback indicating lack of progress (i.e., feedback on progress), misfit 

between their personal qualities (e.g., talent, values, personality) and goal requirements 

(i.e., feedback on goal suitability), and lack of strategies to improve their current state 

(i.e., feedback on improvements needed), should perceive greater discrepancy between 

the progress they are making and the goals they have set for themselves (i.e., greater 

progress-goal discrepancy). These negative self-appraisals should, in turn, influence 

well-being, such as eliciting anxiety and uncertainty over their future career (i.e., career 

stress). Existing literature has provided empirical support for this assumption at the 

between-person level (Creed et al., 2015; Hu, Creed, et al., 2017).  

   At the within-person level, young people might not perceive career goal feedback to 

the same extent at a weekly level, as their internal state (e.g., motivation, affective state) 

and external environment (e.g., activity requirements, contact with people who provide 

feedback) might both fluctuate and, accordingly, their performance might not be 

consistent. Following this logic, we proposed that in weeks when young people 

perceived higher levels of negative career feedback on progress (H1a), on goal 

suitability (H1b), and on improvements needed (H1c), they would experience greater 

career stress than in weeks when they perceived less negative feedback. Specifically, we 

expected a positive within-person relationship between weekly negative feedback and 

stress.  
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Mediating role of weekly career self-efficacy 

   Career self-efficacy, defined as beliefs about one’s ability to mobilize resources to 

attain desired career goals, has been proposed as a crucial mediator between learning 

experiences and career outcomes (Lent et al., 2017; Lent & Brown, 2013). That is, when 

young people perceive higher levels of negative career goal feedback on their progress 

and goals, these negative experiences should elicit self-disbeliefs about their capacity to 

achieve their goals (Bandura, 1991). This decreased self-efficacy should, in turn, trigger 

a greater sense of uncertainty and anxiety over the future career and elicit behavioural 

strategies and/or goal adjustment to reinstate their self-belief (Bandura, 1991; Lent & 

Brown, 2013).  

   There is considerable empirical evidence supporting the relationship between 

self-efficacy and well-being at the between-person level (e.g., career satisfaction, life 

satisfaction; Abele & Spurk, 2009; Piña-Watso, Jimenez, & Ojeda, 2014). Previous 

literature has also demonstrated a negative relationship between negative career 

feedback and self-efficacy; for example, young people who perceive higher levels of 

negative career goal feedback are more likely to report lower levels of self-efficacy (Hu, 

Creed, et al., 2016). However, to our knowledge, no studies have been conducted to 

directly examine the mediating role of career-related self-efficacy between negative 

career feedback and career well-being (i.e., career stress).  

   Using SCCT and general self-regulation theories, we proposed negative 

within-person relationships between weekly negative career feedback on progress (H2a), 

on goal suitability (H2b), and on improvements needed (H2c) and weekly career 

self-efficacy. We also proposed that weekly career self-efficacy would relate negatively 
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to weekly career stress (H3). In addition, weekly career self-efficacy would mediate the 

relationships between the three types of feedback and stress (H4a, H4b, and H4c).   

Moderators between feedback and career self-efficacy and career stress 

   The existing theories (e.g., social cognitive theory, Wood & Bandura, 1989; SCCT, 

Lent & Brown, 2013) suggest that personal and contextual factors will influence the 

relationship between learning experiences and self-regulation processes. Consistent with 

this, meta-analytic studies also have suggested that moderators might influence these 

feedback-self-regulation links (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). Identifying and understanding 

the moderators of these relationships is important as it provides insight into how and 

when young people manage, utilize, and respond to unfavorable feedback in their career 

goal pursuit.  

   Trait optimism. The way people view their experiences is an important factor that 

influences their self-regulation processes (Peterson, 2000). Optimistic people, who have 

a generalized expectancy that good things will happen in their life (Scheier, Carver, & 

Bridges, 1994), should develop a positive explanatory style for interpreting negative 

experiences that helps them maintain an optimistic outlook for the future (Hayes & 

Weathington, 2007). In support of this, the general literature has demonstrated that 

higher levels of optimism buffer the relationship between negative experiences (e.g., 

work stressors, discrimination) and self-regulatory processes (e.g., job burnout, 

depression; Moreno-Jiménez, Rodríguez-Muñoz, & Rodríguez-Carvajal, 2011; Odom & 

Vernon-Feagans, 2010). 

   Following the same reasoning, in the career domain, when confronted with negative 

career goal feedback, young people with higher levels of optimism should focus on the 
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“positive aspects” of the feedback, experience greater psychological adjustment, and, in 

turn, maintain more positive beliefs in their career-related capabilities and goal 

attainability (i.e., self-efficacy), persist in their goal pursuit, and develop career 

well-being (Creed, Patton, & Bartrum, 2002; Hayes & Weathington, 2007). Thus, we 

expected that higher levels of trait optimism would buffer the within-person 

relationships between weekly negative career goal feedback on progress, on goal 

suitability, and improvements needed and weekly career self-efficacy (H5a, H5b, and 

H5c) and weekly career stress (H6a, H6b, and H6c). 

   Implicit theories about work. Implicit theories influence peoples’ self-regulation 

processes (Wood & Bandura, 1989). Young people with growth beliefs about work 

believe that a successful career can be developed over time, as they believe that career 

abilities and person-job fit can be improved by effort. As a result, these young people 

tend to be more resilient to negative experiences and are less likely to elicit 

helpless-oriented responses (e.g., lowering self-efficacy, anxiety, goal disengagement; 

Burnette, O’Boyle, VanEpps, Pollack, & Finkel, 2013; Burnette & Pollack, 2013; Wood 

& Bandura, 1989). Young people with a destiny mind-set about work (i.e., entity 

theory), in contrast, believe that a “destined” career does not need much effort and 

should be suitable from the beginning (Burnette & Pollack, 2013). This is because 

destiny believers have an implicit, fixed mind-set about abilities and person-job fit. If 

those who hold this belief receive negative career goal feedback, they tend to doubt 

their career capabilities and the career goal choice (Burnette & Pollack, 2013). 

Consequently, in response to negative career goal feedback indicating lack of progress 

and abilities, they are more likely to respond negatively (e.g., lower self-efficacy, 
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abandon goals, generate anxiety and uncertainty; Burnette et al., 2013; Wood & 

Bandura, 1989). 

   Consistent with these theoretical assumptions, empirical studies have demonstrated 

that people with destiny beliefs report lower self-efficacy following setbacks, whereas 

growth believers show a resilient sense of self-efficacy following failures (Wood & 

Bandura, 1989). Burnette and Pollack (2013) provided direct support for the moderating 

role of implicit theories about work between experiences and well-being, where those 

with stronger destiny mind-sets reported higher well-being when they experienced 

better person-job fit (i.e., positive experiences). Following the same rationale, in the 

current study, we proposed that mind-set about work would moderate the within-person 

relationship between weekly negative career goal feedback and weekly career 

self-efficacy and career stress. In particular, when young people hold higher levels of 

growth beliefs about work, the relationships between weekly negative career goal 

feedback and career self-efficacy (H7a, H7b, and H7c) and career stress (H8a, H8b, and 

H8c) would be weaker, and the two sets of relationships would be stronger when young 

people hold higher levels of destiny beliefs (H9a-H9c and H10a-H10c, respectively).  

Method 

Participants 

  Participants were students from one multi-campus Australian university that draws 

students from both urban and regional centres. Of the 110 students who submitted the 

first-week diary survey, 53 students (response rate = 48.2%; 75.5% female; Mage = 

20.02 years, SD = 3.42) completed all four weekly questionnaires. The sample was 

comprised mainly of social science students, with a small number of students from other 
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disciplines (e.g., business, public health). Most (66%) were working part-time as well as 

studying full-time. To obtain a proxy for academic ability, we asked participants to 

indicate “On average, what grade did you achieve in your last year of high school?” 

(from 1 = very low achievement to 5 = very high achievement; M = 4.09, SD = .71). We 

also obtained a subjective report of SES on a 10-point scale, where 1 represented people 

who were the most disadvantaged (e.g., in terms of finance and education) and 10 

represented those who were most advantaged (Adler, Epel, Castellazzo, & Lckovics, 

2000; MSES = 6.25, SD = 1.43).   

Procedure 

   The study was approved by the authors’ university ethics committee. Participants 

were recruited via announcements on a course website and via an email distributed 

widely to the general student body. Volunteers were then referred to a link to the first 

week’s online survey (Qualtrics.com) where they were asked to complete the 

demographic questions, the general scales (i.e., optimism and growth and destiny 

mind-sets about work), as well as the first-week weekly questions. Students who 

completed the first-week questionnaire received an email in each of the subsequent 

three weeks (i.e., 7, 14, and 21 days after the first submission), which included a link to 

the questions on their weekly experiences. The advice was to complete each weekly 

diary within 48 hours of the email.  

Measures 

General questionnaire. 

Optimism. The 3-item Optimism Subscale of the Life Orientation Test-Revised (LOT-R; 

Scheier et al., 1994) was used to assess the level of optimism (e.g., “I’m always 
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optimistic about my future”). Previous studies have demonstrated that the subscale has 

acceptable reliability (Cronbach’s alphas range = .62 to .87) and provided evidence for 

validity by showing correlations with self-esteem and psychological distress in the 

expected directions (Creed et al., 2002; Han et al., 2012). In our sample, Cronbach’s 

alpha was .78.  

Implicit theories about work. We used 6 items from the 10-item Implicit Theory of 

Work Scale (Burnette & Pollack, 2013) to assess growth belief (3 highest factor 

loadings) and destiny belief about work (3 highest factor loadings). Sample items are 

“The ideal career develops gradually over time” (growth belief) and “Struggles at the 

beginning of a career are a sure sign the job is not the right one for you” (destiny belief). 

The full subscales have been shown to have good reliability (α = .87 for both; Burnette 

& Pollack, 2013). Burnette and Pollack (2013) demonstrated validity by showing that 

the subscales were correlated in the expected directions with implicit theories of 

intelligence and the Big Five personality dimensions. In our sample, Cronbach’s alpha 

for the shortened subscales was .60 for growth belief and .71 for destiny belief. 

Weekly questionnaires.  

Each week, participants were asked to report their career-related experiences in the 

past week. All responses were given on 6-point scales ranging from 1 = strongly 

disagree to 6 = strongly agree. 

Negative career feedback. Week-level negative career feedback was assessed using 

9 items from the 24-item Feedback on Career Goals Inventory (Hu, Creed, et al., 2016), 

which contained three subscales of feedback on progress (3 highest factor loadings; e.g., 

“People around me told me that I was not motivated enough to achieve my chosen 



CAREER FEEDBACK IN CAREER SELF-REGULATION 202 

career”), feedback on goal suitability (3 highest factor loadings; e.g., “People told me 

that my chosen career direction would not really suit me”), and feedback on 

improvements needed (3 highest factor loadings; e.g., “I didn’t get good helpful advice 

from others about how I can reach my career goals”). Hu, Creed, et al. (2016) reported 

acceptable internal reliability coefficients for the full subscales (Cronbach’s alpha 

from .77 to .82). The validity of the scale was also demonstrated by showing positive 

correlations with progress-goal discrepancies and goal disengagement (Hu, Hood, & 

Creed, 2016; Hu, Creed, et al., 2017). In our sample, all Cronbach alpha levels were 

satisfactory, with mean levels of .71 for feedback on progress, .75 (after one item was 

deleted) for feedback on goal suitability, and .85 for feedback on improvements needed. 

Career-related self-efficacy. We used 6 items from the Occupational Self-Efficacy 

Scale (Schyns & von Collani, 2002) to assess week-level career-related self-efficacy 

(e.g., “I knew how to handle unforeseen situations regarding my chosen career due to 

my resourcefulness”). The full scale has satisfactory reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = .88) 

and validity (e.g., correlated with general self-efficacy and self-esteem; Schyns & von 

Collani, 2002). In our sample, the mean Cronbach alpha was .85.   

Career stress. We used the 5-item Career Ambiguity Subscale from the Korean 

College Stress Inventory (Choi et al., 2011) to assess the level of anxiety and frustration 

that the students perceived towards their future career (e.g., “I was anxious because I 

did not know what my aptitude was”). The subscale has good reliability (αs = .89 to .92) 

and validity (e.g., correlated with lack of self-identity) with Korean students (Choi et al., 

2011). In our sample, the mean Cronbach alpha was .90. 

Strategy of analysis 
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   As we had a two-level design, with weeks (212 occasions) nested within 53 

individuals, we used multilevel analysis to test our hypotheses. In this study, all 

week-level constructs were Level 1 variables (i.e., weekly feedback, career-related 

self-efficacy, and career-related stress), whereas person-level constructs (i.e., optimism, 

growth belief, and destiny belief) represented Level 2 variables. Before model testing, 

to gain unbiased estimates of our hypothesised relationships, the person-level predictors 

were centred to the grand mean, while the week-level predictors were centred to the 

group means to remove between variance in the variables (Preacher, Zyphur, & Zhang, 

2010). In this manner, the estimates of main and mediation effects more truly reflect the 

within-person relationships, while the cross-level moderation effects reflect the impact 

of between-person differences on the within-person relationships. 

   In hypothesis testing, we used Mplus (Version 7; Model 1-1-1 unconflated; Preacher 

et al., 2010) to assess the hypothesized multilevel mediation model (i.e., weekly 

negative feedback � weekly self-efficacy � weekly career stress), and then used the 

SPSS mixed procedure (Version 24; Peugh & Enders, 2005) to test the hypothesized 

cross-level moderation model (i.e., optimism, growth and destiny belief moderating the 

within-person relationships between weekly feedback, weekly career stress, and 

self-efficacy).  

