
Copyright

by

CindiBaldi

2013



The Dissertation Committee for CindiBaldi Certifies that this is the approved 

version of the following dissertation:

ATTRACTING EMPLOYEES: 

THE LURE OF IDENTIFICATION INDUCEMENTS IN THE 

EXTERNAL COMMUNICATION OF NEW ORGANIZATIONS

Committee:

Janet Dukerich, Supervisor

Caroline Bartel

Luis Martins

ViolinaRindova

John Daly



ATTRACTING EMPLOYEES: 

THE LURE OF IDENTIFICATION INDUCEMENTS IN THE 

EXTERNAL COMMUNICATION OF NEW ORGANIZATIONS

by

CindiBaldi, B.S., M.B.A., M.S. Man.

Dissertation

Presented to the Faculty of the Graduate School of 

The University of Texas at Austin

in Partial Fulfillment 

of the Requirements

for the Degree of 

Doctor of Philosophy

The University of Texas at Austin

August 2013



Dedication

Based on my experience, I believe that the recipe for finishing a dissertation 

includes a good sense of humor, resilience and copious amounts of Cadbury milk 

chocolate and Coca-Cola.I would like to thank and dedicate this dissertation to the people 

who contributed to the humor and resilience.I was on my own when it came to chocolate 

and soda.Everyone repeat after me, “Cindi does not like dark chocolate.  Cindi does not 

like Pepsi.”As such, I dedicate this dissertation to the following people:

 To Geoffrey Tumlin for his positive spirit and joyful heart that so often 

replenished me.

 To Lawrence “Grumpy” Baldi (Dad) for both my love of business and my love of 

mischief (and chocolate frappes).

 To Patricia “Patti-Cakes” Baldi (Mom) for carrying a heavy burden (so I didn’t 

have to) and never missing a step.

 To Larry Baldi for showing me a different perspective when I needed it.

 To Susan Baldi for the selfless ways in which she has contributed to and shaped 

my life.

 To Jennifer Baldi for inspiring (some might say triple-dog-daring) me to strive for 

things beyond my comfort-zone.

 To my in-laws Ron, Daphne and Evelyn for the thousands of things (great and 

small) they have done for me over the years in support of this pursuit.



v

Acknowledgements

This dissertation is definitely the product of a village-wide effort. First and 

foremost, I would like to thank my committee members because each of them has 

significantly improved the quality of this dissertation. Second, I would also like to thank 

and acknowledge the members of the management department in the McCombs’ School 

of Business because when I needed help, many people went out of their way to be there

for me.

Specifically, I would like to thank my supervisor,Janet Dukerich. Janet by far has 

had the greatest impact on this dissertation and on me as a person. I appreciate that Janet 

kindly tried to hold in her exasperation as I threw ideas against the wall to see what 

would stick. Although I suspect there were many times she was fighting the urge to roll 

her eyes at me, she always tried to find the good, demonstrated heroic patience, and 

ultimately gave me the freedom to be wrong. The freedom to be wrong is a true gift. 

Over the years, Janet has taught me countless things, but most significantly she 

changed how I perceive the world. While I have always been aware of and interested in 

people, I admit that my awareness has been largely limited to changes within people (e.g., 

emotions). On more than a few occasions I have startled someone with the clarity in 

which I see them. I have been accused of being a mind reader. To me, it feels like I am 

just paying attention, nothing extraordinary, but I have come to realize that I pick-up on 

signals that other people miss and because this is where mynatural strengths reside, my 

tendencyhas been to understand social situations by understanding individuals. Janet 



vi

expanded my perception and made me aware of the social dynamics that had previously 

been largely invisible to me. I did not think it was possible, but this added complexity has 

made people even more interesting. 

I also owe a great deal of gratitude toward Caroline Bartel. The gig might be up 

for Caroline because I rave about her to the other students. I think Caroline can expect 

some more dissertation committees in her future that are directly connected to my big 

mouth. Janet and Caroline made an excellent combination because while Janet gave me 

the flexibility to find my own interests and enforced boundaries only when I ventured far 

from the ranch, Caroline was excellent at pulling out a single point in the mess of my 

interests and helping me to focus and expand upon it. Even though I generally knew that 

Caroline’s review of my work would inevitably mean additional work (deep, deep sigh), I 

could not help but be excited to see what she had to say because her ideas always 

somehow captured what I saw but were much better.

In addition to Janet and Caroline, there have been many others who have made 

this dissertation possible. I would like to thank Luis Martins and John Daly for providing 

me with helpful feedback on related research, with looking over my materials, and with 

helping me pursue participants. I would like to thankViolinaRindova for fundamentally 

changing my dissertation to focus on potential job seekers. I also owe a great deal of 

gratitude to Ethan Burris who has always been open and giving of his time; to Dave 

Harrison for letting me drop-in on him and run analysis questions by him; to Jennifer 

Whitson for taking the time to provide me with feedback on my experimental design; to 



vii

both Jennifer Whitson and Emily Amanatullah for letting me jump onto the back of their 

data collection for one of my pilots; to Andy Henderson for kind words of encouragement 

throughout my time in the program, as well as his help in pursuing participants; to Craig 

Crossland for coming through for me during my data collection; to George Huber whom I 

adore and admire for the kind way he gives constructive feedback; to Paul Martorana (no 

longer in the department) for being one of the nicest people I have ever known and for 

reaching out to me and pushing me forward when I needed it; to Francisco Polidoro for 

alternative explanations I would not have thought of on my own; to Jennifer Betancourt 

(from Communication Studies) for meticulous data entry skills and a happy disposition; 

and to Doug Dierking, Kathy Edwards, Kristie Loescher, Dennis Passovoy, 

MihranAroian, Kate Mackie and Julie Sharek for helping me pursue participants. I also 

deeply admire and am grateful to the staff in the department—Chris Scherwin, Jeanie 

Brown, Jay Klein and Doreen Ip-Pong (she is still one of us).I have always been able to 

count on each of them. They are not only good at their jobs, but they are so easy and 

enjoyable to work with that I feel lucky to know them.I also want to acknowledge the 

other students (and spouses) with whom I have developed life-long friendships—David 

“Doctor No” Chandler and his beautiful wife Taiko, Josh Keller and aptly named wife 

Joy, Nuno“SASsy Pants” Filipe, Julie Sharek, and Jonathan Sims.At different times and 

in different ways they have each helped me through this program and brightened my 

days. Lastly, I want to express my gratitude to the individuals who provided their 

professional services for this dissertation.  I would like to thank Jessica Moreland for her 



viii

help constructing my experimental materials, and Lisa Thomas-Tench and Wanda 

Granberry for copy editing this document.



ix

ATTRACTING EMPLOYEES: 

THE LURE OF IDENTIFICATION INDUCEMENTS IN THE 

EXTERNAL COMMUNICATION OF NEW ORGANIZATIONS

CindiBaldi, Ph.D.

The University of Texas at Austin, 2013

Supervisor: Janet Dukerich

Although a vast amount of research has examined why job seekers become 

attracted to organizations, few studies have focused on how job seekers develop an initial 

attraction and attachment to organizations. In order to address this gap in the literature, 

this study examined the relationship between the ways new organizations communicate 

and potential job seekers’ perceptions of organizational attractiveness and anticipatory 

organizational identification. The organizational identification literature has previously 

shown that organizations often use a variety of inducements in their communication to 

foster identification among members, and that when members perceive that membership 

in an organization is an opportunity to affirm, distinguish, or enhance their self-concepts, 

the perceived organizational identity becomes more attractive. Drawing upon these 

findings, this study posited that a similar relationship would occur between organizations 

and potential job seekers.
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In addition, based on findings on social categorization, this study examined

whether the effectiveness of identification inducements varied depending on whether the 

new organization was situated within an established or emerging industry. In established 

industries, new organizations face the risk of being stereotyped based on job seekers’ 

preexisting knowledge of the industry, and therefore effectively invisible to job seekers

as unique organizations. In emerging industries, because it is not entirely clear what 

defines this set of organizations, new organizations face the risk that job seekers may be

less certain about how they might connect with these organizations, and therefore tend to 

find them less attractive. As a consequence of these cognitive differences, this study 

posited that the effectiveness of identification inducements would depend on the type of 

industry.

An experiment was conducted to test these hypotheses. Participants consisted of 

students either currently or recently active in job seeking activities. The findings indicate 

that the presence of identification inducements in an organization’s external 

communication positively impacted job seekers’ perceptions and attachment to 

organizations, and that the primary mechanism for this effect was job seekers’ perception 

of similarity. No differences were found between new organizations in established versus 

emerging industries in terms of the impact of identification inducements. Theoretical and 

managerial implications of these results were discussed.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Previous research on organizational attractiveness has tested the impact of a 

variety of organizational and job characteristics on job seekers’ perceptions of 

organizational attractiveness, including: salary and benefits (Barber & Roehling, 1993; 

Lievens, Decaesteker, Coetsier, & Geirnaert, 2001); career prospects and opportunities 

for growth (Cable & Graham, 2000; Vroom, 1966); minority programs (James, Brief, 

Dietz, & Cohen, 2001; Perkins, Thomas, & Taylor, 2000); personality (Edwards & 

Cooper, 1990; Lievens et al., 2001; Schneider, 1987; Slaughter, Zickar, Highhouse, & 

Mohr, 2004); and, values (Bretz & Judge, 1994; Burke & Descza, 1982; Cable & Judge, 

1996), just to name a few.The majority of this research is an extension of the person-

organization fit (P-O fit) literature, where job seekers’ perceptions of attractiveness is a 

function of their needs, desires and preferences, and their perception that these needs will 

be met by becoming a member of a particular organization (Bretz Jr, Ash, & Dreher, 

1989; Bretz & Judge, 1994; Cable & Judge, 1994; Jones, Willness, & MacNeil, 2009; 

Judge & Cable, 1997; Resick, Baltes, & Shantz, 2007).From this perspective, attraction is 

part of an instrumental assessment—a calculation—about an organization and its 

perceived ability to provide some advantage or benefit to the job seeker.

