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Online Supplement
S1: Alternative measures of TPB variables
We assessed three TPB constructs (i.e., attitudes, subjective norms, and intentions) using two different measures, aiming for broad coverage within the project that also addressed other research questions. Here, we describe the alternative measures not used in the paper. These alternative measures either assess a more specific networking attitude (i.e., networking comfort) or refer to more specific time frames (i.e., networking at least once within ten days). We did not use these particular measures in our paper, as the measures by Zhang et al. (2015) are broader, which is more consistent with our goal of predicting networking behaviours broadly and thus follows the principle of compatibility (Ajzen, 2020). The study contained only one measure for perceived behavioural control and networking behaviours, as described in the paper.
Networking Attitudes
We translated the networking comfort scale that Wanberg et al. (2000) used to assess networking comfort among unemployed individuals to fit employed persons (e.g., “I don't like to ask people for job-related advice or favours because it puts them on the spot or imposes on them”). Cronbach’s Alpha was α = .78. 
Networking-related Subjective Norms
[bookmark: _Hlk130464259]We measured subjective norms with a three-item scale by Lee and Jeong (2013). As the items pertain to participating in (online) social mentoring networks, we adapted them to the networking context (e.g., “Most people who are important to me would participate in a networking situation at least once per day in the next 10 days”). Cronbach’s Alpha was α = .91. 
Networking Intentions
Networking intentions were measured using three items based on Lee and Jeong (2013), which were modified to fit the networking context and a ten-day time lag between measurement points (e.g., “I intend to participate in a networking situation at least once per day in the next 10 days.”). Cronbach’s Alpha was α = .98. 
[bookmark: _Hlk133931301]
Table S1
Descriptives, Correlations, and Reliabilities
	
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	

	T1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Attitude (orig. measure)
	3.94
	0.87
	(.94)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Attitude (alt. measure)
	3.60
	0.65
	.30**
	(.78)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Subjective norms (orig. measure)
	3.64
	0.84
	.58**
	.29**
	(.94)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Subjective norms (alt. measure)
	3.53
	0.88
	.62**
	.43**
	.55**
	(.91)
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Perceived behavioural control
	3.39
	0.80
	.40**
	.33**
	.34**
	.51**
	(.96)
	
	
	
	

	T2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Intentions (orig. measure)
	3.17
	1.20
	.43**
	.32**
	.44**
	.63**
	.56**
	(.97)
	
	
	

	7. Intentions (alt. measure)
	3.04
	1.25
	.41**
	.31**
	.39**
	.58**
	.52**
	.91**
	(.98)
	
	

	T3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Networking behaviour
	3.04
	0.81
	.38**
	.37**
	.37**
	.50**
	.57**
	.60**
	.59**
	(.97)
	


[bookmark: _Hlk143852336]Note. T1 to T3 denote survey waves separated by ten days. Coefficient alpha on the diagonal in brackets. The measures used in the paper are labelled “orig.” and “alt.” refers to the measures only reported in this supplement.
*p < .05; **p < .01 (two-tailed)

That subjective norms has the highest importance when using the alternative measures in the RWA analysis might be attributed to the measure’s specificity regarding the time (i.e., “in the next ten days), which might increase its explanatory power. 
Bootstrapping analyses showed that subjective norms (95% CI of difference: [0.08, 0.28]) and perceived behavioural control, 95% CI of difference: [0.02, 0.23], were significantly more important than attitudes. The difference between subjective norms and attitudes was insignificant in the analyses reported in the paper. Thus, the present alternative measures provide even more evidence for the modest importance of attitudes.

Table S2. 
Regression of Networking Intentions on TPB Predictors (Alternative Measures) and Results from Relative Weights Analysis (RWA).
	Variable
	OLS Regression
	RWA Analysis

	
	B (SE)
	Raw Weight
	95% CI
	Rescaled Weight

	Intercept
	-0.83 (.49)
	
	
	

	TPB predictors
	
	
	
	

	Attitude (alt.)
	0.06 (.14)
	.04
	[0.001, 0.08]
	9%

	Subjective norms (alt.)
	0.59** (.11)
	.21
	[0.11, 0.31]
	52%

	Perceived behavioural control (orig.)
	0.46** (.11)
	.17
	[0.08, 0.25]
	39%

	R²
	.40**
	
	
	


[bookmark: _Hlk143852564]Note. N = 155. “alt.” refers to the measures only reported in this supplement, and “orig.” refers to the measures used in the paper. 
** p < .01

Table S3. 
Direct and indirect effects of TPB predictors (alternative measures) on networking behaviours via networking intentions.
	