Results 

Preliminary analyses 

   We first conducted an attrition analysis to test whether the demographic variables 

and variables of interest differed between those who dropped out (i.e., did not complete 

all four surveys; N = 57) and those who were retained (i.e., completed all surveys; N = 
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53). We found no differences on any of the measured constructs and demographic 

variables (ps > .05), suggesting that there was little sample bias due to attrition on any 

relevant variables.  

   To examine whether multilevel analyses were appropriate for the data, we 

conducted intra-class correlation (ICC) analyses for each of the week-level constructs. 

The ICC results indicated that there was substantial between- and within-person 

variance for all week-level variables: weekly feedback on progress (ρ = .67, p < .001; 

33% of the total variance was explained by within-person fluctuations), weekly 

feedback on goal suitability (ρ = .60, p < .001; 40% of the total variance explained), 

weekly feedback on improvements needed (ρ = .66, p < .001; 34% of the total variance 

explained), weekly career-related self-efficacy (ρ = .52, p < .001; 48% of the total 

variance explained), and weekly career-related stress (ρ = .79, p < .001; 21% of the total 

variance explained). Thus, the multilevel analysis approach was appropriate. 

   Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, and between- and within-person 

inter-correlations among the variables. At the within-person level, feedback on progress 

and on improvements needed correlated negatively with career-related self-efficacy (r = 

-.34 and -.18, respectively; ps < .001) and positively with career stress (r = .34 and .35, 

respectively; ps < .001), whereas feedback on goal suitability was not correlated with 

either self-efficacy (r =.01, p = .85) or stress (r = .07, p = .30). Additionally, weekly 

career self-efficacy was related negatively to career stress as expected (r = -.35, p 

< .001).  

We also ran preliminary analyses to examine the linear effect of time trends on the 

outcomes of interest (i.e., weekly career-related self-efficacy and career-related stress). 
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Table 1 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among Study Variables (N = 53 students X 4 weeks = 212 
occasions) 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. Optimism - .09 .01 -.03 .10 -.10 .42** -.10 
2. Growth belief - -.09 -.08 -.11 -.17* .29** .09 
3. Destiny belief - .43**  .29**  .32** -.32**  .49**
4. Weekly f/back on progress - .50**  .67** -.52**  .67**
5. Weekly f/back on goal suitability .10 - .46** -.14 .65** 
6. Weekly f/back on improvements .25** .23** - -.38** .70** 
7. Weekly career self-efficacy -.18** .01 -.34** - -.38** 
8. Weekly career stress .34** .07 .35** -.35** -
M 4.25 5.09 2.69 2.76 2.15 2.95 4.43 3.15 
Within SD 0.53 0.48 0.59 0.44 0.50 
Between SD 0.92 0.58 0.79 0.90 0.79 1.02 0.58 1.18 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .001; Correlations below the diagonal represent within-person correlations (N = 
212). Correlations above the diagonal represent between-person correlations (N = 53).  

These effects were not significant for both outcomes (ps > .05). In addition, we ran the 

analyses with and without the demographic variables (i.e., age, gender, academic ability, 

and SES), and we reported results without them as they did not affect our analyses when 

included in the models.  

Main effects of weekly negative career feedback 

Career-related self-efficacy. Table 2 presents the results for testing Hypothesis 1. 

We found that weekly feedback on improvements needed correlated significantly with 

weekly self-efficacy (b = -.25, p < .001), whereas weekly feedback on progress and on 

goal suitability did not relate to weekly self-efficacy (b = -.09 and .07, respectively, 

ps > .05). These results partially supported Hypothesis 1.  

Career stress. Hypothesis 2 proposed a positive within-person relationship between 

weekly feedback and weekly career stress. In Table 2, the results also indicate partial 

support for our hypothesis: both weekly feedback on progress and feedback on 

improvements needed related positively to weekly career stress (b = .24 and .17, 

respectively; ps < .01), whereas feedback on goal suitability was not correlated 

significantly with stress (b = .01, p > .05). In addition, as expected, weekly career 
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self-efficacy related significantly to weekly career stress (b = -.26, p < .05); thus, 

supporting Hypothesis 3. 

Indirect effect of feedback on career stress via career self-efficacy 

   Table 2 also presents the results for testing the multilevel mediation model. We first 

examined the three types of feedback separately. The results suggested that, among the 

three feedback dimensions, only weekly feedback on improvements needed showed a 

significant indirect effect on weekly career stress via weekly career self-efficacy (path 

ab = .07 [.01, .14], p < .05), whereas self-efficacy did not mediate between feedback on 

progress or goal suitability and career stress (ps > .05). These results partially supported 

Hypothesis 4. We then included the three feedback types simultaneously in the 

mediation model and found no significant differences in the direct and indirect effects 

results. 

Table 2  
Within-Person Mediation Model 

Note. Unstandardized coefficients are reported. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 

Cross-level moderation effect of optimism 

   Tables 3, 4, and 5 present the results for testing Hypotheses 5 to 10, which predicted 

cross-level moderation effects of optimism, growth belief, and destiny belief on the 

within-person relationships between weekly feedback and career-related self-efficacy 

and career stress. As we had relatively small sample sizes (n = 4 at level 1 and n = 53 at 

Variables Career self-efficacy Career stress 
Coefficient SE CI (95%) Coefficient SE CI (95%) 

F/back on progress    -.09 .08 [-.26, .08]       .24** .08 [.07, .40] 
F/back on goal suitability 
F/back on improvements 

    .07 
   -.25*** 

.05 

.05 
[-.03,  .18] 
[-.35, -.15] 

      .01 
      .17** 

.08 

.07 
[-.15, .15] 
[.04,  .31] 

Career self-efficacy      -.26* .11 [-.48, -.04] 
Indirect effect of feedback on stress via self-efficacy 

Indirect effects       Coefficient     SE CI (95%) 
Progress on stress .05 .03 [-.02, .07] 
Goal suitability on stress        -.01 .03 [-.06, .05] 
Improvements on stress .07* .03 [.01, .14] 
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level 2), we followed the recommendations by Aguinis, Gottfredson, and Culpepper 

(2013) and separately analysed the interacting effects of the three feedback types and 

the two moderators.  

   The results (see Table 3) indicated that optimism moderated the relationship 

between weekly feedback on progress and self-efficacy and stress (interaction term 

coefficients = .19 and -.21, respectively; ps < .05), which partially supported 

Hypotheses 5 and 6. The deviance test (producing the log likelihood statistic -2 × log) 

indicated that the two moderation models showed significant improvement over the 

previous models (i.e., main effect models; Δ − 2 × log = 3.99 and 4.15; ps < .05). 

Simple slope analyses confirmed the nature of these moderation effects (Figure 1a): 

when optimism was high (+1SD), weekly feedback on progress was not significantly 

associated with weekly career self-efficacy (b = .02, p > .05); however, when optimism 

was low (-1SD), receiving more negative feedback was associated with lower 

self-efficacy (b = -.33, p < .01). Similarly, when optimism was high (+1SD), there was 

no significant association between within weekly feedback on progress and weekly 

career stress (b = .12, p > .05), but when optimism was low (-1SD), receiving more 

negative feedback was associated with experiencing higher career stress (b = .51, p 
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< .001); see Figure 1b). In addition, although not hypothesized, the results indicated that 

between-person optimism showed a positive main effect on career-related self-efficacy. 

   As shown in Table 4, growth belief did not moderate either the within-person 

relationships between negative feedback and career self-efficacy or career-related stress; 

thus, Hypotheses 7 and 8 were not supported. However, growth belief about work had a 

positive main effect on career self-efficacy, indicating that young people with higher 

levels of growth mind-set about work showed more self-belief in their capabilities in 

weekly career goal pursuit.  

   Destiny belief about work did not moderate between weekly feedback and career 

self-efficacy (see Table 5), but moderated the within-person relationship between 

negative feedback on goal suitability and career stress (interaction term coefficient = .18, 

p < .05; deviance test of Δ − 2 × log = 4.50, p < .05). Thus, Hypothesis 9 was not 

supported, whereas Hypothesis 10 was partially supported. Simple slope analysis 

confirmed the nature of this moderation (Figure 1c): when destiny belief was high 

(+1SD), receiving more negative feedback on goal suitability was significantly 

associated with more career stress (b = .21, p > .05), but there was no significant 

association (b = -.08, p > .05) when destiny belief was low (-1SD). Although not 
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hypothesized, destiny belief showed a negative main effect on career self-efficacy, as 

well as a positive main effect on career stress. This means that young people who 

believed in a “destined” career showed less confidence in their capabilities and greater 

anxiety and uncertainty in weekly career goal pursuit.   

Discussion 

   To our knowledge, the current study was the first in the career domain to examine 

the links at the within-person level between negative feedback and self-efficacy and 

stress that have been proposed in self-regulation theories (e.g., SCCT, Lent & Brown, 

2013; social cognitive theory, Bandura, 1991). Consistent with our hypotheses, 

self-efficacy mediated the positive relationship between negative feedback and stress. In 

addition, higher levels of trait optimism buffered the relationships between feedback 

and self-efficacy and stress, whereas higher levels of destiny mind-set about work 

strengthened the relationship between feedback and stress. In contrast, the results did 
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not provide support for the moderating role of growth mind-set in the relationships 

between feedback and self-efficacy/stress.  

   The analyses for the main effects of the three feedback types on career 

self-efficacy/stress, as well as the interacting effects with the three potential moderators 

(i.e., trait optimism, growth mind-set, and destiny mind-set), provided a differentiated 

perspective. Specifically, weekly negative feedback on progress was related to career 

stress, but not self-efficacy. Weekly feedback on goal suitability was not related to 

either self-efficacy or stress, whereas weekly negative feedback on improvements 

needed related to both outcomes. In addition, the mediation analyses further showed 

that weekly career self-efficacy only mediated between negative feedback on 
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improvements needed and career stress. A potential explanation for these results lies in 

the differences in the three types of feedback. Feedback indicating lack of progress, 

effort, and engagement might trigger a negative evaluation of goal-progress 

discrepancies, and, in turn, leads to greater anxiety and uncertainty over career goal 

attainment (Creed et al., 2015; Hu, Hood, et al., 2016). This feedback, however, is not 

directly relevant to ability evaluation, and, thus, might not be closely related to the 

self-beliefs in career capabilities.  

Rooted in previous literature (Moreno-Jiménez, et al., 2011; Odom & 

Vernon-Feagans, 2010; Wood & Bandura, 1989), we further examined whether the 

relationships between the feedback and self-efficacy and stress were moderated by trait 

optimism, growth mind-set, and destiny mind-set about work. Our findings showed that 

the links for feedback on progress and self-efficacy and stress were not significant when 

trait optimism was high (both were significant when trait optimism was low). This is 

likely because young adults who hold an optimistic view of life will have a positive 

explanatory style when processing and interpreting negative feedback on progress, and, 

as a result, maintain an optimistic evaluation of their capabilities and expectancy of 

future career (Hayes & Weathington, 2007). In contrast, for those who have lower 

levels of optimism, they will be more likely to doubt their goal attainability, attribute 

their lack of progress and achievement to low ability, and generate more anxiety. In 

addition, the links were not moderated by implicit theories of work, indicating that 

young people responded similarly (i.e., maintained their self-efficacy but generated 

greater stress) to the feedback regardless of their mind-set about work. This might also 

be partially due to the type of feedback (i.e., not directly relevant to ability evaluation); 
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mind-set about ability and person-job fit that are encapsulated in the implicit theories 

are not relevant in these links. 

   In a cross-sectional study at the between-person level, Hu, Creed, et al. (2016) 

showed that feedback on goal suitability was associated with both career self-efficacy 

and career stress. However, the links were not evident in our within-person study. 

Although scholars have suggested that relationships could differ at the within- and 

between-person levels (Dalal, Bhave, & Fiset, 2014), these non-significant findings 

need to be further examined in future research. One cautious interpretation could be that 

feedback indicating misfit between personal qualities and goal requirements might be 

the most detrimental feedback for young peoples’ career goal pursuit (Hu, Hood, et al., 

2017); thus, the feedback might need a longer time period to be assessed, processed, and 

incorporated in self-regulation processes. Also, it is possible that the strengths of the 

within-person relationships might be moderated by other third variables (i.e., the 

relationships would be significant under some conditions).  

Our moderation analyses showed that the links for feedback on goal suitability and 

stress were significant only when young people held higher levels of destiny beliefs 

about work. Consistent with previous literature, this indicates that those young people 

who believed in a predetermined career are more likely to incorporate negative 

feedback on goal suitability into their dynamic goal evaluation, and, thus, generate 

greater anxiety and uncertainty (Burnette et al., 2013; Hu, Creed, et al., 2017). However, 

our findings did not provide support for the strengthening role of destiny mind-set in the 

feedback-self-efficacy link. This means that higher levels of weekly negative feedback 

on goal suitability were not related to decreasing self-efficacy, regardless of young 
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peoples’ mind-set about work, suggesting that this type of feedback might not be 

directly related to young peoples’ evaluation of capabilities. However, future research 

needs to explore other moderators in this relationship. 

   Our findings suggested that negative feedback indicating lack of strategies to 

achieve career goals (i.e., feedback on improvements needed) is implicitly related to 

helpless-oriented self-regulatory processes (i.e., negative self-appraisals of their 

capabilities to realize their goals), and, in turn, is related to lower well-being (i.e., career 

stress). This relatively strong link between feedback on improvements needed and 

self-regulation processes has previously been demonstrated at the between-person level 

in cross-sectional and longitudinal studies (Hu, Creed, et al., 2016; Hu, Creed, et al., 

2017). However, contrary to our expectations, the links were not buffered when trait 

optimism and growth mind-set were high, and not strengthened when destiny mind-set 

was high; no cross-level moderation effects were revealed. One explanation is that 

reconsideration and re-evaluation of self-capabilities is an inevitable process under this 

circumstance (i.e., perceiving negative feedback on improvements needed), as are the 

increasing anxiety and uncertainty. However, before we can draw these conclusions, 

future research should examine other possible moderators. For example, whether higher 

levels of goal commitment (i.e., goal importance) strengthens the 

feedback-self-efficacy/stress links as suggested by other researchers (Hu, Hood, et al., 

2016), and whether social support can buffer these relationships (Lent & Brown, 2013). 