One limitation of the existing research, however, is that most studies examine 

attraction in the context of established organizations or utilize hypothetical organizations 

in established industries.We know little about why or how job seekers become attracted 

to new organizations, organizations that are not part of a spin-off or a franchise, in 
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emerging industries, industries that are characterized by product definitions that are 

poorly understood or completely unknown (Hargadon & Douglas, 2001), and by 

technologies and processes that are largely unproven (Tushman & Anderson, 1986).New 

organizations in emerging industries are nebulous entities, a trait that is typically aversive 

to individuals because it undermines the individual’s ability to predict the future, which 

in turn makes it difficult for individuals to predict the effects of their behavior and 

whether they will be able to fulfill their goals (Abrams & Hogg, 1988; Hogg & Mullin, 

1999; Hogg & Terry, 2000; Pittman, 1998).The high failure rates associated with new 

organizations in emerging industries (Hannan & Carroll, 1992; Stinchcombe, 1965) most 

likely further contributes to job seekers’ feelings of uncertainty about the 

organization.The high failure rates may be an impediment for the organization to credibly 

claim job and organizational characteristics that job seekers have historically found 

attractive (e.g. future growth opportunities).In addition, it is unlikely that new 

organizations in emerging industries can offset the risks associated with employment in 

one of these organizations with salary premiums above what established organizations 

pay because these organizations tend to struggle financially (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994).

For example, Facebook in 2009 had two million users and was widely considered 

the “hot” start-up, and yet they had an exceedingly difficult time recruiting employees at 

all levels (executives to entry-level college graduates) in spite of generous employee 

stock options that could potentially turn employees into millionaires (Carlson, 2009).At 

the time, Facebook publicly claimed that approximately 80% of potential employees 
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offered a contract accepted work with the company, but former executives of the 

company argued that the closure rate was actually below 50%(Carlson, 2009).According 

to Carlson (2009), industry experts and former executives cited two root causes that 

figured prominently in Facebook’s recruiting struggles: Facebook had difficulty offering 

competitive salaries and prospective employees were uncertain if Facebook would ever 

turn a profit.Competing companies used both of these issues to prey on the fears of 

prospective Facebook employees by offering larger salaries (sometimes double) and by 

hinting that Facebook stock options wereessentially worthless.Which raises the question 

that, if a “hot” company with two million users had trouble attracting talent, how do job 

seekers overcome their uncertainty and become attracted to unknown organizations with 

few customers in emerging industries?

The organizational identification literature provides one possible theoretical 

perspective that might explain why job seekers are attracted to new organizations in 

emerging industries.Extending this literature to the study of organizational attraction, 

previous research on organizational identification has shown that when organizational 

members perceive that membership in an organization is an opportunity to affirm, 

distinguish, or enhance their self-concepts, the perceived organizational identity becomes 

more attractive and self-defining (Brewer, 1991; Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994; 

Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987).An individual’s self-concept refers to 

“the totality of self-descriptions and self-evaluations subjectively available to an 

individual” (Hogg & Abrams, 1998, p. 24).The self-concept is defined by a set of core 
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characteristics (e.g. values, beliefs, attitudes), which act as an interpretative framework 

that guides how an individual behaves across time and situations (Markus & Wurf, 1987; 

Steele, 1988).This framework is composed of and evolves from membership in different 

social groups, including organizations (Ashforth & Mael, 1989).The perceived 

organizational identity is the individual’s beliefs about the central, distinctive and 

enduring characteristics of an organization (Albert & Whetten, 1985; Dutton et al., 1994).

Individuals identify with organizations when the organizational identity is self-

defining, which does not necessarily require a change in an individual’s self-concept as 

long as the individual perceives that the organization reflects their own self-concept 

(Pratt, 1998). For example, the following excerpt is from the blog of a young man with an 

Ivy League-education who left his stable and lucrative management consulting position at 

Booz Allen Hamilton to work in a start-up:

[O]ne of my best friends emailed me a link to a start-up called SpeakerText. The 

CEO was a Columbia grad and the job posting was for a “Hustler” position. "I’m 

a hustler,” I thought to myself—my entire academic and professional life up to 

this point was, in fact, predicated on the fact that I’m a hustler. My dad was a 

hustler, his dad was a hustler. Basically, I come from a long line of hustlers.

All the other job postings I’d sifted through were full [of] the bland 

corporate speak that I guess I’ve come to expect: “Be part of the team that drives 

and executes…” or “Coordinate appropriately across product areas and 
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teams…”or “Ability to work in a distributed environment…” It’s all legitimate, 

but it’s all generic....

…Intrigued, I read on.

“Hustling isn’t a job, it’s a state of mind. Whether you want to start your 

own company one day (which we encourage) or not, being part of Team 

SpeakerText means embracing the JFDI spirit. We will empower you to get things 

done, and won’t always give you a ton of direction as to how. You will be held 

accountable for the results and rewarded accordingly.”

“Um, you’re speaking to my soul,” I thought. (White, 2011, October)

By J. White’s account, the start-up provided an opportunity that the prestigious 

and established firm could not match: the chance to be the person he knew he was.The 

excerpt from J. White suggests that White felt a kinship with the organization, where his 

perception of the organization’s identity positively affirmed a core belief he had about 

himself.In addition, while a great deal of the past research in the management literature 

has examined identification internally between employees and the organizations they 

work for, other research on identification indicates that a formal membership in an 

organization and interpersonal interactions are not necessary for identification to occur 

(Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; Pratt, 1998; Tajfel & Turner, 1979), opening the possibility 

that job seekers are subject to similar motivations as internal members when evaluating 

the attractiveness of a potential employer.
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A prerequisite of identification is a job seeker’s ability to form an understanding 

of the core characteristics of an organization—a job seeker needs to understand what the 

organization is before they can assess what their potential relationship to it might be.For 

new organizations in emerging industries, one of the primary ways that job seekers learn 

about an organization is through the organization’s communication with external 

audiences.Past research on organizational attractiveness has shown that information 

directly from the organization can be an important source for job seekers when forming 

their impressions of potential employers (Barber, 1998; Highhouse, Beadle, Gallo, & 

Miller, 1998), and that these initial impressions of an organization are frequently strong 

predictors of job seekers’ attraction toward an organization(Turban, Forret, & 

Hendrickson, 1998).From this perspective, job seekers are viewed as receivers of 

information (Highhouse & Hoffman, 2001) and an important, but frequently overlooked, 

aspect of organizational attraction is how job seekers respond to organizational 

communication and the micro-processes involved in the development of favorable 

organizational perceptions (Reeve, Highhouse, & Brooks, 2006).The ways that job 

seekers develop an anticipatory organizational identity with a new organization in an 

emerging industry, and how this process might then guide their preferences for working 

in the organization is the central concern of this dissertation.

From a communication perspective, while the process of identification is an 

individual process, driven by individual motives, identification can be fostered by 

organizations through the ways in which they communicate with members (Cheney, 
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1983; DiSanza & Bullis, 1999). Previous research in the organizational communication 

literature has found that communication can affect identification by providing members 

with knowledge of an organization’s defining features, which helps create a shared sense 

of meaning and an interpretive framework among employees and strengthens members’ 

identification by providing employees with a clear sense of the organization’s identity 

(Sproull & Kiesler, 1991; Wiesenfeld, Raghuram, & Garud, 1998; Zack, 1993).

Cheney (1983), building on Burke’s (1937) analysis of identification, argued that 

there are two techniques that organizations can use in their communication to help induce 

identification: the common ground technique (or association inducements), which is 

when the organization links itself to others by espousing shared organizational goals, 

values and beliefs; and identification through antithesis (or dissociation inducements), 

which is acting or uniting against a common enemy.While the previous research 

examining these identification inducements has focused on internal newsletters and 

internal members of organizations (Cheney, 1983; DiSanza & Bullis, 1999), similar 

techniques may help to catalyze job seekers’ identification with new organizations in 

emerging industries when the content of the inducement helps job seekers’ affirm, 

enhance or distinguish their self-concepts.

In addition, while potential job seekers may generally desire a psychological 

connection between themselves and the organizations they work for, job seekers may 

respond differently to identification inducements in organizational communication 

depending upon whether the new organization is in an emerging or established industry. 
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The literature on social categorization has previously shown that when an object is 

categorized, individuals cease to see the object as unique and instead ascribe traits to the 

object based upon the group prototype(Turner et al., 1987).A group prototype is the 

shared set of attributes among members of a category that enhances perceptions of 

similarity among members (Hogg & Terry, 2000).A potential consequence of the social 

categorization process for organizations is that, cognitively, job seekers may be naturally 

inclined to perceive organizations in emerging industries as unique (because there is not a 

fully formed category to which they belong) and organizations in established industries as 

one of many.This cognitive difference between organizations in new and established 

industries may have important implications on job seekers’ motivation to identify with an 

organization because individuals tend to avoid identities that make them feel too 

assimilated or too different (Brewer, 1991).To the extent that the two types of 

identification inducements may be able to offset or counterbalance these perceptual 

differences between organizations in emerging and established industries, one type may 

be more persuasive to job seekers in one type of industry versus the other.

In summary, drawing from both the management and communication literatures 

on identification, the purpose of this dissertation is to examine how job seekers become 

attracted to new organizations in emerging industries through the content of the 

organization’s communication with external audiences.I argue that the identification 

inducements in an organization’s communication can help job seekers form an 

anticipatory identity of the organization that then enables job seekers to assess how 
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membership in the organization might impact their self-concept.Three specific questions 

are addressed in this research: (1) Do identification inducements affect job seekers’ 

perceptions of organizational attractiveness? (2) Do identification inducements lead to an 

increase in perceptions of organizational attractiveness by affecting job seekers’ needs for 

self-continuity, self-enhancement and need for distinctiveness? and (3) Do identification 

inducements have differing effects on job seekers’ perceptions of attractiveness 

depending onwhether the organizations are in industries that are emerging or established? 