	Direct effects from OLS Regression
	Indirect effects

	Variable
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	
	

	
	B (SE)
	B (SE)
	B (SE)
	Estimate 
	(95%CI)

	Intercept
	1.87** (.14)
	0.88 (.30)
	0.45 (.30)
	
	

	TPB predictors
	
	
	
	
	

	Attitude (alt.)
	
	0.20 (.09)
	0.16 (.08)
	0.01
	[-0.05, 0.08]

	Subjective norms (alt.)
	
	0.16 (.08)
	0.08 (.07)
	0.13* 
	[0.07, 0.21]

	Perceived behavioural control (orig.)
	
	
	0.31** (.08)
	0.10* 
	[0.04, 0.19]

	Intentions (alt.)
	0.38** (.04)
	0.29** (.05)
	
	
	

	R²
	0.35**
	0.41**
	0.47**
	
	



Note. N = 155. Indirect effects were estimated for each TPB predictor as a single predictor, including the other TPB predictors as covariates in the model. “alt.” refers to the measures only reported in this supplement, and “orig.” refers to the measures used in the paper. 
* p < .05; ** p < .01



S2: Findings from regression analyses without control variables.
These tables show findings without control variables of gender, supervisor position, and age. They are analogous to the tables in the paper.

Table S4 (compare to Table 3 in the paper). 
Regression of Networking Intentions on TPB Predictors and Results from Relative Weights Analysis (RWA).
	Variable
	OLS regression
	RWA analysis

	
	B (SE)
	Raw weight
	95% CI
	Rescaled weight

	Intercept
	-0.89 (.42)
	
	
	

	TPB predictors
	
	
	
	

	Attitudes
	0.18 (.11)
	0.08
	[0.03, 0.15]
	20%

	Subjective norms
	0.32** (.11)
	0.10
	[0.04, 0.17]
	25%

	PBC
	0.65** (.10)
	0.22
	[0.12, 0.34]
	55%

	R²
	.40**
	
	
	


Note. N = 155. 
** p < .01 
Rescaled weights show that PBC was the most important contributor to networking intentions, with a rescaled weight of 55%. Subjective norms (rescaled weight = 25%) and attitudes (rescaled weight = 20%) contributed somewhat less but significantly to the variance in networking intentions. Bootstrapping the difference in relative weights, we found that the relative weight of PBC was significantly greater than that of attitudes, 95% CIdifference [0.005 – 0.286]. The relative weight for subjective norms neither differed significantly from attitudes, 95% CIdifference [-0.065, 0.099], nor PBC, 95% CIdifference [-0.271, 0.008].


Table S5 (compare to Table 4 in paper). 
Direct and indirect effects via networking intentions of TPB predictors on networking behaviours.
	
	Direct effects from OLS regression
	Indirect effects

	Variable
	Model 1
	Model 2
	
	

	
	B (SE)
	B (SE)
	Estimate 
	95% CI

	Intercept
	0.51 (.29)
	0.73 (.28)
	
	

	TPB predictors
	
	
	
	

	Attitudes
	0.10 (.08)
	0.05 (.07)
	0.05 
	[-0.02, 0.13]

	Subjective norms
	0.14 (.08)
	0.06 (.07)
	0.08* 
	[0.03, 0.15]

	PBC
	0.49** (.07)
	0.33** (.08)
	0.16* 
	[0.08, 0.26]

	Networking intentions
	
	0.25** (.05)
	
	

	R²
	0.37**
	0.45**
	
	


Note. N = 155. Indirect effects were estimated for each TPB predictor as a single predictor, with the other TPB predictors as covariates.
* p < .05; ** p < .01
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