Practical implications 

   The current findings have practical implications. Our findings suggest that negative 

career goal feedback is related to unfavourable outcomes, such as lowering self-efficacy 
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and greater stress, which might further influence the young person’s career goal 

achievement. Career counsellors are encouraged to help young people identify the type 

of feedback they are perceiving, and help them to manage it accordingly. For example, 

based on our study, negative career feedback indicating a lack of strategies to achieve 

career goals is the most influential type of feedback in young adults’ cognitive 

self-regulation and well-being, and these relationships are not buffered by positive 

personal resources (i.e., optimism and growth mind-set). Counsellors need to help 

young people assess the credibility of this feedback, assist them to find solutions and 

strategies to improve their current situation, and, in turn, help them to improve the 

affective state.  

   In face of feedback indicating lack of progress, young people also tend to be less 

confident in their capabilities and be more anxious, in particular, when they have lower 

levels of optimism. Thus, it is important for career counsellors to pay attention to the 

young person’s general world view, which will help them understand how this view 

colours the young person’s interpretations of feedback on progress, and how this 

influences the self- and goal-appraisals.  

In response to negative feedback indicating misfit between personal qualities and 

goals, stress is also a likely outcome, especially when the young person holds a destiny 

mind-set about work. Career counsellors, thus, also need to help young people integrate 

information from different sources so that they can assess the credibility of the feedback, 

and prevent unfavourable outcomes that result from feedback that is not credible. 

Counsellors are also encouraged to help the young person identify and understand their 

own implicit theories about work, and improve their awareness of how this meaning 
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system influences their expectations regarding their career, as well as the way they 

process and respond to feedback. Also, counsellors can help young people move their 

destiny mind-set to be more growth-like (Hu, Hood, et al., 2017; Yeager & Walton, 

2011). This should help them better manage the feedback they receive and promote 

better efficacy in their capabilities and well-being.    

Limitations and future research 

   The study has a number of limitations. First, the relatively small sample size did not 

allow for the inclusion of the three moderators and interaction terms simultaneously in 

the moderation model, and might have limited statistical power to detect small effect 

sizes, especially with the cross-level moderation effects (Aguinis et al., 2013). Also, 

testing the moderation models separately might have inflated the Type 1 error rate 

(Aguinis et al., 2013). Thus, future research should aim to extend the results of the 

current study with larger sample sizes. Second, our study cannot infer causality or test 

other alternative relationship models (e.g., career stress as predictor of self-efficacy and 

feedback perception), and these need to be assessed. Third, the measure we used to 

assess growth mind-set about work had a low internal reliability. As diary studies need 

to use short surveys (cf. Ohly, Sonnentag, Niessen, & Zapf, 2010), we used 3 items 

from the 5-item original scale (Burnette & Pollack, 2013), which predictably led to a 

lowering of the reliability level (Cortina, 1993), and we might have underestimated the 

moderation effect of growth mind-set on the feedback-self-efficacy/stress links (Aiken 

& West, 1991). 

   In addition, our study examined only one career outcome variable (i.e., career stress) 

in response to negative feedback and self-efficacy. SCCT and general self-regulation 
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theories have proposed other important outcomes, such as career goal-setting, career 

actions (e.g., career planning, career exploration), as well as goal attainment (Lent & 

Brown, 2013; Bandura, 1991), and these need to be investigated in future research. 

Furthermore, our study focused on person influences on the feedback-self-regulation 

relationship; future research is required to test potential contextual moderators (Lent & 

Brown, 2013). 
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CHAPTER 9 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

   The research program investigated the role of career feedback in young adults’ 

career self-regulation. Feedback is a crucial construct that has received much attention 

in self-regulation theories (cf. Social Cognitive Theory, Bandura, 1991; Control Theory, 

Carver & Scheier, 1990; Goal-Setting Theory, Latham & Locke, 1991). However, most 

of the existing empirical studies have investigated the relationships between 

performance feedback (e.g., learning and sports performance feedback) and short-term, 

goal-related, self-regulation processes (e.g., Elicker et al., 2010; Taing, Smith, Singla, 

Johnson, & Chang, 2013), and, thus, do not address these relationships in higher-order, 

goal pursuit contexts such as career management. Compared with feedback in the 

short-term, goal management context, feedback in higher-order goal management 

processes (e.g., career goal feedback) is a much more extended and complex, but 

underexplored concept.  

        At the commencement of this research program, there was no consensus about the 

definition and conceptualization of career feedback, nor was there an existing scale to 

capture the different aspects of this construct in young adults. As a result, there was 

limited understanding of how different types/aspects of career feedback influenced 

young adults’ cognitive, affective, behavioural, and goal regulation. Nor did we 

understand how career feedback interacts with other personal/contextual variables to 

affect these self-regulatory processes. 

        To fill the gap in the extant literature, first a multidimensional measure was 

developed (Study 1) to assess the level of negative career feedback perceived by young 
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adults. In addition to this, guided by general self-regulation theories and SCCT, another 

four studies (Studies 2 to 5) were conducted to examine the theoretical mechanisms and 

boundary conditions for the relationships between negative career feedback, cognitive 

and affective regulatory processes, and goal adjustment/revision. These five studies 

were conducted using large and diverse samples of university/college students from 

Nanjing, China, as well as samples of university students from the Gold Coast, 

Australia. Cross-sectional as well as across-time, cross-lagged and diary-based models 

were tested. 

Summary of Findings 

   Study 1 developed and validated the new inventory to assess career feedback in 

young adults. Three dimensions were identified in the conceptualisation of the construct. 

These were feedback on goal suitability (the extent to which the young person’s career 

goal and their personal qualities, values, and abilities, are poorly matched), feedback on 

progress (the extent to which the person lacks investment, e.g., effort and engagement in 

their career goal pursuit), and feedback on improvements needed (the extent to which 

young adults lack effective strategies and ideas to improve their current state and reach 

their goals). The three dimensions were validated by being moderately and positively 

related to an existing career feedback scale (i.e., Feedback on Career Progress from 

Significant Others; FCPSO; Creed et al., 2015), and by explaining additional variance 

in career-related affective (i.e., career stress) and cognitive processes (i.e., career 

self-efficacy) to that explained by FCPSO. This demonstrated that the multi-factorial 

structure of the new inventory was an improvement on the narrow construct assessed by 

the FCPSO scale; thus, delivering improved content validity. While the Feedback on 
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Career Goals Inventory was initially developed and validated on a Chinese sample, 

which is a collectivist culture, the factor structure and psychometric characteristics were 

confirmed in a Western, Australian, sample, which demonstrated that the scale can also 

be used in an individualistic context.  

   Guided by self-regulation theories (Bandura, 1991; Carver & Scheier, 1990; 

Latham & Locke, 1991; Lent & Brown, 2013), Study 2 used this new inventory to 

examine how negative career feedback influenced affective processes (i.e., career-

related stress). This study contributed to the existing career literature in a number of 

ways. First, examining the association between multiple dimensions of negative career 

feedback and career stress demonstrated that the three types of feedback (on progress, 

goal suitability, and improvements needed) were not equal contributors to self-

regulation processes. Previous studies of career feedback were limited due to focusing 

on a single aspect of feedback (e.g., feedback on progress/performance, feedback on 

goal-aptitude match; Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Creed et al., 2015). Study 2 showed 

that, compared to negative feedback on progress, negative feedback on goal suitability 

and improvements needed had stronger relationships with perceived goal-progress 

discrepancies in young adults, and, in turn, related to greater frustration and anxiety 

about their future career. These results potentially reflect the different foci of the three 

feedback types. Negative feedback on progress (e.g., effort, achievements, and 

engagement) points directly to the need and direction required for goal achievement. In 

contrast, negative feedback on goal suitability and improvements needed implies that 

person-goal misfit and goal unattainability might prompt more direct reflections on 

progress-goal disparities and anxiety/uncertainty about goal choice. 
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   Second, Study 2 directly confirmed that self-appraisal (i.e., perceived 

discrepancies) mediated between career feedback and stress. This is a crucial mediation 

path proposed in regulatory theories (e.g., Bandura, 1991), but rarely tested in empirical 

studies. In addition, Study 2 provided evidence for the moderating role of career goal 

importance on this mediated relationship, which, though proposed in goal-setting 

theory (Latham & Locke, 1991), has received little attention in the empirical career 

literature (e.g., Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Dobrow & Tosti-Kharas, 2012). Consistent 

with goal-setting theory (Latham & Locke, 1991), the findings showed that the negative 

pathway from career feedback to progress-goal disparity to stress was stronger when 

young people perceived their career goals to be more important.   

   Study 3 was the first test of the cross-sectional relationship between negative 

career feedback and career goal disengagement, though this link had been proposed 

explicitly in general self-regulation theories (Bandura, 1991; Carver & Scheier, 1990) 

and SCCT (Lent & Brown, 2013). As expected, higher levels of negative feedback on 

progress, on goal suitability, and on improvements needed were related to more 

likelihood to withdraw effort and commitment from current career goals. Similar to 

Study 2, the results showed that the three feedback types were not related equally to 

self-regulation processes: negative career feedback on goal suitability was the most 

detrimental to goal persistence. Feedback on goal suitability indicates a fundamental 

doubt over the person’s career goal choice; therefore, disengagement from the goal can 

be seen as a sensible adaptive response to prevent future failures and disappointment 

(Wrosch, Carver, Miller, et al., 2003). In contrast, negative feedback on progress and 

improvements needed focus more on deficiencies in the goal pursuit behaviours to date, 
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and, thus, potentially, are not related to goal disengagement as strongly because there 

remains the capacity to improve things like effort and strategies and still achieve the 

goal.    

   Study 3 also extended the limited research on the boundary conditions of the 

relationship between negative career feedback and goal adjustment (Anderson & 

Mounts, 2012; Dobrow & Tosti-Kharas, 2012) by integrating an implicit theory 

perspective with SCCT (Burnette et al., 2013; Lent & Brown, 2013). Lent and Brown 

(2013) argued that people who have positive personal resources are more resilient to 

failures in career development throughout lifespan. However, no studies had directly 

tested this proposition in the career domain. Based on meta-analytic studies on implicit 

theories, Burnette et al. (2013) proposed that, when pursuing goals, people with positive 

personal resources of growth mind-sets (i.e., who believe that intelligence/abilities can 

be improved through time and effort) are less likely to undertake avoidance strategies 

(e.g., give up goals) and more likely to be positive (e.g., persist) in the face of setbacks 

(e.g., negative feedback), compared with people who have destiny mind-sets (i.e., who 

believe that intelligence/abilities are fixed and cannot be developed). Consistent with 

SCCT and Burnette et al.’s framework, beliefs that a successful career could be 

cultivated through effort (i.e., growth mind-set about work) were less likely to be 

related to avoidance- or helpless-oriented strategies (i.e., disengagement) when 

confronted with negative career feedback; whereas beliefs in a “perfect” career that 

does not need effort (i.e., destiny mind-set about work) were more likely to be related to 

disengagement (i.e., stop pursuing chosen goals in face of setbacks). The results also 

showed that, when confronted with negative feedback indicating misfit between goals 
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and personal qualities (i.e., negative feedback on goal suitability), young people respond 

similarly (i.e., are equally likely to disengage) regardless of their implicit beliefs about 

work. Feedback that the goal is not suitable implies that mind-set about effort or ability 

might not be relevant in moderating decisions related to disengagement. 

   While Study 2 and Study 3 together showed that negative career feedback related 

positively to two important self-regulation outcomes: negative affect and adjustment of 

goals, the directionality of these important relationships could not be confirmed due to 

the cross-sectional designs. To overcome this limitation, Study 4 tested a longitudinal 

mediation model, in which each career feedback dimension predicted later goal 

adjustment (i.e., disengagement and downward goal revision) via increasing negative 

affect (i.e., career-related stress). Consistent with Studies 2 and 3, Study 4 demonstrated 

that the three feedback dimensions did not relate equally to goal adjustment strategies 

and affective responses across time. When exposed to higher levels of negative 

feedback on goal suitability, young adults were more likely to disengage from their 

career goals later, whereas those with higher levels of negative feedback on 

improvements needed were more likely to lower their career aspiration later. In contrast, 

negative feedback on progress was not related to subsequent goal disengagement/ 

downward goal revision at T2. Potential explanations are that feedback indicating misfit 

between the person’s personal qualities and career choice elicits re-consideration of the 

goal choice and, consequently, leads to effort and commitment withdrawal. Feedback 

indicating the sort of improvement needed to reach that goal, on the other hand, might 

lead to negative evaluations of goal attainability, which, in turn, would lead to lowering 

the goal. Feedback indicating lack of progress, achievement, and effort/engagement 
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towards the career goal, in contrast, points out the future behavioural regulation or 

revision that is required (e.g., effort exertion, more engagement) and, thus, is not 

necessarily related to goal revision.  