This research would contribute to the existing literature in at least three important 

ways.First, this research extends the organizational attractiveness literature.At present, 

this literature primarily argues that job seekers’ perceptions of attraction are derived by 

their evaluation of the fit between their own traits and the characteristics of the 

organization (Backhaus, Stone, & Heiner, 2002; Cable & Judge, 1996; Luce, Barber, & 

Hillman, 2001; Schneider, 1987) and largely overlooks the role of the self-concept and a 

job seeker’s perceptions of an anticipated identity on organizational attractiveness (See 

Lievens & Highhouse, 2003; and Turban & Cable, 2003 for exceptions).Yet, the previous 

research on identification indicates that people are attracted to groups and organizations 

that enable them to affirm, enhance or distinguish their self-concept (Dutton et al., 

1994).It seems reasonable that given the volitional nature of the job search and the 

preference for groups that are beneficial to the self-concept that communication content 

that helps job seekers develop a sense of the organization’s identity would be appealing 

to job seekers. 
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Second, this research would extend the research on identification inducements to 

job seekers in the organizational communication literature.This is potentially important 

because the actual impact of the inducements on identification is often conflated with 

prior identification levels when examining inducements with internal 

members.Specifically, it is not clear if the internal members are responding positively to 

inducements because they are already identified with the organization or if they are 

responding positively because the inducements strengthen their existing identification 

with the organization.By examining job seekers and new organizations, we can test the 

impact of inducements on individuals with no pre-existing attachments prior to reading 

the communication content provided by the organization.

The third contribution to the organizational attractiveness literature is that the 

present research extends our understanding of what factors contribute to job seekers’ 

perceptions of organizational attractiveness when the organizations are new and in 

emerging industries.New organizations in emerging industries are unique because they 

are tremendously ambiguous entities.This ambiguity potentially makes job seekers averse 

to accepting positions in these organizations.Therefore, understanding how job seekers 

become attracted to these organizations and how that process might differ for established 

organizations is an important extension of the organizational attractiveness literature.In 

addition, the communication process and its impact on job seekers’ identification with the 

organization may be especially influential on job seekers’ perceptions of new 

organizations in emerging industries because the organization’s newness likely means 
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that there are fewer sources of information on the organization. This potentially makes 

what the new organization says and how they say it more powerful to job seekers’ 

perceptions than it is for established organizations which are sharing communication 

channels with other sources of information that may dilute their message.

The remainder of this chapter is devoted to a selective review of the 

organizational attractiveness literature.A model of organizational attractiveness for new 

organizations in emerging industries and its corresponding hypotheses is developed in 

Chapter Two.Features of the research design and the methodology used to test the 

hypotheses are discussed in Chapter Three.

OVERVIEW OF PRIOR THEORY AND RESEARCH

While prior research has yet to examine how job seekers become attracted to new 

organizations in emerging industries, the existing literature does address some of the 

motivations associated with attraction and the ways in which organizational 

characteristics can influence identification. The identification literature from both the 

management and communication literatures informs this research.

Overview of the Literature on Organizational Attractiveness

Perceived organizational attraction is defined as a job seeker’s positive attitude 

toward an organization and toward initiating some relationship with the organization 

(Aiman-Smith, Bauer, & Cable, 2001).The research on job seekers’ perceptions of 

organizational attractiveness is vast, covering a variety of characteristics and their related 

motivations.Ehrhart and Ziegert(2005) categorize this research into three meta-theories: 
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the environmental processing meta-theory (e.g. Vroom’s (1966) expectancy theory) 

which examines how individuals process information about the actual environment to 

form their perceptions of the environment, which then leads to attraction; the 

interactionist processing meta-theory (e.g. O’Reilly & Chatman’s (1986) person-

organization fit), which argues that information about the self and about the environment 

form job seekers’ perceptions of fit and contributes to perceptions of attraction; and self-

processing meta-theory (e.g. Tajfel& Turner’s (1979) social identity theory), which 

involves attitudes related to the self-concept and argues that information about the self 

can influence an individual’s perceptions of fit with an organization and is a basis for 

attraction.To limit the scope of this review, the focus will be on the key contributions of 

the theoretical and empirical research that forms the foundation of both the interactionist 

and self-processing meta-theories because this is the research most concerned with 

intangible characteristics of individuals and organizations which interact to form the 

individual’s perceptions of attraction.

Selected Contributions of the Person-Organization Fit (P-O Fit) Literature to 

Attraction

Most studies examining job seekers’ perceptions of organizational attractiveness 

link attraction to organizations to P-O fit (e.g. Cable & Judge, 1994, 1996; Judge &Cable, 

1997; Lievens et al., 2001; Schneider, 1987; Turban & Keon, 1993).Kristof(1996) defines 

P-O fit as the compatibility of an individual to an organization that occurs when at least 

one entity provides what the other needs and/or there is a match or similarity on some 
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attribute.The main proposition of P-O fit is that attitudes and behaviors are the result of 

the congruence between characteristics of the individual and the organization (O'Reilly & 

Chatman, 1986; Pratt, 1998).In terms of needs satisfaction, new employees are attracted 

to organizations on the basis of a cost-benefit analysis, where they exchange behavior for 

rewards or to have some need fulfilled.Over time, as the individual comes to understand 

and appreciate the values and goals of an organization, they may begin to internalize or 

emulate these characteristics and incorporate the organization’s core characteristics into 

their self-concepts.In other words, identification can occur over time but is not the source 

of initial attraction from the P-O fit perspective.

For instance, Judge and Cable (1997) assessed fit between job seekers’ 

personalities and the organization’s culture, and found that job seekers with high levels of 

neuroticism were less attracted to organizations with innovative cultures because 

individuals with neurotic personalities tended to be rigid and have difficulty adapting, 

and innovative cultures are in opposition to these personality tendencies.While past 

research has demonstrated that individual personality and organizational culture are 

stable characteristics (Chatman, 1989; Srivastava, John, Gosling, & Potter, 2003)

fundamental to identity for both the individual and the organization, the attraction of the 

job seeker toward the organization in this example (e.g. the neurotic to non-innovative 

cultures) is instrumental.The neurotic is attracted to the non-innovative culture, not 

because they necessarily value non-innovative cultures, but because the non-innovative 

culture is beneficial for their neurotic personality.
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In terms of attraction based on perceptions of similarity on some attribute, 

similarity is attractive because when there is a match between organizational and 

individual characteristics, individuals perceive that the issues they value are also valued 

by the organization, and they expect that the organization will be more supportive of 

these values (Cable & DeRue, 2002; Cable & Edwards, 2004).For example, Judge and 

Bretz (1992) found that the interaction between organizational values (fairness, concern 

for others and achievement) and job seekers’ value orientation toward these 

organizational values were a more important influence on job seekers’ acceptance of a 

job than values alone.

Slaughter and Greguras (2009) examined the interaction between Big Five 

personality traits (e.g. openness to experience, conscientiousness, extroversion, 

agreeableness, neuroticism (Digman, 1990) and organizational personalities (e.g. boy 

scout, innovativeness, dominance, thrift and style) and proposed that individuals who 

scored high on certain dimensions of the Big Five would be differentially attracted to 

organizations that were perceived to have specific organizational personalities.For 

example, the study tested whether individuals who scored high on openness to experience 

were differentially attracted to organizations that they perceived to have the Style 

personality (e.g. organizations that are perceived to be stylish, hip and trendy).Slaughter 

and Greguras (2009) argued that because individuals who score high on dimensions of 

openness tend to be creative, unconventional and interested in varied experiences 

(Digman, 1990), these individuals would be more attracted to organizations with style 
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personalities that could offer them a variety of experiences.Slaughter and Greguras 

(2009) found mixed results supporting the person-organization fit perspective, where 

three of the ten hypothesized relationships influenced attraction.For example, the 

interaction between openness and style discussed above was significant, but in the 

opposite direction as was hypothesized.Similarly, Schreurs, Druart, Proost, and De Witte 

(2009) found partial support for similarity in their study examining the interaction 

between individual Big Five traits and organizational personality traits, where two of 

their six hypotheses were supported.Like the Slaughter and Greguras’ (2009) study, 

similarity was assessed by comparing dimensions of the Big Five to an organizational 

equivalent of the Big Five.

In summary, while some of the P-O fit studies provide mixed support for the 

interaction between the individual and the organization based on some similar attribute, 

the empirical findings generally suggest that perceived similarity between the individual 

and the organization influences job seekers’ perceptions of attraction.Again, the 

theoretical argument underlying this research is not one based on a sense of belonging or 

identification to the organization.Generally, there is a calculation involved, even with the 

perceptions of similarity, where the individual is attracted to the similar organization 

because of the belief that their values will be supported versus a sense of kinship with the 

organization.
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Selected Contributions of the Identification Literature to Attraction

Organizational identification is a special case of the broader concept of social 

identification (Ashforth & Mael, 1989).Organizational identification involves an 

individual coming to see an organization as an important aspect of the individual’s self-

concept, where an individual defines who they are not by idiosyncratic personal 

attributes, but by attributes (goals, values and beliefs) that they share with members of an 

organization which are distinct from other comparable organizations. The extent to which 

an individual identifies with an organization depends upon the attractiveness of the 

organization (Dutton et al, 1994).Attractiveness, in turn, is dependent upon the extent to 

which an organizational identity contributes to an individual’s need for self-consistency, 

self-distinctiveness, self-enhancement (Dutton et al., 1994) or reduces an individual’s 

subjective uncertainty.

Individuals are attracted to groups or organizations that they perceive to be similar 

to the self because membership in these organizations represents an opportunity to 

maintain self-continuity.Past research examining the impact of similarity on group 

outcomes, such as cohesiveness, identification and liking has been conceptually grounded 

in the self-continuity principle.For instance, the research on relational demography in 

groups has examined similarity on visible characteristics, such as race and gender, and 

argued that similarity can be a basis for psychological attachment (Chattopadhyay, 1999; 

Glaman, Jones, & Rozelle, 1996; Goldberg, Riordan, & Schaffer, 2010; O'Reilly III, 

Caldwell, & Barnett, 1989; Polzer, Milton, & Swann Jr, 2002; Riordan & Shore, 1997; 
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Riordan & Weatherly, 1999; Webber & Donahue, 2001).Tsui, Egan, and O'Reilly III 

(1992,  p. 554) noted that work groups can be “an attractive psychological group to an 

individual to the extent that it comprises others whose demographic profile is consistent 

with the categories the individual has chosen to categorize him- or herself.”Tsui et al. 

(1992) further argued that individuals perceive any group that is partly related to their 

social identity as special.Likewise, Goldberg, Riordan and Schaffer (2010), demonstrated 

that similarity in race-ethnicity positively influenced individuals’ attitudes of their work 

group, and Shamir (1991) contended that individuals may relate to groups that partly 

match their existing social identity because they are opportunities for self-expression.