   Study 4 provided further empirical support for the application of self-regulation 

theories (Bandura, 1991; Latham & Locke, 1991) in the career domain by showing that 

the across-time path between negative feedback and goal adjustment was mediated via 

affective regulatory processes. That is, young people with higher levels of feedback 

indicating lack of effective strategies for improvement were subsequently more anxious 

and uncertain over their future career, which, in turn, generated greater intention to 

lower their career aspirations. However, contrary to expectations, stress did not mediate 

between negative feedback on goal suitability and goal disengagement over time, 

suggesting that other potential affective mediation mechanisms (e.g., disappointment; 

Elicker et al., 2010) need to be considered.  

   Study 4 also provided partial support for the self-regulation models (e.g., 

Bandura), which propose that reciprocal linkages occur among affect, antecedent (e.g., 

feedback), and outcome variables (e.g., goal revision). Reversed effects were found 

between stress and the three types of feedback (i.e., stress → feedback on progress, on 

goal suitability, and on improvements needed), and between goal revision and stress 

(i.e., disengagement → stress). Combined with the finding that negative feedback on 

goal suitability led to a greater likelihood of disengagement later, these results implied 

a potential negative spiral where negative feedback indicating person-goal misfit leads 

to a greater intention to give up that goal, which generates greater uncertainty about 

future career, and then, in turn, elicits more negative feedback.  
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   The first four studies all focused on the between-person variance in career feedback 

and self-regulation. However, self-regulation, in essence, is a within-person, dynamic 

process (Lord et al., 2010). Thus, Study 5 examined the underlying mechanisms of the 

within-person links between negative career feedback and cognitive (i.e., career self-

efficacy) and affective self-regulation processes/emotional well-being (i.e., career 

stress). The findings of Study 5 provided the first evidence that career self-efficacy is a 

crucial mediator of the dynamic relationships between negative career feedback and 

career stress at the within-person level. Also consistent with previous theories and 

literature (Lent & Brown, 2013; Wood & Bandura, 1989), these dynamic links between 

feedback and self-efficacy/stress were moderated by person variables (i.e., trait 

optimism and mind-set about work). 

   The results of Study 5 provided further evidence that the three types of feedback 

were not equal predictors of self-regulation processes at the within-person level. 

Specifically, in weeks during which young people perceived more negative feedback on 

improvements needed, they reported less confidence in their capabilities to achieve their 

career goals and, in turn, were more anxious about their future career, regardless of their 

general view of life (i.e., trait optimism) and implicit theories of work (i.e., mind-set 

about work). This implies that helpless-oriented self-regulation processes (i.e., lowering 

career self-efficacy and career stress) might be likely outcomes of negative feedback 

indicating lack of effective strategies. In contrast, young people who had lower 

optimism showed less career self-efficacy and greater career stress in response to 

negative career feedback on progress. This suggests that young people with a positive 

general view of life might apply an optimistic explanatory style when processing and 
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interpreting feedback (e.g., focusing on positive aspects; Hayes & Weathington, 2007) 

and, thus, be more resilient to setbacks. Also, the results indicated that for young adults 

who believed in a destined career, weekly negative feedback on goal suitability was 

related to greater anxiety and frustration. That is, negative feedback indicating 

person-goal misfit might be more likely to be integrated into young people’s goal 

appraisals when they believe that person-job fit and career capabilities are fixed and 

cannot be developed through effort and time. 

General Discussion 

   The five studies in this PhD program contributed to the existing career feedback 

and self-regulatory literature. First, prior to this research program, only a handful of 

empirical studies had been conducted on the role of career feedback in young adults’ 

self-regulation (e.g., Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Creed et al., 2015; Dobrow & 

Tosti-Kharas, 2012; Lent et al., 2017), and, thus, the key assumptions of these 

feedback-self-regulation links proposed in theories had not been sufficiently tested. In 

line with SCCT and the general self-regulation theories (Bandura, 1991; Carver & 

Scheier, 1990; Latham & Locke, 1991; Lent & Brown, 2013), the findings of the 

program suggested that career feedback functioned as an important antecedent that 

evoked a series of self-regulatory processes. Specifically, young people processed and 

integrated negative career feedback into their self-appraisals of the progress-goal 

discrepancies and their career capacities (i.e. career-related self-efficacy). The detected 

discrepancies and lowered career self-efficacy, in turn, elicited negative affect (i.e., 

career stress such as anxiety and uncertainty about current goal choice and future goal 

attainment). In response to this negative affect, young people lowered the difficulty 
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level of their career goals: the aim of this, from theory, is to reduce or eliminate 

discrepancies and unfavorable affect and restore self-beliefs. To summarize, the 

findings provided direct evidence for the underlying mechanism of cognitive 

self-regulation (i.e., perceived disparities and career self-efficacy) between career 

feedback and negative affect/emotional well-being (i.e., career stress), and the 

underlying mechanism of negative affect between career feedback and goal adjustment. 

While the indirect effect of negative feedback on goal adjustment via cognitive 

self-regulation was implied, it was not demonstrated directly. Based on self-regulation 

theories, it will be important now to test cognitive and affective self-regulatory 

processes as concurrent mediators between career feedback and behavioural/goal 

adjustment in future research (Lord et al., 2010).  

   Although the current findings also demonstrated that career goal disengagement 

was a likely consequence of negative career feedback, they did not support career-

related stress as a mediating mechanism of the feedback-disengagement link; in 

contrast, career stress was found to be a consequence, rather than an antecedent, of goal 

disengagement. This means that young people might not give up career goals to 

eliminate career stress, but experience anxiety and uncertainty over their future career 

after they disengage from the goals. This is plausible, as feeling aimless and empty is a 

possible outcome of giving up goals without targeting other goals (Wrosch, Scheier, 

Carver et al., 2003). Therefore, the current findings suggest another possible mediation 

path of negative career feedback → goal disengagement → negative affect, which 

needs to be investigated in future research. The findings also leave room for future 

studies to investigate other possible affective mechanisms between negative feedback 
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and disengagement. For example, as Anderson and Mounts (2012) suggested, young 

people who pursue career goals set by others (such as parents), but not themselves, might 

feel relieved in response to negative feedback, and, in turn, give up these goals without 

necessarily feeling anxious or frustrated. In contrast, even for those who pursue self-set 

goals, negative feedback might trigger other types of negative affect such as 

disappointment and anger (Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Elicker et al., 2010). 

   Second, the project also provided a better understanding of the boundary conditions 

for the relationships between negative career feedback and self-regulatory processes. 

Previous meta-analytic studies have found that feedback was not always effective in 

directing self-regulation processes (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Smither, London, & Reilly, 

2005), and have called for research on potential moderators to investigate how and 

when people respond to feedback. Despite this, prior to this program of research, only 

three studies (Anderson & Mounts, 2012; Creed et al., 2015; Dobrow & Tosti-Kharas, 

2012) had investigated potential moderators of the career feedback-self-regulation links, 

and, thus, the conditions under which career feedback directs self-regulatory processes 

had not been addressed sufficiently. In the current program, driven by Burnette et al.’s 

(2013) integrative framework that links implicit theories to self-regulation, SCCT (Lent 

& Brown, 2013), and goal-setting theory (Latham & Locke, 1991), person-based 

variables (i.e., growth mind-set about work, destiny mind-set about work, trait optimism) 

as well as goal characteristics (i.e., career goal importance) were identified as potential 

moderators in the relationships between negative career feedback and self-regulatory 

strategies.  
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   Consistent with these theories, the findings suggested that positive personal 

resources (i.e., a growth mind-set about work and trait optimism) were potential 

protective factors for young people experiencing negative career feedback; these 

individuals were more likely to maintain career self-efficacy and well-being (when they 

had higher levels of optimism) and stay committed to their goals (when they had more 

of a growth mind-set about work). In contrast, stronger fixed mind-sets about work and 

lower levels of optimism were exacerbating factors; individuals were more likely to 

have lower well-being (with a destiny mind-set about work or lower levels of optimism) 

and give up their goals (with a destiny mind-set) following negative career feedback. In 

addition, career goal importance increased young peoples’ sensitivity and alertness to 

negative feedback; young people who regarded their career goals as more self-relevant 

detected greater progress-goal disparities in response to negative feedback and, in turn, 

experienced more negative affect. These findings together add to the existing 

understanding of “when” young people are most resilient or vulnerable to negative 

career feedback in their goal pursuit.  

   Finally, the extant general and career-specific literature on feedback has focused 

mainly on performance/progress feedback, while the effects of other types of feedback 

(e.g., feedback on goal appropriateness, and feedback on how to improve) on 

self-regulation, though mentioned in some theoretical frameworks (e.g., Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007; Shute, 2008) and experienced in real life, have been rarely 

investigated. As a result, until now, very little was known about how and why these 

common types of feedback influenced young people’s self-regulatory processes. The 

PhD program investigated three types of career feedback (on progress, on goal 
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suitability, and on improvements needed) and found that they related differently to the 

self-regulation processes.  

   The findings indicated that feedback on improvements needed was more relevant 

to negative self-appraisals of ability (i.e., was the only one that related to career 

self-efficacy at the within-person level), which, in turn, triggered more anxiety about 

goal attainment (i.e., showed a stronger association with career stress when three types 

of feedback were tested simultaneously) and lower goal expectations (i.e., was the only 

one that predicted later downward goal revision). In the current program, there was 

evidence that positive personal resources (i.e., growth mind-set about work) were 

protective factors in the links between this type of feedback and negative self-regulatory 

processes, supporting the need for future research. As negative feedback on 

improvements needed more closely related to negative evaluation of ability, a measure 

of growth mind-set about ability might be more directly relevant and appropriate in this 

situation. 

    It also will be important to examine external resources (e.g., social support) as 

potential moderators in these relationships. The current program only tested goal and 

personal characteristics as moderators; whereas general self-regulation theories and 

SCCT suggest that the career self-management process is facilitated or hindered by both 

personal and contextual factors (Bandura, 1991; Latham & Locke, 1991; Lent & Brown, 

2013). For example, young people with more social support might be more resilient to 

negative feedback, and, in turn, be less likely to respond negatively. Future research is 

required to examine these potential contextual moderators. 
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 Negative feedback on goal suitability was the only one that related to later goal 

disengagement, indicating that this type of feedback might be the most detrimental to 

young adults’ career goal persistence. However, when the current career goals are indeed 

not suitable, this type of feedback might prevent young people from repeated failures 

and disappointment, especially if they successfully find other goals to pursue 

(Wrosch, Scheier, Miller, et al., 2003). Therefore, it would be helpful to investigate 

whether and when negative feedback on goal suitability triggers exploration of other 

career paths and engagement with other goals. 

 Negative feedback on progress, in contrast, showed weaker associations with 

perceived disparities and career stress when effects of the two other types of feedback 

were controlled, and was not related to within-person career self-efficacy and later goal 

revision, indicating that this type of feedback contributed relatively little in its own right 

to negative career self-regulation processes. This is plausible as negative feedback on 

progress suggests potential failures are the result of a lack of effort and engagement 

rather than lack of ability and poor goal choice. Following this logic, in response to this 

feedback, young people are likely to undertake other adaptive strategies such as exerting 

more effort and greater focus on the goals. These possibilities also need to be examined 

in future research.    

Limitations and Future Directions 

   Some limitations, which also highlight potential future research, are acknowledged. 

First, although the newly developed scale has been validated in both Chinese and 

Australian contexts (i.e., collectivist and individualist cultures), generalizability of the 

current findings needs to be further established in future research. In three of the studies, 
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the samples consisted only of health/social science students, and all had 

disproportionally more females than males. Although gender was not related to the 

outcome variables (i.e., career-related stress, career self-efficacy, and career goal 

disengagement), and discipline has not been proposed or demonstrated to be a predictor 

in these relationships, the findings need to be examined in more representative samples 

of students from more diverse disciplines in future research. In addition, the current 

program only sampled young people in university/college; it will be important to test 

whether the empirical evidence for the negative career feedback-self-regulation 

mechanisms can be confirmed in young people in different settings (e.g., at work, where 

goals are at least partly set by supervisors/organizations and might not be as easy to 

amend, and where feedback from external sources might be more important and 

relevant to career progress). 

   Second, the current program operationalized goal adjustment/revision as two 

different strategies of goal disengagement and downward goal revision, while other 

behavioural strategies proposed in general self-regulation theories (Bandura, 1991; 

Carver & Scheier, 1990; Latham & Locke, 1991; Wrosch, Carver, Miller, et al., 2003) 

and SCCT (Lent & Brown, 2013) need to be examined in future research. For example, 

young people can also exert attention and effort to pursue other career goals (i.e., goal 

engagement activities; Wrosch, Carver, Miller, et al., 2003) without necessarily 

disengaging completely from their current goals or pursuing a less challenging or 

prestigious goal (e.g., a medical student seeks opportunities and undertakes activities 

related to being a psychologist in the future but still engages in medicine-related study 

and training). It will be important to investigate the relationship between negative career 
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feedback and goal engagement and re-engagement, especially re-engagement into a 

different career area. Related to this, we do not understand what cognitive and affective 

mechanisms mediate between negative feedback and re-engagement, and what external 

and personal resources can help people successfully engage with other goals when 

confronted with negative career feedback.  

 In addition, negative career feedback is not always discouraging (e.g., lowers self-

efficacy and elicits goal abandonment), but can also be motivating; that is, young 

people might invest more effort and time in the current goals to eliminate negative 

feedback and progress-goal disparities and to achieve the goals (Bandura, 1991; Carver 

& Scheier, 1990). Effort exertion was not examined as an adaptive strategy in the 

current program. Thus, the negative feedback-effort link, and the underlying 

mechanisms and boundary conditions for this link, could not be addressed in the current 

program, but needs to be looked at in future research.  

   Third, only negative career feedback was investigated. The current program 

showed that negative feedback triggered self-regulatory processes and implied that 

negative feedback might relate negatively to some favorable career-related outcomes, 

such as increasing career self-efficacy, upward goal revision, and well-being. 

According to self-regulation theories (e.g., social cognitive theory, Bandura, 1991), 

positive feedback also plays a key role in self-regulatory processes. Positive career 

feedback might trigger two different feedback loops. The first is a discrepancy-creation 

process, which can lead to setting higher career goals (i.e., upward goal revision) and 

exerting more effort to achieve them. The second is a discrepancy-reduction process, 

which leads to reducing effort to eliminate “positive discrepancies” between the current 
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state and goals. Thus, it will be important to examine how and when positive career 

feedback (e.g., feedback indicating hard work and engagement, good person-goal fit, and 

effective strategies) elicits positive self-regulatory processes (i.e., discrepancy-creation 

loop). For example, when pursuing intrinsic career goals (vs. extrinsic goals), young 

people might be more likely to set higher goals (e.g., more challenging) in response to 

positive feedback (Wang & Mukhopadhyay, 2012).  

   Also, the current project focused on examining the outcomes of feedback, and, thus, 

was not able to answer important research questions such as: “What internal and external 

factors influence the way young people perceive career feedback?” and “How do young 

people process, filter, and integrate inconsistent feedback from different sources?” 

Previous literature on organizational feedback sheds some light on these questions. For 

example, feedback orientation (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010) and feedback environment 

(Steelman et al., 2004) are potential antecedents to career-related feedback, and might 

act as moderators between feedback and subsequent self-regulation processes. This 

needs to be tested in future research.  

   In addition, although a cross-lagged longitudinal design was employed to 

investigate the relationship between negative career feedback and goal adjustment via 

affective self-regulation, such mediated paths were not able to be fully confirmed in this 

two-wave study. Thus, short- (e.g., daily or weekly survey) and long-term longitudinal 

designs with three or more waves are needed to fully investigate the dynamic, 

underlying mechanisms between feedback and self-regulatory processes. 

        Last, the project used self-report survey data to investigate all relationships, which 

might not fully reflect the relationships between actual feedback and self-regulatory 
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processes. To overcome this weakness, feedback from multi-sources can be collected in 

future research, including external feedback by surveying parents, teachers, and peers, 

as well as internal feedback by self-report. In addition, experimental designs can be 

used, for example, to examine how young people respond when receiving manipulated 

feedback on their career goal choice (cf. Anderson & Mounts, 2012), and on their effort 

and engagement in career goal pursuit (e.g., compared with other participants). Possible 

outcomes could be goal disengagement/effort exertion (e.g., the discrepancies between 

T1 and T2 in their reported time and focus on the original career goal), goal 

re-engagement (e.g., the change from T1 to T2 in their responses to the primary career 

goal they are pursuing), and career exploration (e.g., the discrepancies between T1 and 

T2 in their reported time and effort in career exploration activities).  

Practical Implications 

   The Feedback on Career Goals Inventory provides an age-appropriate tool to 

assess the level and type of career feedback that is being received, which can be used in 

career counselling to help young people with career goal-setting and goal management. 

Thus, counsellors are encouraged to use this scale to help identify the type of feedback 

young people perceive as most prevalent or most negative. Also, this measure includes 

items for both external and internal feedback, which can help evaluate the feedback 

credibility by considering the main source of the feedback.  

 The findings suggest that perceiving negative feedback on goal suitability is the 

most detrimental to goal persistence, cross-sectionally and over time. In this situation, 

counsellors are encouraged to help young people reflect on this feedback by seeking 

additional feedback from different sources and undertaking career exploration activities 
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(e.g., career aptitude test). If poor person-goal fit is confirmed, goal disengagement 

might be a necessary and adaptive strategy to avoid future failures. As the findings 

suggest, young people who disengage from their current goals are more likely to 

generate greater career stress, and, as a result, more likely to perceive negative feedback 

in the future. To prevent this negative spiral, it is important for counsellors to help these 

people shift their attention and commitment to a more appropriate career goal, which 

might need more self-exploration and exploration of other career possibilities.  

 Findings also indicated that perceiving feedback on improvements needed was the 

main predictor of lower career self-efficacy, greater stress, and reduced goal 

expectations. In this situation, career counsellors are encouraged to help young adults 

identify the current barriers to improvement, and evaluate whether they have personal 

and social resources to overcome these barriers. If manageable, further career planning 

is needed. If it is unrealistic to improve the current state, putting aside or lowering 

career expectations temporarily are adaptive strategies that might restore self-efficacy 

and well-being. In response to negative feedback on progress, which indicates that the 

person is not engaging or expending sufficient effort, career counsellors are encouraged 

to help the person manage time more effectively and make more appropriate career 

plans.  

   Finally, the findings suggest that young people with positive personal resources 

(e.g., beliefs that effort and time can help build a successful career; positive life view) 

are more resilient to negative career feedback; whereas, other person characteristics (i.e., 

beliefs that a “perfect” career does not need much effort) might exacerbate the negative 

feedback-negative strategies links. Thus, career counsellors are encouraged to identify 
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those young people who are likely to be more vulnerable to negative feedback and 

consider helping them respond more adaptively to feedback by assisting them to adopt 

more growth-oriented mindsets (Yeager & Walton, 2011) and a more optimistic, 

general approach to their career goal setting, goal expectations, and goal management. 

Conclusion  

   This program of work addressed several gaps in the career literature by developing 

and validating a scale that captures different types of career feedback, investigating the 

underlying mechanisms relating negative career feedback to young adults’ career 

self-regulation, and exploring the boundary conditions for these mechanisms. The 

findings provided empirical evidence, consistent with general self-regulation theories 

and SCCT, that negative career feedback is related to career goal adjustment/revision 

(i.e., downward goal revision and goal disengagement) through cognitive (i.e., negative 

self-appraisals of progress-goal disparities and career capacity to achieve goals) and 

affective self-regulatory processes (i.e., career anxiety and uncertainty over future 

career). In addition, driven by theories, the program tested person- (i.e., implicit theories 

about work, trait optimism) and goal-based variables (i.e., career goal importance) as 

potential moderators in these feedback-self-regulation links. Consistent with the 

hypotheses, positive personal resources (i.e., growth mind-set about work and trait 

optimism) buffered the relationship between negative career feedback and negative self-

regulation, whereas destiny mind-set and lower levels of optimism and goal importance 

exacerbated the relationship. 

        These findings also generated practical implications for career counsellors. The 

newly developed scale can be used to help young people identify the most worrying 
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type of career feedback and the source of the feedback. In response to different types of 

feedback, counsellors are encouraged to help young people seek other feedback from 

different sources, undertake career exploration activities, identify career barriers and 

resources, and review their career plans, and to help them make more appropriate and 

effective decisions. In addition, to help young adults be more resilient in the face of 

negative career feedback, counsellors need to help young people adopt more 

growth-oriented mindsets about ability and person-job fit and/or a more optimistic 

general approach in life. 
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CHAPTER 10 
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GRIFFITH UNIVERSITY HUMAN RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE 
                                                              
16-Oct-2014 
 
Dear Ms HU 
 
I write further to the additional information provided in relation to the conditional 
approval granted to your application for ethical clearance for your project "The Effect 
of Career-Related Feedback on Chinese Young Adults’ Career Goal Revision" (GU Ref 
No: PSY/A7/14/HREC). This is to confirm receipt of the remaining required 
information, assurances or amendments to this protocol. Consequently, I reconfirm my 
earlier advice that you are authorised to immediately commence this research on this 
basis. The standard conditions of approval attached to our previous correspondence 
about this protocol continue to apply. 
 
Regards 
Dr Gary Allen 
Senior Policy Officer 
Office for Research 
Bray Centre, Nathan Campus 
Griffith University 
ph: +61 (0)7 3735 5585 
fax: +61 (0)7 3735 7994 
email: g.allen@griffith.edu.au 
web:  
Cc:  
Researchers are reminded that the Griffith University Code for the Responsible Conduct 
of Research provides guidance to researchers in areas such as conflict of interest, 
authorship, storage of data, & the training of research students. 
You can find further information, resources and a link to the University's Code by 
visiting 
http://policies.griffith.edu.au/pdf/Code%20for%20the%20Responsible%20Conduct%20
of%20Research.pdf 
PRIVILEGED,  PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL 
This email and any files transmitted with it are intended solely for the use of the 
addressee(s) and may contain information which is confidential or privileged. If you 
receive this email and you are not the addressee(s) [or responsible for delivery of the 
email to the addressee(s)], please disregard the contents of the email, delete the email 
and notify the author immediately 
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potential participants more vulnerable then extra precautions might have been required 
with regard to privacy, participatory status and risk. However, because of the specifics 
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This decision is subject to ratification at the next meeting of the HREC. However, you 
are authorised to immediately commence the revised project on this basis. I will only 
contact you again about this matter if the HREC raises any additional questions or 
comments about this variation. 
 
Regards 
Dr Gary Allen 
Senior Policy Officer 
Office for Research 
Bray Centre, Nathan Campus 
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ph: +61 (0)7 3735 5585 
fax: +61 (0)7 3735 7994 
email: g.allen@griffith.edu.au 
web:  
Cc:  
Researchers are reminded that the Griffith University Code for the Responsible Conduct 
of Research provides guidance to researchers in areas such as conflict of interest, 
authorship, storage of data, & the training of research students. 
You can find further information, resources and a link to the University's Code by 
visiting 
http://policies.griffith.edu.au/pdf/Code%20for%20the%20Responsible%20Conduct%20
of%20Research.pdf 
PRIVILEGED,  PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL 
This email and any files transmitted with it are intended solely for the use of the 
addressee(s) and may contain information which is confidential or privileged. If you 
receive this email and you are not the addressee(s) [or responsible for delivery of the 
email to the addressee(s)], please disregard the contents of the email, delete the email 
and notify the author immediately 
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Instructions 
These questions ask about your current throughts and feelings regarding your career 
goals. Indicate your levels of agreement or disagreement with each item by circling the 
one number that best reflects your situation. You might have various career goals, but 
when answering these questions, think about the most important career goal for which 
you are currently striving.Remember, there are no right or wrong answers. We are 
interested in what is “true” for you.  

In respect to my career progress… 
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1: I am told that I am not making good 
progress towards my career goals  1 2 3 4 5 6 

2: I am told that I need to put in more effort 
to get into the career I want  1 2 3 4 5 6 

3: People let me know that I need to 
improve certain skills to achieve my career 
goals  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4: People tell me that I am not working 
hard enough to get into my chosen career  1 2 3 4 5 6 

5: People around me tell me that I am not 
motivated enough to achieve my chosen 
career  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

6: People around me tell me that I am well 
on track for the career I want  1 2 3 4 5 6 
7: People tell me that what I have achieved 
so far is not good enough to get into the 
career I want 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

8: I am told that I am determined enough to 
get into the career I am after  1 2 3 4 5 6 
9: People tell me that I need better plans to 
achieve the career I want 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

What are your thoughts on your career? 
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1: Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know 
how to handle unforeseen situations 
regarding my chosen career  

1 2 3 4 5 

2: If I am in trouble regarding my career, I 
can usually think of something to do 1 2 3 4 5 
3: I can remain calm when facing 
difficulties regarding my chosen career 
because I can rely on my abilities 

1 2 3 4 5 

4: When I am confronted with a problem 
regarding my chosen career, I can usually 
find several solutions 

1 2 3 4 5 

5: No matter what comes my way regarding 
my chosen career, I’m usually able to 
handle it 

1 2 3 4 5 

6: My past experiences regarding my 
chosen career have prepared me well for my 
occupational future 

1 2 3 4 5 
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What are your thoughts on your career? 
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7: I meet the goals that I set for myself 
regarding the career I want 1 2 3 4 5 
8: I feel prepared to meet most of the 
demands regarding my chosen career 1 2 3 4 5 

 

In respect to my career goals… 
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1: People who know me well think that my 
chosen career will not bring me what I 
really want in life  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2: People I trust think that my preferred 
career direction is not consistent with my 
values  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3: I am told that my preferred career choice 
will not let me display my real talents  1 2 3 4 5 6 
4: People tell me that I have chosen a 
career direction that does not really suits 
me  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5: People I trust think that I am a good 
match for my chosen career  1 2 3 4 5 6 
6: I am told outright that I don’t have the 
talent for the career I want 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7: People I respect tell me that my chosen 
career would be good for me  1 2 3 4 5 6 
8: People tell me that it is not realistic to 
keep pursuing the career I have selected 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

In respect to my career progress… 
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1: People I trust let me know what I need to 
do to get the career I want 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2: I don’t get good guidance from the 
people around me about progressing my 
career goals 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3: I do not get helpful advice from others 
about how I can reach my career goals  1 2 3 4 5 6 
4: People I respect give me helpful advice 
about what I need to do to get the career I 
want  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5: I don’t get helpful information from 
people about how to get into the career I 
want 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

6: People provide conflicting information 
about what I should do to get the career I 
am after 

1 2 3 4 5 6 



CAREER FEEDBACK IN CAREER SELF-REGULATION           259 

In respect to my career progress… 
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7: I find it hard to get constructive career 
advice from others 1 2 3 4 5 6 
8: Most career advice I get from those 
around me just confuses me; it’s not very 
helpful 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

What are your reflections on your career 
progress? 
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1: When I reflect on my progress towards 
my career goals, I am not satisfied with 
how well I am doing 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2: I feel that what I have accomplished so 
far for my career meets my expectations  1 2 3 4 5 6 
3: I find that I don’t have the same 
enthusiasm for my chosen career as others 
of my age have for theirs 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4: Compared with others of my age, I think 
I am less on track for the career that I want 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5: I know that I am putting in the right 
amount of effort to progress my career 
goals 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