Research examining outcomes at the organizational level have also found that 

demographic similarity in organizations is related to higher levels of organizational 

commitment (Tsui et al., 1992; Williams & O'Reilly, 1998), and studies examining 

deeper-level similarity (e.g. personality, values) have found that individuals are attracted 

to organizations when they perceive that the organization is composed of individuals like 

themselves (Schneider, 1987; Schneider, Goldstein, & Smith, 1995) and when employee 

and organizational characteristics overlap (Hall, Schneider, & Nygren, 1970). Taken 

together, this past research suggests that similarity to a group or an organization 

positively impacts an individual’s attitudes and identification with the particular group or 

organization (Ashforth & Mael, 1989).

Individuals are also attracted to groups that they perceive to represent distinctive 

values, beliefs and practices compared to other relevant groups (Brewer, 1991; Turner et 



18

al., 1987).Brewer (1991) argued that individuals find distinctive groups attractive because 

membership in these groups represents an opportunity to simultaneously satisfy the dual 

fundamental needs to belong and to be distinct.The individual’s need to belong is 

satisfied through group membership, while their need to be distinct is satisfied through 

intergroup comparisons.Past research examining the relationship between distinctiveness 

and identification has found that individuals are attracted to distinct groups regardless of 

the positive or negative values associated with the identity (Brewer, 1991, 2003; 

Leonardelli, 2002; Leonardelli & Brewer, 2001; Leonardelli, Pickett, & Brewer, 2010; 

Mael, 1988; Perkins, Nieva, & Lawler, 1983).For example, empirical studies on 

minorities/majorities and group identification have found that minorities exhibit 

significantly greater identification with their in-group than majority members express 

with their in-group (Leonardelli & Brewer, 2001; McGuire, McGuire, Child, & Fujioka, 

1978; McGuire & Padawer-Singer, 1976).Mehra and Brass (1998), for instance, 

examined the social networks of a cohort of students in a master of business 

administration program and found that relative to majority group members, marginalized 

racial minorities were more likely to make friendship choices and identify with others

within their racial group and that this effect was, at least partially, the preference of 

minority students. Similarly, Mael and Ashforth (1992) studied the relationship between 

organizational distinctiveness and identification between a religious university and its 

alumni and found that alumni who perceived the college’s attitudes, values and practices 

as distinctive identified more strongly with the college. In summary, distinct 
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organizations are attractive because membership satisfies the competing needs to belong 

and to be distinct.The more conceptually unified the group, the easier it is to distinguish it 

from out-groups.

In addition, individuals are attracted to groups to the degree that membership 

enhances self-esteem.For example, the past research examining the impact of 

organizational reputation has found that job seekers are attracted to prestigious 

organizations with a positive reputation (Lievens & Highhouse, 2003; Lievens, Hoye, & 

Schreurs, 2005; Turban & Keon, 1993).Individuals are attracted to organizations that 

have a positive reputation because those group attributes reflect back onto the individual 

and enhance their self-esteem (basking in reflected glory) as they take on the 

organization’s positive image as part of their own self-image (Cialdini et al., 1976; 

Cialdini & De Nicholas, 1989; Cialdini & Richardson, 1980).In related research, 

intergroup competition also serves as a means of self-enhancement (Tajfel & Turner, 

1979).Self-categorization theory (Turner et al., 1987) suggests that individuals enhance 

the positive valence associated with their social identity through a process of categorizing 

people into in-group members and out-group members.For example, Elsbach and Kramer 

(1996) found that following the Businessweek magazine’s school rankings, 

organizational members selectively emphasized comparisons with other schools to 

highlight favorable inter-organizational comparisons.Self-enhancement through favorable 

comparisons with out-groups is easier when there is competition between groups because 
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competition solidifies group boundaries, increasing the salience of out-groups and 

accentuating intergroup differences (Brown & Ross, 1982; Turner, 1981).

Finally, past research has shown that when individuals are either contextually or 

personally uncertain, they will be attracted to groups that can reduce their uncertainty 

(Brewer & Harasty, 1996; Hamilton & Sherman, 1996;Hogg & Terry, 2000).Hogg and 

Mullin (1999, p. 253) noted that “[p]eople have a fundamental need to feel certain about 

their world and their place within it.” For example, Grieve and Hogg (1999) examined 

whether subjective uncertainty motivated individuals to identify with explicit categories 

in a minimal group study. Grieve and Hogg (1999) argued that given the novelty of the 

situation and the unusual nature of the distribution task, minimal group studies are 

situations that are high in subjective uncertainty.Their findings indicate that in uncertain 

situations, people use the minimal categories they are assigned to as a means to reduce 

uncertainty about themselves and their actions.Mullin and Hogg (1998) further explored 

whether the reaction to uncertainty wasdue to situational or task uncertainty, arguing that 

situational uncertainty might be more closely related to identity uncertainty because 

situational uncertainty was more closely linked to the relationship between the self and 

others in the social setting.

Mullin and Hogg’s (1998) findings, however, suggest that categorized 

participants exhibited greater bias in conditions of both high situational uncertainty and 

high task uncertainty as compared to participants in either low uncertainty 

conditions.Mullin and Hogg (1998) argued that for uncertainty to have motivational 
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implications the uncertainty should relate to subjectively important dimensions.In this 

study, participants were either categorized or not, and then were given feedback to either 

raise or lower their subjective uncertainty about the soundness of their attitudes on issues 

that were either trivial or important.Mullin and Hogg’s (1998) results indicate that 

individuals categorized under conditions of high uncertainty on important issues 

identified more strongly than participants in other conditions.In more recent work Reid 

and Hogg (2005) examined the interactive relationship between status and uncertainty.In 

these studies the authors found that under conditions of high uncertainty, status was not a 

factor in whether participants identified with a group or not, but under conditions of low 

uncertainty, participants in high status groups were more likely to identify with the 

group.In total, the findings in this research are that the motivational impact of uncertainty 

on group formation is more pronounced when people feel uncertain about important 

rather than trivial issues and when they perceive that the properties of the group are 

relevant to reducing the uncertainty. 

In summary, people find organizations attractive to the degree to which 

organizational membership positively impacts the individual’s self-concept, and there are 

four motivations that may impact a job seeker’s perception of organizational 

attractiveness: self-consistency, self-distinctiveness, self-enhancement and uncertainty 

reduction.In addition, the critical difference between P-O fit theory and identification 

theory is the role of the self-concept in an individual’s perceptions of attraction.It is the 

impact of membership on the self-concept that makes identification distinct from P-O fit 
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in terms of an individual’s perceptions of attraction.While the concept of similarity runs 

through both literatures, in the P-O fit literature similarity means congruence, whereas 

similarity in the identification literature means a shared social identity or shared core 

beliefs (Pratt, 1998).

Overview of the Literature on Organizational Communication

Several scholars have noted that communication may be an important antecedent 

to various forms of organizational attraction (e.g. identification, commitment, loyalty) 

and have positive implications on individual attitudes toward the organization (Foy, 

1994; Huff, Sproull, & Kiesler, 1989; Katz & Kahn, 1972; Meyer & Allen, 1997; Sproull 

& Kiesler, 1986).Because the essence of organizations is the coordination of individuals 

toward the achievement of common goals (Johnson, 1977; Weick, 1969), coordination, 

and therefore organization, necessarily requires communication to move the parts of the 

organization with unity of effort.For this reason, communication is frequently referred to 

as the “glue” that binds together organizations (Katz & Kahn, 1972; Postmes, 

2003).Ideally, organizations would like employees to possess core values and goals 

similar to the organization (i.e.they would like employees to identify with the 

organization) to increase the likelihood that employee actions and decisions made on 

behalf of the organization will be consistent with the overall efforts of the 

organization.Cheney (1983) proposed that the content of communication may facilitate 

the identification process because it discloses the organization’s goals, values and 
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achievements, which may enhance employees’ perceptions of organizational 

attractiveness by creating a shared meaning among employees on important facets of the 

organization (e.g. values, norms and culture) as well as promoting a clearer sense of the 

organization’s identity (Sproull & Kiesler, 1991; Zack, 1993). 

Cheney’s (1983) work on identification inducements specifically addresses how 

organizations attempt to foster identification, either intentionally or unintentionally, to 

persuade employees to accept the organization’s interests and values as their own through 

the content of the organization’s communication. Cheney (1983) examined the rhetorical 

strategies organizations used in their internal (employee) newsletters, and found three 

general organizational communication strategies used in attempts to persuade employees 

to identify withorganizations: the common ground technique, the transcendent we 

technique and the identification through antithesis technique.The common ground 

technique occurs when organizations attempt to explicitly show employees that the 

organization shares the same values (e.g. fairness), goals (e.g. success) and achievements 

(e.g. performance) as the employees.The transcendent we technique occurs when the 

organization refers to its people as “we” in publications and is a means by which 

organizations can subtly express common interests and values with employees.The power 

of the transcendent we is the subtle manner it presents the organization and all its 

members as unified on a particular value, goal or attitude.For instance, Cheney 

(1983),provides an excerpt from a State Farm Insurance executive’s writing as follows:
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I’m just glad we built our future together, on the same side of the fence, with 

mutual trust and interdependence.It’s a mighty comforting feeling to me—and I 

believe to you—that regardless of the problems, we’ll solve them together. (p. 

154)

In this example, the executive is clearly taking-for-granted the shared interests between 

the organization and all its members.Both the common ground technique and the 

transcendent we technique are communication strategies for creating a connection 

between the organization and the employee.

The identification through antithesis technique is a dissociation strategy that aims 

to unite the organization by creating a common enemy and often involves invoking a 

threat from the outside to promote a sense of solidarity between internal members to rally 

together and defeat the threat.For instance, Cheney (1983) highlights several examples 

from company newsletters where the government is the threat.A newsletter from DuPont 

provides statistics and opinions from top experts in their fields, such as economists, as 

well as the opinions of influential executives in their industry that position DuPont and 

the government against each another and argue that government policies are a threat to 

both DuPont’s existence and the well-being of America in general.Cheney’s (1983) 

primary argument concerning the relationship between dissociation strategies and 

inducing identification is that by explicitly identifying a threat, the organization is 
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simultaneously implying something about itself, its values and its purpose, as well as 

explicating what it is not.