6: I know that the career progress I have 
made is less than that of others of my age  1 2 3 4 5 6 
7: My experience tells me that I am not 
progressing my career goals as well as I 
should 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

8: When I reflect on it, I don’t think I have 
made as much progress towards my chosen 
career as I wanted 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

What are your thoughts on your career 
goal choice? 
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1: I am not sure the career direction I have 
chosen is a good match for my talents and 
interests  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2: I am not sure if I have chosen the right 
career for me 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3: My career goals don’t excite me  1 2 3 4 5 6 
4: The career direction I have chosen feels 
right to me  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5: I realise that the career I have been 
pursuing will not be as satisfying as I thought  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

6: I don’t think that my chosen career would 
be good for me 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

7: My career plans make a lot of sense to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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In respect to my career progress… 
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1: My own experience does not tell me 
what to do to reach my career goals  1 2 3 4 5 6 
2: I feel uncertain about what I have to do 
to reach my career goals 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3: Even by looking at what others are 
doing, I can’t see what I need to do to get 
the career I want  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4: I have not worked out my own strategies 
to get the career I want 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5: I do not have many ideas about how to 
reach my career goals 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6: I trust myself to know how to get the 
career I want 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7: I rely on my own judgement when 
deciding what I need to do about my career 1 2 3 4 5 6 

What do you think of your career goals? 
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1: It is my calling to benefit others in my 
future chosen career 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2: I think of benefiting others through my 
future chosen career all the time; it is like 
my calling 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3: It is more important that my career 
benefits others, rather than just benefits me 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4: I believe that I can make an important 
contribution to the community in my future 
chosen career 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5: I enjoy that my future career will be 
recognized in the community as important 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6: I have no clear sense of a future career 
direction that would be meaningful for me 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7:I struggle to identify an important career 
goal that would give me a reason to get up 
in the morning and do something about it  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

8: I feel a sense of satisfaction because I 
have chosen a career path that I see as 
personally meaningful 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

9: Preparing for my career is contributing 
to my personal growth 1 2 3 4 5 6 
10: I have chosen a career path that will 
give a real purpose to my life 1 2 3 4 5 6 
11: All I want to do now is to pursue the 
career that is inspiring me 1 2 3 4 5 6 
12: I am obsessed about the career I am 
aiming for to the point that sometimes 
nothing else interests me 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

13: Everything I do to prepare for my 
career is enjoyable and draws me toward it 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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What do you think of your career goals? 
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14: When it comes to planning for my 
dream career, I do not waste time; it is like 
I am on a mission 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

15: I take every opportunity to progress my 
career goals 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

In respect to my career progress… 
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1: My plans are not working out to get the 
career I really want  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2: What I have achieved to date doesn’t 
give me confidence that I will reach my 
career goals 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3: I am making progress on my career 
goals, but I don’t think I have achieved 
enough to get the career I want 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4: Despite my best efforts, I think I am 
going to miss out on my ideal career 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5: Even with my best efforts, I think I will 
have to settle for something less than my 
ideal career 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

6: I am working hard, but still doubt I will 
end up with the career I would really like 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

7: I doubt I can meet the standards of entry 
to my ideal career 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

8: I have set my sights on a particular 
career, but I don’t think that I am going to 
reach it 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

9: I have an image of my dream job, but I 
think it is out of my reach 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

10: I thought I had the ability to get the 
career I want, but now I am not so sure 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

11: I know the career I want, but don’t 
think I have what it takes to reach it 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

12: I am not sure I am capable of meeting 
the requirements for the career I really want 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

What do you feel about your career 
future? 
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1: I feel frustrated because I doubt what I 
am planning for my future is what I really 
want 

1 2 3 4 5 

2: I feel frustrated because I do not know 
what I want to do in the future 

1 2 3 4 5 

3: I am anxious because I do not know 
what my aptitude is 

1 2 3 4 5 
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What do you feel about your career 
future? 
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4: I feel anxious because I have not decided 
for sure what kind of career I want 

1 2 3 4 5 

5: I am concerned that my aptitude does 
not fit the job I have chosen 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

What are your plans for your career ? 
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1: I plan to reduce my effort towards my 
current career goal 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2: I intend to give up trying to achieve my 
current career goal 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3: I plan to stay committed to my current 
career goal; I am not letting it go  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4: I am going to stop thinking about my 
current career goal and let it go 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

What are your plans for your career? 
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1: I plan to lower my career goal; I am 
aiming too high 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2: I intend to pursue a less responsible 
career than my current choice 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3: The occupation I am aiming for is too 
unrealistic; I need to reduce my 
aspirations 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4: I plan to aim for a career that is less 
demanding than my current choice 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5: I intend to pursue an easier career goal 
than the one I currently have  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

6: I plan to aim for a less challenging 
career than my current choice 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

In respect to my career progress… 
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1: My family tells me that I am not working 
hard enough to reach my career goals  1 2 3 4 5 6 
2: My friends think I should be more 
focused on my career 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3: I have had other people say to me that 
the progress I am making on my career is 
too slow 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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In respect to my career progress… 
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4: My family tells me that the grades I am 
receiving in my studies will not get me the 
career I want 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5: I know from what my family is saying 
that I need to think more about my career 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6: It is clear from what my family is saying 
that they don’t think I am capable of 
reaching my career goals 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

7: My friends doubt that I can achieve my 
ideal career 1 2 3 4 5 6 
8: My friends tell me that my ideal career is 
out of my reach 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
Finally, these last questions are about you 
1. What is your gender? 
��Male      
��Female 

2. Your birthdate (e.g., 19901102) 
_________years 

3. What’s your entrance score? (Plz indicate “Jiangsu” after your score if you are a 
student from Jiangsu) 
___________(e.g., 380 (Jiangsu)) 

4. Where do you study? 
��Jiangsu Jiankang Vocational College  
��Nanjing University of Aeronautics and Astronautics  
��Nanjing Normal University 
��Nanjing Normal University (Zhongbei College) 
��Nanjing University of Chinese Medicine  
��Zhengde Polytechnic College  
��Other 

5. What year are you in at your university/college? 
��First year   
��Second year   
��Third year   
��Fourth year   
��Fifth year  
��Other 

6. What are you majoring in? 
_________________ 

7. Are you working as well as studying? 
��No  
��Yes 

8. When you compare yourself to your classmates, how would you describe your 
(family’s) current financial situation? 
��Much better off than others  
��A little better off than others  
��About the same as others  
��A little worse off than others  
��Much worse off than others 

9. What is your father’s highest educational level? 
��Primary school or lower 
��Junior high school 
��Secondary vocational school 
��Vocational high school 
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��High school 
��College graduated 
��Bechalor degree 
��Masters degree or above 
��Other: Please specify:__________________ 

10. What is your father’s job? (If your father is not working now, write what his last job 
was) 

    ________________  
11. What is your mother’s highest educational level? 
��Primary school or lower 
��Junior high school 
��Secondary vocational school 
��Vocational high school 
��High school 
��College graduated 
��Bechalor degree 
��Masters degree or above 
��Other: Please specify:__________________ 

12. What is your mother’s job? (If your mother is not working now, write what her last 
job was; if your mother is never working outside, write “home duties”) 
________________  

16. Please indicate your student number for us to match your data: 
   _____________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please turn over 
 
 

 

 
Prize draw: 
1. Do you want to participate in a prize draw for a suguo voucher of�500 ?  
��Yes 
��No 

2. If yes, please also indicate your most commonly used email address for us to contact 
you if you win the vouncher: 
   ________________________ 
3. Or other contact ways if you like (e.g., phone number, mail address): 
   ________________________ 
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Appendix D 

Study Booklet: Study Information, Prize Draw Entry and Contact Forms, and 

Research Questionnaire: Study 1, Study 2, and Study 4 (Chinese Version) 

(Printed with Griffith University Logo) 
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最后，是一些关于您的个人信息收集 
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现在您已完成了全部题目。非常感谢您的参与。愿您在接下来的期末考试中取得好成绩！ 

为保护您的隐私，请您翻到下一页填写少量信息来参与 500 元苏果礼金卡抽奖活动。 
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Appendix E 

Letter of Approval from the Griffith University Human Research Ethics 

Committee: Study 1 and Study 3 

GRIFFITH UNIVERSITY HUMAN RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE 
                                                                            

 9/25/15 
Dear Prof Peter Creed 
 
I write in relation to your application for ethical clearance for your project "Career Goal 
Feedback in Young Adultsā?T Self-Regulation" (GU Ref No: 2015/740). The Committee 
resolved to grant your application a clearance status of "Fully Approved". 
This is to confirm receipt of the remaining required information, assurances or 
amendments to this protocol. 
Consequently, I reconfirm my earlier advice that you are authorised to  immediately 
commence this research on this basis. 
The standard conditions of approval attached to our previous correspondence about this 
protocol continue to apply. 
 
Regards 
 
Dr Gary Allen 
Senior Policy Officer 
Office for Research 
Bray Centre, Nathan Campus 
Griffith University 
ph: 3735 5585 
fax: 5552 9058 
email: g.allen@griffith.edu.au 
 
Join the Trans-Tasman discussion about research integrity 
and human research ethics at http://www.ahrecs.com/blog. 
Researchers are reminded that the Griffith University Code for the Responsible Conduct 
of Research provides guidance to researchers in areas such as conflict of interest, 
authorship, storage of data, & the training of research students. 
You can find further information, resources and a link to the University's Code by visiting 
Griffith's webpage: Griffith University Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research 
 
PRIVILEGED,  PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL 
This email and any files transmitted with it are intended solely for the use of the 
addressee(s) and may contain information which is confidential or privileged. If you 
receive this email and you are not the addressee(s) [or responsible for delivery of the 
email to the addressee(s)], please disregard the contents of the email, delete the email and 
notify the author immediately 
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Appendix F 

Study Booklet: Study Information, Prize Draw Entry and Contact Forms, and 

Research Questionnaire: Study 1 and Study 3  

(Printed with Griffith Universtiy Logo) 
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Instructions 
This survey asks questions about your experience of career-related feedback, your 
feelings and career related beliefs and actions. Demographic questions are placed at the 
end.  
After finishing this survey, you will be asked to fill out some identifying information in 
a separate survey, which will only be used to draw the prize and award course credit. 
These statements ask you about your experience of career-related feedback regarding 
your career goal progress. You might have various career goals, but when answering 
these questions, think about the most important career goal for which you are currently 
striving. Indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each item. Remember, 
there are no right or wrong answers. We are interested in what is "true" for you. 

In respect to my career progress… 
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1: I am told that I am not making good 
progress towards my career goals  1 2 3 4 5 6 

2: People tell me that I am not working 
hard enough to get into my chosen career  1 2 3 4 5 6 

3: People around me tell me that I am not 
motivated enough to achieve my chosen 
career  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4: People tell me that what I have achieved 
so far is not good enough to get into the 
career I want 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

In respect to my career goals… 
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1: People who know me well think that my 
chosen career will not bring me what I 
really want in life  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2: People I trust think that my preferred 
career direction is not consistent with my 
values  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3: I am told that my preferred career choice 
will not let me display my real talents  1 2 3 4 5 6 
4: People tell me that I have chosen a 
career direction that does not really suits 
me  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

In respect to my career progress… 
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1: I don’t get good guidance from the 
people around me about progressing my 
career goals 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2: I do not get helpful advice from others 
about how I can reach my career goals  1 2 3 4 5 6 
3: I don’t get helpful information from 
people about how to get into the career I 
want 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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In respect to my career progress… 
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4: I find it hard to get constructive career 
advice from others 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

What are your reflections on your career 
progress? 
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1: Compared with others of my age, I think 
I am less on track for the career that I want 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2: I know that the career progress I have 
made is less than that of others of my age  1 2 3 4 5 6 
3: My experience tells me that I am not 
progressing my career goals as well as I 
should 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4: When I reflect on it, I don’t think I have 
made as much progress towards my chosen 
career as I wanted 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

What are your thoughts on your career 
goal choice? 
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1: My career goals don’t excite me  1 2 3 4 5 6 
2: The career direction I have chosen feels 
right to me  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3: I don’t think that my chosen career would 
be good for me 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4: My career plans make a lot of sense to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

In respect to my career progress… 
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1: I feel uncertain about what I have to do 
to reach my career goals 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2: Even by looking at what others are 
doing, I can’t see what I need to do to get 
the career I want  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3: I have not worked out my own strategies 
to get the career I want 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4: I do not have many ideas about how to 
reach my career goals 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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What do you think of a successful 
career? 
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1: The ideal career develops gradually over 
time 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2: A successful career evolves through hard 
work and resolution of incompatibilities 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3: A successful career is mostly a matter of 
learning to grow within the job 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4: Challenges and obstacles in a career can 
make people even stronger 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5: It takes a lot of time and effort to 
cultivate a good career 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

What are your plans for your career ? 
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1: I plan to reduce my effort towards my 
current career goal 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2: I intend to give up trying to achieve my 
current career goal 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3: I plan to stay committed to my current 
career goal; I am not letting it go  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4: I am going to stop thinking about my 
current career goal and let it go 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

What do you think of a successful 
career? 
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1: A successful career is mostly a matter 
of finding a compatible job right from the 
start 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2: Struggles at the beginning of a career 
are a sure sign the job is not the right one 
for you 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3: Careers that do not start off well 
inevitably fail to be a good fit 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4: The success of a potential career is 
destined from the very beginning 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5: To last, a career must be the right fit 
from the start  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Finally, these last questions are about you 
1. What is your gender? 
��Male      
��Female 

2. What is your age (in years) 
__________years 

3. In Australia, some young people think of themselves as Australian, while many come 
from different cultural backgrounds, eg, Aboriginal, Maori, Japanese, Italian, Vietnamese. 
What is your family’s cultural background? 
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   ________________________________________ 
4. Are you working as well as studying? 
��Yes 
��No 