Cheney’s (1983) identification inducements are consistent with many propositions 

in the organizational behavior literature.For example, Dutton et al.’s (1994) argument that 

a condition leading to higher identification is the individual’s perception of fit between 

their own values and those of the organization is consistent with Cheney’s (1983) 

argument that identification can be induced by organizations expressing their values to 

employees.Similarly, organizational behavior scholars have argued that perceptions of 

distinctiveness (Dutton et al., 1994) and competition (Mael&Ashforth, 1992) are also 

potentially positive conditions which lead to higher levels of identification, which is 

consistent with Cheney’s (1983) dissociation strategy, where explicitly identifying a 

threat to the organizations well-being is a form of identification inducement.

Elaborating on Cheney’s (1983) identification inducements, which examined the 

process of identification at the organizational level, DiSanza and Bullis (1999) studied 

employee responses to identification inducements in employee newsletters and whether 

responses were related to the strength of organizational identification.DiSanza and Bullis 

(1999) argued that identification is the intertwining of the individual with the 

organization that occurs at varying degrees overtime. DiSanza and Bullis (1999) reasoned 

that if identification inducements in organizational communication actually have an 

impact on employee identification, scholars should see this effect in employee responses 

to the organizational communication.For example, when Kim, a U.S. Forest Service 
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employee, read a story in the Forest Service’s internal newsletter about retirees 

continuing to volunteer for the organization, her response was:

I have really strong ties to the forest, to the uh, you know, the Forest Service in 

general and particularly the Caribou and Region Four.And, uh, when I retire, I 

want to be in a situation where I can help and do some of these kinds of things.I 

don’t just intend to walk away with retirement.I still intend to, to be involved if I 

can.Because the Forest Service, to me, well, it’s my life. (p. 337)

In this example, the newsletter article included identification inducements highlighting 

shared values, used the assumed (transcendent) we, and issued an invitation for retirees to 

stay connected to the organization.It is clear that Kim is directly responding to some of 

these inducements, such as her desire to stay connected to the Forest Service after 

retirement, and we can see the merging of the organization’s identity with Kim’s 

identity.By her account, the Forest Service has become her life.

Related work conducted by Postmes, Tanis, and de Wit (2001) explored the 

relationship between organizational communication and employee commitment.Postmes 

et al. (2001) contrasted two potential determinants of commitment: identification through 

attraction, and identification through self-definition.In identification through attraction, 

determinants of attraction are interpersonal (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Mowday, Porter, 

&Steers, 1982) and include factors such as similarity, proximity, reciprocity and 

interpersonal interaction (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Meyer & Allen, 1997). With 
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identification through self-definition, determinants of attraction are cognitive (Turner et 

al., 1987) and include factors that enhance the salience of a social category and define the 

identity of the organization (e.g. distinctiveness and intergroup conflict (Ashforth & 

Mael, 1989; Haslam, 2001)).Postmes et al. (2001) also examined two types of 

communication: horizontal, which is the informal, socio-emotional communication 

conducted among proximate peers, and vertical, which is the formal, bureaucratic 

communication that helps define the organization (e.g. strategic information) and is more 

representative of the organization as a whole.

Postmes et al. (2001) argued that the two types of communication (horizontal and 

vertical) are antecedents to the two types of commitment (identification through 

attraction and identification through self-definition), where horizontal communication is 

related to identification in terms of affect and vertical communication is related to 

identification in terms of self-definition.Postmes et al. (2001) found that vertical 

communication from senior management was the best predictor of commitment, and they 

went on to suggest that vertical communication may foster commitment because it helps 

clarify the nature of the organization, which might facilitate identification between the 

employee and the organization.

Related research on the relationship between entitativity and identification further 

suggests that identification inducements may impact identification by clarifying the 

organization’s identity among members.Entitativity is the degree to which a group is 

perceived to be bounded together in a coherent unit (Campbell, 1958).Past research on 
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entitativity has found that groups that are perceived as a real entity, or a cohesive unit, are 

perceived more positively by individuals, but only when the group is not perceived to be 

an enemy (Castano, Sacchi, & Gries, 2003).Similarly, past research has found that 

individuals are more attracted to high entitative groups than groups with less entitativity 

because entitativity deepens their sense that whatever goal they pursue they can attain 

(Yzerbyt, Castano, Leyens, & Paladino, 2000).Campbell (1958) argued that similarity 

and salience were important antecedents to entitativity, two factors that are feasibly 

reinforced in organizational communication through identification inducements.

In summary, prior research studying organizational communication and various 

forms of organizational attraction have demonstrated that employee perceptions of 

organizational attractiveness are influenced by organizational leaders and the information 

they share with employees.Underlying much of this research is the notion that 

organizational communication helps to clarify the identity of the organization, which 

potentially enhances identification because this clarity enables employees to more easily 

see how a relationship with the organization relates to their self-concept. 

IMPACT OF ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATION ON ORGANIZATIONAL 

ATTRACTIVENESS

In this research, I argue that job seekers’ perceptions of organizational 

attractiveness should be affected by the extent to which organizations employ 

identification inducements in their communication with external audiences.My reasoning 

for this assertion is that job seekers, like employees, are likely to have a preference for 
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organizations that they perceive as beneficial for their self-concept.Previous research has 

shown that employees are more attracted to organizations they perceive can satisfy their 

self-definitional needs (Dutton et al., 1994).Related research has also shown that neither a 

formal relationship nor interpersonal interaction is necessary for attraction and 

identification to occur (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; Pratt, 1998; Tajfel & Turner, 1979), 

which suggests that job seekers may be subject to similar motives as employees.An 

important assumption of the identification literature is that the individual needs to have 

an understanding of the organization, as well as know themselves for identification to 

occur (Pratt, 1998).Previous research on identification in the communication literature 

has shown that employees develop an understanding of their organization in terms of its 

values, goals, achievements and distinctiveness through the identification inducements 

the organization employs in its vertical communication with employees (Cheney, 1983; 

Postmes et al., 2001).Thus, to the extent that organizations utilize identification 

inducements in their external communication, job seekers are likely to develop an 

anticipatory identity of the organization, which then enables job seekers to assess how 

membership in an organization might impact their self-concept. 

Additionally, in this research I will also investigate the role of the self-concept in 

the evaluation process, and whether the effects of identification inducement strategies 

(association and dissociation) differ depending on the maturity of the industry.In the next 

section, I will begin to elaborate on my arguments for how the self-concept mediates the 

relationship between identification inducements and perceptions of organizational 
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attractiveness, and why the type of organization (e.g. new organizations in emerging 

industries, new organizations in established industries, etc.) may be a moderator of the 

relationship between identification inducements and organizational attractiveness.

Job Seekers’ Perceptions as Mediators

In addition to the main effects between identification inducements and 

perceptions of organizational attractiveness, I further propose to examine how 

identification inducements lead to anticipatory identification and perceived organizational 

attractiveness through job seekers’ perceptions of similarity, prestige, and 

distinctiveness.I argue based on research grounded in social cognition (Markus & Wurf, 

1987) and identification (e.g. Dutton et al., 1994) that the self-concept plays a vital role in 

determining both what information job seekers attend to and how job seekers evaluate the 

information.Specifically, past research on information processing has shown that people 

have a tendency to attend to self-relevant information and that much of a person’s 

understanding of their world is derived by an understanding of how aspects of that world 

relate to their self-concept (Markus & Wurf, 1987; Turner et al., 1987).Based on this 

research, I propose that identification inducements help job seekers form their initial 

impressions of an organization in terms of how similar, how prestigious, and how 

distinctive the organization’s identity is, and, in turn, those impressions have implications 

on job seekers’ attraction and identification with an organization to the extent that job 

seekers’ perceive that organizational membership will positively impact their self-

concept.
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Contextual Moderators

In the above arguments I have taken a universal approach on the effect of 

identification inducements on job seekers’ perceptions of organizational attractiveness.I 

propose here to refine these arguments by examining contextual differences which are 

likely to affect the strength of this relationship.Specially, I will examine whether 

contextual factors such as the newness of the industry an organization is in may 

accentuate the effects of identification inducements on organizational attractiveness.This 

may increase our understanding of the conditions under which identification inducements 

will be more likely to impact job seekers’ perceptions of organizational attractiveness.

In Chapter Two, I will first define key constructs used in this study.Following 

these definitions, the nature of the relationship between identification inducements and 

perceived organizational attraction will be described in greater detail; this discussion will 

be followed by a discussion of the role of the self-concept in the formation and evaluation 

process of organizational attractiveness; and lastly, I will then discuss how the impact of 

these inducements might differ depending on the type of the industry (e.g. emerging or 

established) the organization is situated within.In Chapter Three, the methodology for 

testing these hypotheses will be developed, including the nature of the sample, the 

measures for each construct and the statistical techniques to be used for hypothesis 

testing.
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Chapter 2: Theory Development and Hypotheses

In this chapter, I first examine the key constructs of identification inducements 

and organizational attraction used in this research.Following that, I develop the theory 

and hypotheses to be studied, linking the types of identification inducements to levels of 

organizational attractiveness.In the first section, I address the first research question—Do 

identification inducements affect job seekers’ anticipatory identification and perceptions 

of organizational attractiveness?—byexamining the effect of identification inducements 

found in previous research in the communication literature on levels of perceived 

organizational attractiveness.In the second section, I address the second research 

question—Do identification inducements lead to an increase in anticipatory 

identification and perceptions of organizational attractiveness by affecting job seekers’ 

perceptions of similarity, prestige and distinctiveness about the organization?—by 

examining the role of the self in forming perceptions.In the third section, I address the 

third research question—Do identification inducements have differing effects on job 

seekers’ perceptions of attractiveness depending on whether the organization is in an 

emerging or established industry?—by examining organizations in emerging and 

established industries where, based on the strength of the industry identity, job seekers 

may form their perceptions based on different types of inducements (association and 

dissociation).
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DEFINITION OF KEY TERMS

Anticipatory Organizational Identification

Ashforth (1998) defined anticipatory identification as part of the anticipatory 

socialization phase of the more encompassing organizational assimilation process (Jablin, 

1987), whereby job seekers begin to internalize attributes they believe define occupants 

of specific roles the job seeker is contemplating pursuing in specific 

organizations.According to Miller and Jablin (1991), duringthe anticipatory phase of the 

socialization process, job seekers contemplating a new role in an organization collect 

information about the organization that enables them to develop a sense for what the 

organization and its members consider to be appropriate (or “normal”) patterns of 

behavior and thoughts (Jablin, 1987). Once a job seeker develops expectations about the 

organization and its members they are then able to visualize, prior to actual entry, what it 

would be like to take on a certain role given a specific organization.As these beliefs about 

the role become self-defining, where individuals come to see the role as part of 

themselves, anticipatory identification with the new role increases while identification 

with the old role decreases, enabling an individual to create a psychological bridge 

between old and new roles to facilitate transitions (Ashforth, 2001).