5. On average, what grade did you achieve in your last year of high school? 
��Very low achievement 
��Low achievement 
��Sound achievement 
��High achievement 
��Very high achievement 

6. Think of these numbers as a ladder representing where people stand in society. At 
the top of the ladder (10) are the people who are best off – those who have the best jobs 
and the most money and education. At the bottom (1) are those who are worst off – 
those who have the least money, least education and the worst jobs or no job. The 
higher up on this ladder, the closer you are to people at the very top and the lower you 
are, the closer you are to the bottom. Where would you put your family on the ladder? 
If your family of origin still supports you, indicate where they stand. If you are 
independent, indicate where you or your current family stands. 
��1  
��2 
��3 
��4 
��5 
��6 
��7 
��8 
��9 
��10 

 
 
 
 
 

When you submit this survey, you will be redirected to a separate 
survey for prize draw and credit claim 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prize draw: 
1. Do you want to participate in a prize draw for a voucher of $50 ?  
��Yes 
��No 

2. If yes, please also indicate your most commonly used email address for us to contact 
you if you win the vouncher: 
   ________________________ 
3. Or other contact ways if you like (e.g., phone number, mail address): 
   ________________________ 
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��Appendix G 

Letter of Approval from the Griffith University Human Research Ethics 

Committee: Study 5 

GRIFFITH UNIVERSITY HUMAN RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE 

10/31/16 
�
 

Dear Prof Peter Creed 
 
I write in relation to your application for ethical clearance for your project "Career Goal 
Feedback in Young Adults' Self-Regulation: A Weekly Diary Study" (GU Ref No: 
2016/837). The research ethics reviewers resolved to grant your application a clearance 
status of "Conditionally Approved". 
This decision is subject to: 
Approval by the Chief/Principal Investigator and the Head of School or Centre Director. 
To review and approve a submission simply log into the RIMS portal 
(https://www.griffith.edu.au/research/research-services/research-ethics-integrity/human/
applications-and-forms), access the My Approvals tab, click on the relevant application, 
review it, and then click the Approve button. 
For further instructions, please refer to Section D of the Quick Reference 
Guide: https://www.griffith.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0016/741103/Human-Ethics-
Application-Quick-reference-guide.pdf 
However, you are authorised to immediately commence this research on the 
understanding that the above matter is promptly addressed. 
Once all approvals for the application have been submitted, the status of your application 
will be changed to fully approved. 
 
Regards 
Kim Madison | Human Research Ethics 
Office for Research 
Griffith University  | Nathan | QLD 4111 | Level 0, Bray Centre (N54) 
T +61 7 373 58043 | email k.madison@griffith.edu.au 
 
 
Researchers are reminded that the Griffith University Code for the Responsible Conduct 
of Research provides guidance to researchers in areas such as conflict of interest, 
authorship, storage of data, & the training of research students. 
 
You can find further information, resources and a link to the University's Code by 
visiting http://policies.griffith.edu.au/pdf/Code%20for%20the%20Responsible%20Con
duct%20of%20Researc 
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��Appendix G 

Letter of Approval from the Griffith University Human Research Ethics 

Committee: Study 5 

GRIFFITH UNIVERSITY HUMAN RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE 
07/03/2017 

Dear Prof Peter Creed 
 
I write further to your application for a variation to your approved protocol "Career Goal 
Feedback in Young Adults' Self-Regulation: A Weekly Diary Study" (2016/837).  This 
request has been considered by the Office for Research. 
The OR resolved to approve the requested variation: 
To recruit participants via the university wide email "Volunteers for Important Research" 
administered by Survey Services. 
A copy of the updated participant information sheet and application to Survey Services 
have been submitted with this variation request. 
This decision is subject to ratification at the next meeting of the HREC. However, you are 
authorised to immediately commence the revised project on this basis. I will only contact 
you again about this matter if the HREC raises any additional questions or comments 
about this variation. 
 
Regards 
Kim Madison | Human Research Ethics 
Office for Research 
Griffith University  | Nathan | QLD 4111 | Level 0, Bray Centre (N54) 
T +61 7 373 58043 | email k.madison@griffith.edu.au 
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Appendix H 

Study Booklet: Study Information, Prize Draw Entry and Contact Forms, and 

Research Questionnaire: Study 5 

(Printed with Griffith University Logo) 
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Instructions 
This survey asks questions about your weekly experiences of career-related feedback. 
Demographic questions are placed at the end. You are also asked to provide some 
identifying information (your email address and name), which will only be used to send 
invitations to you to complete the next questionnaire and to allow us to match your 
questionnaires. 
After finishing this survey, you will be asked again to provide some identifying 
information in a separate survey, which will be used to draw the prize and award course 
credit. 
  
First, these statements ask about you. Indicate your level of agreement or disagreement 
with each item. Remember, there are no right or wrong answers. We are interested in 
what is “true” for you.  
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1: In uncertain times, I usually expect the best 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2: I’m always optimistic about my future 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3: Overall, I expect more good things to 
happen to me than bad  1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

These questions ask about your career 
thinking… 
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1: A successful career evolves through hard 
work and resolution of incompatibilities 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2: A successful career is mostly a matter of 
learning to grow within the job  1 2 3 4 5 6 
3: Challenges and obstacles in a career can 
make people even stronger 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4: Careers that do not start off well inevitably 
fail to be a good fit 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5: The success of a potential career is destined 
from the very beginning 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6: To last, a career must be the right fit from 
the start 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Now, these statements ask you about your weekly experience regarding 
career-related feedback. Again, there are no right or wrong answers. We are 
interested in what is “true” for you. 
 
You might have various career goals, but when answering these questions, think 
about the most important career goal for which you are currently striving. 
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During the previous week… 
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1: People around me told me that I was not 
motivated enough to achieve my chosen career 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2: Compared with others of my age, I thought I 
was less on track for the career that I want  1 2 3 4 5 6 
3: My experience told me that I was not 
progressing my career goals as well as I should 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4: People I trust thought that my preferred 
career direction would not be consistent with 
my values 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5: People told me that my chosen career 
direction would not really suit me 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6: My career goals did not excite me 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7: I did not get helpful information from people 
about how to get into the career I want 1 2 3 4 5 6 

8: I felt uncertain about what I had to do to 
reach my career goal 1 2 3 4 5 6 

9: I did not have many ideas about how to 
reach my career goals 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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1: I could remain calm if faced with difficulties 
in my chosen career because I could rely on my 
abilities  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2: I could find several solutions if I was 
confronted with a problem in my chosen career  

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3: I could handle whatever came my way in my 
chosen career 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4: Given my past experiences, I had prepared well 
for my career future 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5: I could meet the goals that I set for myself in 
my chosen career 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6: I was prepared for most of the demands in my 
future career 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

During the previous week… 
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1: I felt frustrated because I doubted what I 
was planning for my future was what I really 
want 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2: I felt frustrated because I did not know what 
I wanted to do in the future 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3: I was anxious because I did not know what 
my aptitude was 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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During the previous week… 
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4: I felt anxious because I had not decided for 
sure what kind of career I want 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5: I was concerned that my aptitude did not fit 
the job I had chosen 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
Finally, these last questions are about you 
1. What is your gender? 
��Male      
��Female 

2. What is your age (in years) 
__________years 

3. In Australia, some young people think of themselves as Australian, while many come 
from different cultural backgrounds, eg, Aboriginal, Maori, Japanese, Italian, Vietnamese. 
What is your family’s cultural background? 
   ________________________________________ 
4. Are you working as well as studying? 
��Yes 
��No 

5. What is our current program? Do not be general, be very specific (e.g., Bachelor of 
Bussiness, Diploma of Hospitality) 
  _________________________________________ 
6. What year are you in at uni? (Year 1, Year 2, Year 3, Year 4, Master, Ph.D) 
   ________________________________________ 
7. On average, what grade did you achieve in your last year of high school? 
��Very low achievement 
��Low achievement 
��Sound achievement 
��High achievement 
��Very high achievement 

8. Think of these numbers as a ladder representing where people stand in society. At 
the top of the ladder (10) are the people who are best off – those who have the best jobs 
and the most money and education. At the bottom (1) are those who are worst off – 
those who have the least money, least education and the worst jobs or no job. The 
higher up on this ladder, the closer you are to people at the very top and the lower you 
are, the closer you are to the bottom. Where would you put your family on the ladder? 
If your family of origin still supports you, indicate where they stand. If you are 
independent, indicate where you or your current family stands. 
��1  
��2 
��3 
��4 
��5 
��6 
��7 
��8 
��9 
��10 

 
9. Please enter your most commonly used email address 
  _________________________________________ 
10. Please indicate your name (First and Last name) 
  _________________________________________ 
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When you submit this survey, you will be redirected to a separate 
survey for prize draw and credit claim 

Prize draw: 
1. Do you want to participate in a prize draw for a voucher of $50 ?  
��Yes 
��No 

2. For us to be able to contact you as a winner of the draw, we need your contact details 
(your name and either email address, postal address, or phone number). 
   ________________________ 
3. In order to claim a credit of 1/2 hours towards your 1001PSY course, please type 
your student number, otherwise leave blank. 
   ________________________ 
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Appendix I 

Letter of Acceptance and Notification of the Publication by the Nova 

Science Publishers of Book Chapter “The role of career feedback in the 

career development of young adults” 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Gregoris Brito <pageproofs@novapublishers.com> 
Date: 26 September 2015 at 00:26 
Subject: Page Proofs. Chapter ID: _36907_ 
To: p.creed@griffith.edu.au 
 
Chapter ID: _36907_ 
Chapter Title: The Role of Career Feedback in the Career Development of Young Adults 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------ 
Book ID: _8262_ 
Book Title: Career Development: Theories, Practices and Challenges 
 
Dear Dr. Creed, 
 
Good day. We acknowledge receipt of and thank you for your chapter. 
Your chapter is confirmed as accepted for publication unless it is determined that it 
requires English editing or original source files for any of the figures or graphics are 
missing of which you will be notified. 
  
We are happy to let you know that the above-mentioned book has entered the Page Proof 
stage of production. When working on your page proofs, please use only Microsoft Word 
2007 or higher. If corrections cannot be made directly in the source file, please see 
auxiliary order form for applicable charges. 
  
Index: Please highlight any words you would like in the final Index of the book in yellow, 
if you have not already submitted a list of index words. If you do not return any words 
highlighted in yellow along with the Proofs, we will assume there are no words from your 
work to be included in the Index. 
  
Please Note: All corrections are final. No corrections can be made after Nova receives 
your page proofs. 
 
Please follow this link to download your 6x9 page proofs: 
(Please click or copy the entire link with no spaces) 
http://nova-authors.com/___Encrypted/WEB_Links_Storage/PageProofs/Chapter.ID_36
907_6x9.docx 
 
Please follow this link to download your 7x10 page proofs: 
(Please click or copy the entire link with no spaces) 
http://nova-authors.com/___Encrypted/WEB_Links_Storage/PageProofs/Chapter.ID_36
907_7x10.docx 
 
Page proofs must be sent to us within seven 
days (email: pageproofs@novapublishers.com) from the date of this email in order to 
avoid a delay of publication of the book. Please Note: Both versions must be submitted 
or they cannot be accepted. If no corrections are required, the chapter must still be sent 
to the Publisher, marked "No Corrections Needed" in your return email. If we do not hear 
from you within seven days, your chapter will be published as it was originally submitted 
or removed from the book. 
 
Please follow this link to download your page proof forms: 
(Please click or copy the entire link with no spaces) 
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http://nova-authors.com/___Encrypted/WEB_Links_Storage/PageProofs/All_Forms.pdf
  
  
Please fill in and sign the Copyright Transfer Form and attach it to your email, along with 
your corrections. Your chapter will not be published without a signed Copyright 
Transfer Form. Nova Permission Request Form is also attached to this email and, if 
applicable, must be filled in and returned to Nova with your corrections. 
(Email: pageproofs@novapublishers.com). 
Please Note: If you have already signed and returned the copyright form and/or do not 
need Permission from another Publisher, please ignore these instructions. 
 
An Order Form is enclosed listing various manuscript enhancements. Please note that if 
you want us to print color graphics or perform English editing, we must receive the Order 
Form back early in the production process. If we determine separately that English 
editing is required, but that feature was not ordered, the article is subject to subsequent 
rejection. Thank you. 
 
Publication of the book is expected within approximately six weeks after the Publisher 
receives the final page proofs of the entire manuscript and the book is announced. Thank 
you for your cooperation and for publishing with Nova. We welcome any ideas you might 
have for future publications, and for this purpose a Book Idea Form is also attached. 
 
Please be advised that due to significant budget cuts and stringent acquisition policy 
changes, your university libraries may no longer be able to place an order for the book to 
which you have contributed without first receiving an official request from you. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
Mr. Gregoris Brito 
Page Proof Department 
 
Nova Science Publishers, Inc. 
400 Oser Avenue, Suite 1600 
Hauppauge, NY 11788-3619 USA 
Tel: 1-631-231-7269 | Fax: 1-631-231-8175 
Web: www.novapublishers.com | Email: pageproofs@novapublishers.com 
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---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Lisa Gambino - NOVA Publishers <marketing@novapublishers.com> 
Date: 9 October 2015 at 03:26 
Subject: Book Announcing - 40% Discount Available 
To: p.creed@griffith.edu.au 

Dear Dr. Creed, 

It is a pleasure to inform you that the following book has been announced on the Nova 
Science Publishers website: 

Career Development: Theories, Practices and Challenges 
Editors: Tanya V. Martin 

https://www.novapublishers.com/catalog/product_info.php?products_id=56457 

Please review this listing at your earliest convenience and inform us of any updates or 
suggested changes. Please make sure your name and affiliation(s) are correct. 