While Ashforth (1998) defined anticipatory identification as identification 

between potential role occupants and the attributes possessed by current role-holders, in 

all likelihood a similar process occurs between potential organizational members (e.g. job 

seekers) and the organization, where potential organizational members begin to 
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internalize the attributes they perceive to be defining characteristics of the organization as 

a whole.For example, though not specifically measuring anticipatory identification 

between job seekers and organizations prior to entry, Mael and Ashforth’s(1995) study 

on new military members found relatively high levels of organizational identification 

among newcomers in the army, suggesting that organizational identification may have 

begun prior to entry based on the anticipatory images recruits had developed.The 

anticipatory socialization literature (e.g. Miller & Jablin, 1991) further suggests that such 

a relationship may exist between job seekers and organizations in that job seekers 

develop expectations based on information about the organization as a whole, as well as 

on information relevant to specific roles, which enables them to visualize not only what it 

would be like in a certain role, but also what it would be like to be a member of a specific 

organization.In addition, while research in the management literature has primarily 

focused on expounding upon the relationship between organizations and formal members 

(e.g. employees), the marketing literature has extended research on identification to non-

formal members(e.g. customers) of organizations as well, and found that, just as is the 

case with formal members, non-formal members identify with organizations that affirm, 

distinguish, or enhance their self-concepts (Ahearne, Bhattacharya, & Gruen, 2005; 

Bhattacharya, Rao, & Glynn, 1995; Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003).Based on the preceding 

theory and research, I define anticipatory organizational identification in this research as 

the degree to which job seekers come to see an organization as part of themselves, prior 

to entry. 
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Perceived Organizational Attractiveness

As defined previously, organizational attractiveness is a job seekers’ expressed 

positive affect or attitude toward an organization and toward forming an initial 

relationship with an organization (Aiman-Smith et al., 2001).As noted by several 

researchers, organizational attractiveness is composed of two dimensions—an affective 

dimension and an intentional or job pursuit dimension (Aiman-Smith et al., 2001; 

Highhouse, Lievens, & Sinar, 2003).Fisher, Ilgen, and Hoyer (1979) were among the first 

to measure organizational attractiveness based on both an attitudinal and an intentional 

component, and since their study many other scholars have used variants of 

organizational attractiveness measures to capture either affective and/or intentional 

dimensions (e.g. Highhouse, Stierwalt, Bachiochi, Elder, & Fisher, 1999; Honeycutt & 

Rosen, 1997; Turban et al., 1998; Turban & Keon, 1993; Williams & Bauer, 1994).

Anticipated organizational identification and perceived organizational 

attractiveness are likely to be related but separate constructs.Anticipated organizational 

identification is cognitive in nature, where the individual identifies with an organization 

to the degree to which they perceive that there is overlap between their definition of self 

and their definition of the organization.Unlike organizational attractiveness, which is 

affective in nature (Aiman-Smith et al., 2001), an individual does not necessarily have to 

feel positive about a group or organization to identify with it.For example, members of 

stigmatized groups frequently strongly identify with their negatively valued group 

(Galinsky, Hugenberg, Groom, & Bodenhausen, 2003; Jetten, Branscombe, Schmitt, 
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&Spears, 2001). Given that one of the fundamental assumptions of social identity theory 

is that people strive for positive identities (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), however, it seems 

likely that identification and perceptions of organizational attractiveness often times co-

occur.Harquail (1998) described how while identification and positive affect are 

theoretically separate constructs, they are so closely coupled that the relationship between 

them would be difficult to parse apart.At times, it seems that affect leads to identification, 

where the opportunity to feel positive affect compels individuals to invest themselves into 

an organizational identity (Harquail, 1998); and at other times, identification seems to 

lead to affect, where, as the individual’s cognitive connection to an organization deepens, 

they begin to attach more value to it (Ashforth, 1993; Kelman, 1958; Sedikides & Gregg, 

2007).

Identification Inducements

Cheney (1983) described two types of identification inducement techniques in 

organizational communication: association and dissociation strategies.

Association Inducements

Cheney (1983) defined association inducements as appeals that create a 

connection between individuals and the organization.Association inducements consist of 

two general strategies: the common ground technique, where the organization explicitly 

states the values, goals and achievements of the organization, and the transcendent we

technique, where the organization more subtlety expresses the organization’s values 

through discourse that takes for granted the shared interests of the organization and all of 
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its members.Both association strategies are organizational attempts to create a unified 

impression of the organization.

Dissociation Inducements

The second type of identification inducement employed by organizations is 

dissociation inducements.Cheney (1983) defined dissociation inducements as a 

communication strategy that emphasizes the threats faced by an organization, often in a 

manner that highlights the differences between the organization and the threat.Like 

association inducements, dissociation inducements potentially provide important 

information for job seekers. While association inducements may help job seekers gain a 

sense of the substance of an organization by focusing on the similarities within, however, 

dissociation inducements may help job seekers order and understand the social context of 

an organization by focusing on differences.Dissociationinducements are related to what 

Tajfel and Turner (1979) described as “positive distinctiveness.” Positive distinctiveness 

occurs when in-groups make comparisons to out-groups in a manner most favorable to 

the in-group.Merging Tajfel and Turner’s (1979) conceptualization of distinctiveness 

with Cheney’s dissociation communication strategy, dissociation inducements are 

defined as inducements that positively differentiate an organization through social 

comparisons with closely related organizations.

Identification inducements potentially function as a sensegiving mechanism that 

helps to bring individuals and organizations together in terms of the values, beliefs and 

behaviors that are desired by the organization (Cheney, 1983; Tompkin& Cheney, 
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1985).Sensegiving is a top-down approach that organizational leaders, communicating on 

behalf of the organization, can use to influence the meaning construction of their intended 

audiences (internal or external) toward their definition of the organization 

(Gioia&Chittipeddi, 1991).Sensegiving efforts are particularly effective under conditions 

of ambiguity, such as during a job search, when people may feel unsure about 

organizations, and their place among them, and search for clues in the environment to 

help them understand the organization (Weick, 1985).During times of uncertainty, people 

tend to become highly attentive to communication from organizational leaders (Miller & 

Jablin, 1991; Schweiger & Denisi, 1991), and the identification inducements in 

organizational communication may serve as the clues that organizational audiences seek. 

In turn, the clarity that identification inducements may engender with job seekers 

has potential implications to both anticipatory organizational identification and perceived 

organizational attractiveness.Clarity is important to anticipatory organizational 

identification and perceived organizational attractiveness because uncertainty, especially 

subjective uncertainty about the self, is aversive to individuals (Hogg & Mullin, 

1999).People, in general, want to reduce their feelings of uncertainty about themselves, 

their social world and their place within it because uncertainty is detrimental to an 

individual’s ability to act with confidence, to predict the outcomes of their own behavior 

and to predict how others are likely to think and act.Group membership is effective at 

reducing uncertainty because when individuals identify with a group, they shift from 

defining the self in terms of idiosyncratic attributes, and instead define the self in terms of 
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the group and prototypical attributes shared by other members of the group (Hogg & 

Terry, 2000).The group prototype, the set of shared attributes of the group, then governs 

how members should act, and prescribes what should be expected from others.

Not all group prototypes are equally effective at reducing uncertainty, 

however.Unambiguous, prescriptive prototypes are better at resolving uncertainty than 

fuzzy, non-prescriptive prototypes, and are therefore more attractive to individuals who 

are personally or contextually uncertain (Brewer & Harasty, 1996; Hogg, Sherman, 

Dierselhuis, Maitner, & Moffitt, 2007; Hogg & Terry, 2000).Identification inducements 

may be able to help facilitate prototype clarity among job seekers.As organizations utilize 

association inducements to express the organization’s desire for how members should 

behave, the values they strive to uphold, and the goals they seek to achieve (Cheney, 

1983); and dissociation inducements to reinforce the salience of the organization, making 

it distinct in the minds of job seekers, and enabling them to better separate “figure from 

ground,” the organization may become more concrete and understandable in the minds of 

job seekers (Campbell, 1958; Hamilton & Sherman, 1996; Hogg et al., 2007).All of 

which suggests that as organizations are more explicit in their use of association and 

dissociation inducements, the more likely that job seekers will positively evaluate and 

identify with the organization.
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HYPOTHESES

Based on the preceding arguments, Figure 1 depicts the model and the four main 

hypotheses that will be investigated in this research.

H1a:The presence of association inducements in organizational descriptions 

will increase job seekers’ anticipatory organizational identification.

H1b:The presence of dissociation inducements in organizational descriptions 

will increase job seekers’ anticipatory organizational identification.

H1c:The presence of association inducements in organizational descriptions 

will increase job seekers’ perceptions of organizational attraction.

H1d:The presence of dissociation inducements in organizational descriptions 

will increase job seekers’ perceptions of organizational attraction.

In the next section, I address the second research question— Do identification 

inducements increase job seekers’ perceptions of organizational attractiveness by 

affecting job seekers’ perceptions of organizational similarity, prestige, and 

distinctiveness?—by discussing how identification inducementsare processed and 

perceptions are formed through an individual’s self-concept.Below I explicate the logic 

of why perceptions are proposed mediators and I derive specific hypotheses associated 

with them.
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Job Seekers’ Perceptions as Mediators

While identification inducements may affect the clarity of job seekers’ 

impressions of an organization and therefore may influence job seekers’ perceptions of 

organizational attractiveness and anticipatory identification, research on identification 

further suggests that how an individual perceives the organization in terms of similarity, 

prestige and distinctiveness may also impact the degree to which individuals develop an 

anticipatory identification and attraction toward the organization (e.g. Mael&Ashforth, 

1992).

Perceived Similarity

Perceived similarity between the job seekers’ self-concept and the information 

that an organization conveys about its identity and in its inducements may affect a job 

seekers’ ability to process the information and thus form a basis of identification and 

evaluation.Specifically, association inducements that reflect traits which are similar to the 

individual’s self-concept potentially affect a job seeker’s ability to process association 

inducements by both heightening the salience of the information contained in the 

inducements and by increasing the speed and efficiency in which job seekers’ process the 

information. More specifically, research on the self and on social perceptions has shown 

that individuals tend to be more sensitive to information that is self-relevant (e.g. 

adjectives that are descriptive of the individual; see Markus &Wurf, 1987 for a 

review).For instance, Bargh (1982) found that participants engaged in a dichotic listening 

task, where one channel was attended to and the other ignored, performed worse when 
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the unattended channel contained adjectives that were highly self-relevant, as opposed to 

the performance of participants with unattended channels containing adjectives that were 

less self-relevant.Bargh (1982) further noted that self-relevant stimuli easily attract an 

individual’s attention, sometimes even to the detriment of conscious activity.For 

example, most people have experienced how, through distance, noise, and sometimes 

deep thought, the mere sound of their name commands their attention.

In addition, similar association inducements are easier for individuals to understand 

because people tend to base their judgments of others on self-relevant dimensions for 

which they have a well-developed self-schema (Markus, Smith, & Moreland, 

1985).Groups that are highly similar to the individual are easier to cognitively process 

because the individual possesses knowledge relevant to understanding the group, which 

enables the individual to process vast amounts of information about the group quickly 

and with greater confidence (Markus &Wurf, 1987). This research suggests that 

association inducements likely affect an individual’s ability to not just form any 

impression of an organization, but to specifically form their assessment of how the 

organization is similar to the self because of the way people process information, like 

association inducements.As a consequence, association inducements that express 

characteristics that resonate with how a job seeker sees themselves are more likely to be 

salient and understood by job seekers, and facilitate the perception of similarity between 

the individual and the organization.
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This perception of similarity that may occur through the information processing 

of association inducements, in turn, makes job seekers’ identification and perceptions of 

attraction with the organization more likely to occur.Individuals are more likely to 

identify with and be attracted to a group where the individual perceives that the group is 

similar to themselves because membership in such groups enables individuals to maintain 

a sense of consistency or self-continuity across time and situations (Dutton et al., 1994; 

Markus &Wurf, 1987; Steele, 1988).The need for self-continuity makes similar 

organizations desirable because perceptions of similarity reduce subjective uncertainty 

about the self.When there is similarity between the individual and the group prototype, 

the depersonalization process, where the individual shifts from idiosyncratic behavior to 

prototypical behavior, requires less change and effort on the part of the individual 

(Goldberg, Riordan & Schaffer, 2010; Hogg & Terry, 2000).The prototype is less of a 

constraint on the individual’s behavior because they are able to behave as a group 

member in a manner that is largely consistent with how they would behave as an 

individual (Dutton et al., 1994).

In a process similar to the relationship between association inducements and 

perceptions of similarity, dissociation inducements may also affect job seekers’ 

perceptions of similarity, and thus their identification and perceptions of organizational 

attractiveness.Though the primary purpose of dissociation inducements is to cognitively 

situate the organization in its social context through social comparisons, dissociation 

inducements, like association inducements can also express organizational attributes. 
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This occurs because in the process of expressing how an entity, like an organization, is 

different from a reference point, the organization is also simultaneously saying something 

about its identity (Cheney, 1983; Whetten, 2006).For example, when Neil Clark Warren, 

in his television advertisement for eHarmony, says that eHarmony is different from other 

dating websites that match people based only on a picture and a paragraph, he is also 

simultaneously expressing how important the company thinks scientific analysis is to 

successfully matching couples.To the extent that job seekers perceive themselves to be 

analytical, or even perceive themselves to be social scientists, job seekers may be more 

aware and attracted to eHarmony because of this dissociation technique. As the 

dissociation inducements highlight attributes of the organization through contrasts 

between the organization and its reference points, job seekers may also gain an increased 

perception of similarity between themselves and the organization, which, like the 

association inducements, can facilitate self-categorization and potentially have a positive 

effect on job seekers’ self-esteem.

In summary, the above arguments suggest that perceptions of similarity are often

instrumental to job seekers’ anticipatory organizational identification and perceptions of 

organizational attractiveness because information is filtered through the self-concept, 

where self-relevant information is more readily recognized, more efficiently processed, 

and often times more attractive than non-self-relevant information.People are attracted to 

groups where they perceive similarity between themselves and the group because these 

are the groups that are likely to be both safe for the individual’s self-esteem, as well as 
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opportunities for self-expression.These findings relate to association and dissociation 

inducements in that these forms of organizational communication may be an important 

source for job seekers as they form their initial impressions of an organization.

Based on the preceding arguments, I propose the following hypotheses:

H2a:Perceived similarity mediates the positive link between association 

inducements and job seekers’ anticipatory organizational identification.

H2b:Perceived similarity mediates the positive link between dissociation 

inducements and job seekers’ anticipatory organizational identification. 

H2c:Perceived similarity mediates the positive link between association 

inducements and job seekers’ perceptions of organizational attractiveness.

H2d:Perceived similarity mediates the positive link between dissociation 

inducements and job seekers’ perceptions of organizational attractiveness.

Perceived Prestige

In addition to perceptions of similarity, individuals are often motivated to identify 

with organizations they perceive to be prestigious, sometimes in spite of a lack of 

perceived similarity.Empirical evidence suggests that at times individuals place a greater 

emphasis on forming relationships with prestigious groups or organizations over similar 

ones.For example, studies by Chattopadhyay and colleagues (Chattopadhyay, 2003; 

Chattopadhyay, Tluchowska, & George, 2004) have shown that minorities often show a 

preference for working with high status, dissimilar others to enhance their self-esteem 



46

rather than work with members of their own social category.In related research, Pfeffer 

and Fong (2005) described how individuals are often willing to endure humiliating, 

demeaning and toxic work situations in exchange for the opportunity to be affiliated with 

winners and success.For example, personal accounts from individuals working for 

Lyndon B. Johnson (LBJ) explain that they voluntarily stayed working for LBJ, despite a 

toxic work environment because they could tell that he was going to be incredibly 

successful and they wanted to be a part of his circle (Pfeffer& Fong, 2005).

The underlying rationale addressing the relationship between perceptions of 

prestige, identification and attractiveness is that, in general, individuals are motivated to 

have a positive self-view and one means by which individuals can positively impact their 

self-view is through affiliating themselves with other people, groups or organizations that 

possess socially desirable traits, goals or accomplishments.Forming a relationship with an 

organization, for instance, with traits that the individual deems socially desirable has 

potential positive implications on an individual’s self-esteem because as an individual 

identifies with an organization, the organization’s identity becomes self-defining, where 

the organization is in a sense an extension of the self (Ashforth&Mael, 1989).As a 

consequence of identification, the welfare of the organization is personally experienced 

and tied to an individual’s self-esteem (Ashforth&Mael, 1989; Brewer, 1991; Dutton 

&Dukerich, 1991).As the group prospers, the individual’s self-esteem prospers too, and 

when the group is threatened, individuals experience the threat personally.
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This opportunity to experience positive affect and enhanced self-esteem may 

motivate individuals to invest themselves in an organizational identity (Harquail, 

1998).In terms of organizational communication, this relationship between the positive 

perception a job seeker may form of an organization and its relationship to identification 

suggest that association inducements have the potential to influence the degree to which 

job seekers’ perceive an organization as positive through the characteristics, goals and 

achievements that an organization expresses in their association inducements.For 

example, early employees in companies like Apple Computers and Google have 

described how they took the risk of working in these organizations when they were newly 

formed because they believed in the organizations’ goals, they believed that these 

organizations could change the world, and they wanted to be a part of that (Pfeffer & 

Fong, 2005; Rose, 1990; Weitzner, 2010).

In a similar manner, dissociation inducements may facilitate perceptions of 

organizational prestige by highlighting the positive differences between the organization

and its external referents.Internally, past research on identification has demonstrated that 

groups compete with each other to be distinctive and evaluatively superior (Tajfel& 

Turner, 1979).Tajfel and Turner (1979) argued that the evaluation of a group is 

determined in reference to other groups based on value-laden characteristics.This is a 

positional form of distinctiveness, in that it not only highlights how the organization is 

different, but also evaluatively better than out-groups.Group members engage in these 

comparisons in a way that casts their group (the in-group) in the most positive light as a 
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means to protect or maintain their self-esteem.The more positive the group is viewed, the 

more positive group membership reflects back on group members and enhances their 

self-esteem and identification.

Externally, while intergroup comparisons may benefit internal group members, 

social comparisons may also be a means by which groups are evaluated by external 

audiences (Tajfel& Turner, 1979; Turner et al, 1987; Cialdini et al., 1976).Dissociation 

inducements may help to shape how job seekers make comparisons between the 

organization and comparable referents within their environment.This shaping of 

comparisons enables the organization to present itself to potential job seekers in the most 

positive light, by highlighting dimensions upon which the organization can be most 

favorably compared to other organizations (Elsbach & Kramer, 1996), and hence, 

potentially impact job seekers’ perceptions of organizational attractiveness and stimulate 

anticipatory organizational identification. Dissociation inducements may facilitate

perceptions of a positive anticipatory identity for job seekers because the comparisons 

showcase the most positive features of the organization as compared to others and 

potentially help job seekers identify opportunities to enhance their self-esteem through 

organizational membership.

In summary, identification inducements may be a means by which organizations 

can positively influence job seekers’ beliefs about the organization, which in turn may 

increase job seekers’ identification and perceptions of organizational attractiveness.To 

the extent that identification inducements emphasize competition and achievement in 
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favor of the organization, job seekers may perceive these organizations as either current 

or future opportunities to self-enhance through membership, making these organizations 

more attractive.

Based on the preceding arguments, I propose the following hypotheses:

H3a:Perceived prestige mediates the positive link between association 

inducements and job seekers’ perceptions of anticipated organizational 

identification.