If you would like to purchase a hardcopy version of the book, we offer a special 40% 
discount on all prepublication orders to our contributors. If you would like to take 
advantage of this offer, please email Tricia Worthington 
at contribcopy.hub@novapublishers.comand enter Prepub40 in the subject line of the 
email. 

Additionally, if you send the website listing to any colleagues or libraries having an 
interest in the field, they can apply a special 20% discount on all prepublication orders as 
well. If they would like to take advantage of this offer, please have them email Tricia 
Worthington at contribcopy.hub@novapublishers.com and enter Special20 in the subject 
line of the email. Multiple copy orders are welcome and we offer bulk order discounts as 
well. 

An e-book version is being created as well and will be simultaneously available with the 
printed version.  Electronic leaflets are available by request for your dissemination. 

If you have any questions or concerns as your book makes its way through the publication 
process, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Any ideas you might have for future publications are welcome.  We are ready to 
collaborate on a number of projects, including, but not limited to, hardcover and softcover 
books, monographs, electronic  books (e-books), online publications, videos and DVDs, 
reference works, manuscripts, doctoral dissertations, and lecture notes. Please use the 
attached Book Idea Form to communicate these ideas to us. 

Sincerely yours, 

Lisa Gambino 
Manager - Marketing & Distribution 
400 Oser Avenue, Suite 1600, 
Hauppauge, NY 11788 USA 
Telephone: 1-631-231-7269 | Fax: 1-631-231-8175 
Email: marketing@novapublishers.com 
Web: www.novapublishers.com 
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Appendix J 

Letter of Acceptance and Notification of the Online Publication by the Journal of 

Psychoeducational Assessment of Study 1 “Development and Initial Validation of a 

Measure to Assess Career Goal Feedback” 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: <yyang3@admin.fsu.edu> 
Date: 18 May 2016 at 04:46 
Subject: Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment - Decision on Manuscript 
ID JPA-16-0043.R1 
To: p.creed@griffith.edu.au 
Cc: dsaklofs@uwo.ca, yyang3@fsu.edu 
17-May-2016 
 
Dear Prof. Creed: 
The manuscript entitled "Development and Initial Validation of a Measure to Assess 
Career Goal Feedback" that you submitted to Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment 
has been reviewed. Thank you for being responsive to the comments reviewers made. It is 
a pleasure to accept your manuscript in its current form for publication in Journal of 
Psychoeducational Assessment. 
There is a very minor comment regarding the use of "***" in Table 3. The table is quite 
busy. Given that the number of *s are either one or three, I would suggest you replace *** 
with ** and indicate the significance level in the footnote (e.g., *p<.05; **p<.01). You 
may want to make this change in the proofread. 
Thank you for your fine contribution. On behalf of the Editors of Journal of 
Psychoeducational Assessment, we look forward to your continued contributions to the 
Journal. 
 
Sincerely, 
Dr. Yanyun Yang 
Associate Editor, Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment 
yyang3@admin.fsu.edu 
 
Don Saklofske 
Editor 
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---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: <sagepub-do-not-reply@highwire.stanford.edu> 
Date: 20 June 2016 at 16:02 
Subject: Access your published SAGE article (automated message: please do not reply) 
To: p.creed@griffith.edu.au 
Cc: sage.eprints@sagepub.com 
Dear Author, 

Your article is now published via our OnlineFirst service on our award-winning 
platform, SAGE Journals. We are pleased to provide you with online access to the full 
text of your article at the link below: 

http://jpa.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/0734282916654645v1.pdf?ijkey=DxRZpxllWdFcLo
w&keytype=finite 

Please share this unique URL with any co-authors so you can all continue to access the 
article in perpetuity and cite your article by the DOI number. As the author: 

• You may use the published article (version 3) for your own teaching needs or to 
supply on an individual basis to research colleagues, provided that such supply 
is not for commercial purposes. For those wishing to make any commercial use 
of the article, please click here. 

• You may use the published article (version 3) in a book you write or edit any time 
after publication in the journal. 

• You may not post the published article (version 3) on a website or in a repository 
without permission from SAGE. 

To learn more about what you can do with your accepted manuscript (version 2) and 
published article (version 3), please visit our Author Gateway. 

Open access articles including SAGE Choice 
If your article is in an open access journal or published open access via SAGE Choice, 
please refer to the Creative Commons license which you will have signed for specific 
information about the rights to copy, adapt, display, distribute and re-use your article. 
For general open access license information, please click here. 

Does your article have direct and topical policy relevance? The SAGE Insight 
blog puts the spotlight on research published in our 700+ journals. Both new and from 
our archives, the articles on SAGE Insight provide a fresh perspective on major issues 
facing both the public and policymakers alike. We cover everything from crime to 
medical practices, from psychology to education, so suggest your article for inclusion 
today at http://www.sagepub.com/sageinsightblog. 

Thank you for publishing with SAGE. We value feedback on your experience of 
publishing with us and would like to encourage you to complete the Journal Author 
Survey you will also receive shortly. 

Best wishes, 
SAGE Author Services 
http://online.sagepub.com/feedback 

To access your article, click on the article link at the top of this email. If you reach a 
sign-in page please return to this e-mail and check for any extra letters or numbers in 
the link. The URL may have broken over two or more lines and has not been picked up 
in its entirety by your browser when clicking through. In this case, please copy and 
paste each line into your browser window, making sure to delete extra characters (such 
as < or >) or spaces transferred. This should enable the URL to work and bypass 
subscriber sign-in. 



CAREER FEEDBACK IN CAREER SELF-REGULATION           294 

Appendix K 
Confirmation of Poster Acceptance for the 50th Annual Conference of the 

Australian Psychological Society “The Development and Initial Validation of 

 a Career Feedback Scale” 

from: APS 
2015 <aps2015@arinex.com.au> 

to: "shi.hu2@griffithuni.edu.au" 
<shi.hu2@griffithuni.edu.au> 

date: Fri, Jun 19, 2015 at 4:46 PM 

subject: APS 2015 | Paper Acceptance 

Dear SHI, 

50th Annual Conference of the Australian Psychological Society – the Golden Jubilee 
Conference 

Please be advised, as per previous email correspondence that your abstract titled: 

The Development and Initial Validation of a Career Feedback Scale 

Has been accepted as an Individual research papers (poster) for the upcoming 50th 
Annual Conference of the Australian Psychological Society – the Golden Jubilee 
Conference. 

Please confirm your acceptance of this offer by close of business Monday 22 June via 
email (to aps2015@arinex.com.au). If we do not receive your confirmation by this date, 
there is a risk of your time slot being allocated to a waitlisted abstract. 

As previously advised, Speaker Briefing Notes will be provided to you in the coming 
weeks. 

Please be advised that all presenters are required to register and pay to attend the 
conference by the early bird registration date which is Monday 3 August 2015. To 
register for the conference, please click here. Please pass this link on to any 
co-presenters for your presentation. 

Should you have any questions regarding the above please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Kind regards, 

50th APS Annual Conference Program Coordinator 
aps2015@arinex.com.au 

Australian Psychological Society Limited 
Level 13, 257 Collins Street 
Melbourne VIC 3000 
Australia 
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Appendix L 

Letter of Acceptance and Notification of the Online Publication by the Journal of 

Career Development of Study 2 “Career Goal Importance as a Moderator in the 

Relationship Between Career Feedback and Career-Related Stress” 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Journal of Career 
Development  <onbehalfof+JCD+missouri.edu@manuscriptcentral.com> 
Date: 5 July 2016 at 16:18 
Subject: Journal of Career Development - Decision on Manuscript 
ID JCD-2016-0019.R1 
To: p.creed@griffith.edu.au 
05-Jul-2016 
 
Dear Dr. Creed: 
 
I received your revised manuscript, Career Goal Importance as a Moderator in the 
Relationship between Career Feedback and Career-Related Stress, and have carefully 
reviewed the manuscript. I appreciate the careful attention to the requested revisions, and 
I am pleased to inform you that I am accepting this version of your manuscript for 
publication in JCD. Congratulations! 
You will receive a separate e-mail that will provide instructions on accessing and 
completing the electronic Transfer of Copyright agreement form. If you do not receive 
this message, please notify us.   In addition to completing the copyright form online, 
please send an author biographical paragraph for each co-author. The bio should contain 
information on educational background, current research and/or teaching position, and 
research interests. A final sentence or two should be added to the bio that gives 
information about a personal leisure or recreational activity. Lastly, I will need the 
contact information for each author. The production staff at Sage Publications requires 
that authors provide email address, mailing address, and phone number. For the 
corresponding author, we need current address, phone numbers (office and home), fax 
number, e-mail address, and notice of when you plan to be out of town for an extended 
period of time, or where you may be reached during that time. This information is used by 
Sage to contact authors about copyediting queries, proof sets, and contributor transfer of 
copyright agreements and also for purposes of mailing complimentary copies of the 
journal issue after the article is published. You can send the author bios and contact 
information via electronic attachments at  JCD@missouri.edu.  In closing, I want to 
commend you for your work and for the revisions that you have made to your manuscript. 
I think you’ve developed a final product that will make a very nice contribution to the 
adolescent career development literature. 
I am delighted to accept this manuscript for publication in JCD and hope that you 
consider submitting future work to the journal for consideration.  If you have any 
questions please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
Prof. Lisa Flores, Ph.D. 
Journal of Career Development 
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---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: <sagepub-do-not-reply@highwire.stanford.edu> 
Date: 22 September 2016 at 15:08 
Subject: Access your published SAGE article (automated message: please do not reply) 
To: p.creed@griffith.edu.au 
Cc: sage.eprints@sagepub.com 
Dear Author, 
Your article is now published via our OnlineFirst service on our award-winning 
platform, SAGE Journals. We are pleased to provide you with online access to the full 
text of your article at the link below: 
http://jcd.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/0894845316667847v1.pdf?ijkey=QXAw7q3kFwCxh
kj&keytype=finite 
Please share this unique URL with any co-authors so you can all continue to access the 
article in perpetuity and cite your article by the DOI number. It is important to check the 
re-use policy for the journal to which you are submitting or publishing to establish your 
rights as author. Please consult your journal contributor's publishing agreement. To 
learn more about what you can do with your accepted manuscript (version 2) and 
published article (version 3), please visit our Author Gateway. For those wishing to 
make any commercial use of the article, please click here. 
Open access articles including SAGE Choice 
If your article is in an open access journal or published open access via SAGE Choice, 
please refer to the Creative Commons license which you will have signed for specific 
information about the rights to copy, adapt, display, distribute and re-use your article. 
For general open access license information, please click here. 
Does your article have direct and topical policy relevance? The SAGE Insight 
blog puts the spotlight on research published in our 700+ journals. Both new and from 
our archives, the articles on SAGE Insight provide a fresh perspective on major issues 
facing both the public and policymakers alike. We cover everything from crime to 
medical practices, from psychology to education, so suggest your article for inclusion 
today at http://www.sagepub.com/sageinsightblog. 
Thank you for publishing with SAGE. We value feedback on your experience of 
publishing with us and would like to encourage you to complete the Journal Author 
Survey you will also receive shortly. 
Best wishes, 
SAGE Author Services 
http://online.sagepub.com/feedback 
To access your article, click on the article link at the top of this email. If you reach a 
sign-in page please return to this e-mail and check for any extra letters or numbers in 
the link. The URL may have broken over two or more lines and has not been picked up 
in its entirety by your browser when clicking through. In this case, please copy and 
paste each line into your browser window, making sure to delete extra characters (such 
as < or >) or spaces transferred. This should enable the URL to work and bypass 
subscriber sign-in. 
Note: please do not reply to this message. Replies to this message are routed to an 
unmonitored mailbox. If you have questions please direct them via our Feedback page 
at http://online.sagepub.com/feedback and note the article and journal titles. 
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Appendix M 

Letter of Acceptance and Notification of the Online Publication by the Journal of 

Vocational Behavior of Study 3 “Negative Career Feedback and Career Goal 

Disengagement in Young Adults: The Moderating Role of Mind-Set about Work” 

 
From: JVB (ELS) eesserver@eesmail.elsevier.com 
Date: Jul 19 2017 
 

 
 
  
 

to me, shi.hu, jvb 
  
Ms. No.: JVB-16-735R2 
Title: Negative Career Feedback and Career Goal Disengagement in Young Adults: The 
Moderating Role of Mind-Set about Work 
Corresponding Author: Dr. SHI HU 
Authors: Michelle Hood, PhD; Peter A Creed, PhD 
 
Dear Dr. HU, 
 
We are pleased to inform you that your manuscript referenced above has been accepted 
for publication in the Journal of Vocational Behavior. 
 
Your accepted article will now be posted in the 'in press' section of the website and our 
production team will be in touch with you to check the article proofs before final 
publication. 
 
When your paper is published on ScienceDirect, you want to make sure it gets the 
attention it deserves. To help you get your message across, Elsevier has developed a new, 
free service called AudioSlides: brief, webcast-style presentations that are shown 
(publicly available) next to your published article. This format gives you the opportunity 
to explain your research in your own words and attract interest. You will receive an 
invitation email to create an AudioSlides presentation shortly. For more information and 
examples, please visit http://www.elsevier.com/audioslides . 
 
Thank you for submitting your work to the Journal of Vocational Behavior. We look 
forward to receiving additional papers from you in the future. 
 
With kind regards, 
 
Nadya A Fouad, Ph.D. 
Editor-in-Chief 
 
Journal of Vocational Behavior 
 
 
 
E-mail: jvb@elsevier.com 
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