H3b:Perceived prestige mediates the positive link between dissociation 

inducements and job seekers’ perceptions of anticipated organizational 

identification.

H3c:Perceived prestige mediates the positive link between association 

inducements and job seekers’ perceptions of organizational attractiveness.

H3d:Perceived prestige mediates the positive link between dissociation 

inducements and job seekers’ perceptions of organizational attractiveness.

Distinctiveness

In addition to perceptions of similarity and prestige, job seekers’ identification 

and attraction toward an organization may also be influenced by the degree to which 

identification inducements influence job seekers’ perceptions that the organization is 

distinct or unique.Perceptions of distinctiveness (rarity) may have important implication 

on anticipatory organizational identification and perceived organizational attractiveness 
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because individuals have a fundamental need to feel like they have a unique identity or 

some set of essential characteristics that define their self-concepts and make them 

distinguishable from others (Brewer, 1991; Steele, 1988; Tajfel& Turner, 

1985).According to Brewer (1991), individuals need a sense of distinctiveness because 

without it they become too deindividuated.Deindividuation is a problem for individuals 

because without some sense of separateness, it is not possible to form a basis of 

comparative appraisal or self-definition.One means by which individuals can achieve this 

sense of distinctiveness is by joining groups with unique or rare intrinsic qualities 

(Brewer, 1991).

In terms of distinctiveness, distinctiveness due to rarity is a separate theoretical 

construct from distinctiveness that is derived from prestige.Rarity involves the 

uniqueness or novelty of an object’s trait in a given reference set, while prestige is a 

positional form of distinctiveness.The first lies within the object and is identified as rare 

in the environment, the latter form of distinctiveness is derived through comparisons with 

other objects within the environment in such a way as to suggest that the characteristic is 

superior to its comparison set.As such, prestige is not necessary for something or 

someone to be distinct (Brewer, 1993).More specifically, however, the root motivation 

compelling individuals to identify with prestigious groups is a need for self-

enhancement.In contrast, self-enhancement cannot fully explain why individuals identify 

with groups represented by rare or novel traits.For instance, self-enhancement needs 

cannot account for why members of stigmatized and disadvantaged groups often times 
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have the greatest levels of identification in a social context and are able to maintain 

positive self-esteem in the face of negative social comparisons (Galinsky et al., 2003; 

Leonardelli, 2002; Leonardelli & Brewer, 2001; Leonardelli et al., 2010; Mehra et al., 

1998)For example, Mlicki and Ellemers (1996) found in their study on national identities 

of the Polish and Dutch that Poles often times described their national identity in negative 

terms, but still identified strongly with their negative distinctiveness, all of which 

suggests that the root motivation underlying rarity and identification is distinct from self-

enhancement needs, and is grounded in an individual’s fundamental need to be distinct.

Similarly, perceptions of similarity between individuals and the rare traits 

possessed by groups cannot fully explain why individuals identify with groups that 

embody rare characteristics.While sometimes a group can possess a trait that is both rare 

in the context and provide perceptions of similarity for the individual (e.g. minority 

status), sometimes people are attracted to groups and experiences because they feel too 

de-individuated and need to regain a sense of distinctiveness. For example, past research 

has shown that individuals who perceive themselves to be non-distinct will more highly 

value experiences that are rare and/or novel (Fromkin, 1970).

Identification inducements may influence job seekers’ perceptions of an 

organization’s distinctiveness by providing information to job seekers that emphasize 

how the organization is unique.Specifically, association inducements may influence job 

seekers’ perceptions of distinctiveness by emphasizing the unique or rare characteristics 

that are intrinsic to the organization.For example, Elsbach and Sutton (1992) discussed in 



52

their article on acquiring legitimacy how organizations sometimes use unconventional 

rhetoric to draw attention to their organizations and garner support from narrow segments 

of society that endorse those beliefs.Just as association inducements potentially influence 

job seekers’ perceptions of similarity by expressing the organization’s values, goals and 

motivations, so to may association inducements influence perceptions of distinctiveness 

by specifically expressing characteristics of the organization that are rare.

Similarly, dissociation inducements may also affect job seekers’ perceptions of 

distinctiveness.While dissociation inducements communicate comparisons between 

organizations, and emphasize how the organization is evaluatively better than its 

referents, as noted previously these comparisons can also express organizational 

attributes.Once again, by expressing how an organization is different from a reference 

point, the organization is also simultaneously saying something about its identity 

(Cheney, 1983; Whetten, 2006). In as much as these comparisons highlight unique 

attributes, dissociation inducements may be able to influence job seekers’ perceptions of 

distinctiveness.

In summary, the above arguments suggest that perceptions of distinctiveness may 

be instrumental to job seekers’ anticipatory identification and perceptions of 

organizational attractiveness because people have a fundamental need to maintain a 

distinct identity and group membership can be a vehicle through which they achieve 

it.These findings relate to association and dissociation inducements in that these forms of 

organizational communication may be important sources for job seekers as they form 
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their initial impressions of an organization, and the degree to which job seekers perceive 

an organization as distinct. 

Based on the preceding arguments, Figure 2 depicts the mediated model and the 

related hypotheses that will be investigated in this research are listed below. 

H4a:Perceived distinctive mediates the positive link between association 

inducements and job seekers’ perceptions of anticipated organizational 

identification.

H4b:Perceived distinctive mediates the positive link between dissociation 

inducements and job seekers’ perceptions of anticipated organizational 

identification.

H4c:Perceived distinctive mediates the positive link between association 

inducements and job seekers’ perceptions of organizational attractiveness.

H4d:Perceived distinctive mediates the positive link between dissociation 

inducements and job seekers’ perceptions of organizational attractiveness.

Lastly, Iaddress the third research question—Do identification inducements have 

differing effects on job seekers’ perceptions of attractiveness depending on whether the 

organization is in an emerging or established industry?—in the next section by 

discussing differences between organizations in emerging and established industries and 

the potential consequences of these differences on the effectiveness of inducements.
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Moderation of Identification Inducement by Type of Industry

For organizations in established industries, even organizations job seekers are not 

familiar with, job seekers are not entirely blank slates when it comes to understanding 

these organizations because of the social categorization process.Social categorization is 

the cognitive process that involves sorting people and other social aggregates (e.g. 

organizations) into categories in such a way that intra-group similarity and inter-group 

differences are maximized (Turner et al., 1987).Individuals engage in social 

categorization in order to reduce a complex world into more manageable categories 

(Hogg, 2000, 2001; Hogg & Abrams, 1993).When objects are categorized, individuals 

cease to see objects as unique and come to ascribe traits to them based on the group 

prototype (Hogg & Terry, 2000).Instead of having to treat each stimulus an individual 

encounters as something new and unique, social categorization enables individuals to 

quickly classify objects into a group based on similarity between the object and the 

group’s characteristics and interact with the stimulus in a way that is consistent with the 

group’s prototype.For example, when an individual sees a large animal with a big mane 

and sharp teeth, they can quickly categorize the animal as a lion and know to run away 

based on their knowledge of the traits and behaviors typically ascribed to the category of 

animals known as lions.

Categories exist at different levels of abstraction, in a nested hierarchy, where 

categories become more inclusive as abstraction increases, and the same cognitive 

processes that occurred at the individual-organizational level, also occur at the 
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organizational-industry level (Haslam, 2001; Turner et al., 1987).Just as individuals may 

categorize a collection of people as belonging to a particular group based on similarity, 

organizations are categorized into groups of similar organizations (e.g. an industry). 

Likewise, just as individuals develop prototypes of organizational members within 

organizations, they also develop prototypes of organizations belonging to a particular 

industry.For example, many people, when they think of organizations in the Internet 

information providers industry, they think of organizations like Google, Yahoo, CNET, 

and start-ups like Group-on—organizations that specialize in creating or aggregating 

content and making the content accessible to consumers, generally for free (Dwight & 

Vontilla, 2005).These organizations tend to be characterized as having innovative, 

informal, quirky cultures where the employees are typically young, well-educated men 

with degrees in engineering, computers, or other sciences, and the organizations promote 

a fairly juvenile atmosphere by supplying employees with activities like foosball tables, 

tent forts and Xbox in the pursuit of engendering creativity (Grocer, 2010, December; 

Hecker, 2005; Weitzner, 2010).

For organizations in established industries, the categorization process both 

enables and hinders job seekers’ evaluations.Just as the organizational prototype reduces 

uncertainty about the expectations and behavior of organizational members, the collective 

industry-level prototype helps audiences predict how organizations (and their members) 

within an industry-level category will behave, which enables individuals to have an 

understanding of even unfamiliar organizations as long as they have an understanding of 
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the industry prototype. For example, if a job seeker comes across an organization on the 

Internet that looks like an Internet information provider, they are probably going to 

expect that the organization will be an informal place to work without defining the self in 

terms of idiosyncratic attributes to defining the self in terms of the group and the 

prototypical attributes shared by other group members, individuals also shift from 

defining organizations based on their unique attributes to defining them based on traits 

they share with their industry prototype, which means that while categorization is helpful 

in defining organizations in established industries, it also makes it more difficult for these 

organizations to be salient and evaluated individually.

In contrast, organizations in emerging industries face a different challenge than 

those in established industries.The undefined and ambiguous nature of an emerging 

industry and the organizations within it (Rindova & Fombrun, 2001; Santos & 

Eisenhardt, 2005) make social comparisons and the development of an industry prototype 

difficult, which makes it necessary for job seekers to assess the organization as a unique 

entity and rely on information specific to that organization to understand it.Past research 

examining how internal members of new organizations in emerging industries form 

organizational identities suggests that organizational members draw from two primary 

sources of meaning in developing an organizational identity.Clegg, Rhodes, and 

Kornberger (2007) in their examination of organizations in the emerging executive 

coaching industry in Australia, describe how organizational members draw from stable 

external points of reference. These scholars found that in the absence of a fully formed 
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industry category, organizational members anchored their identity against a closely-

related, rival industry.Specifically, the Clegg et al. (2007) study showed that 

organizational members defined themselves in contrast to closely related, rival industries, 

by comparing the characteristics of the emerging coaching industry against defining 

characteristics of the established consulting industry. In doing so, the contrasts created 

both distance between the emerging and established industries, as well as helped to define 

the organizations within the emerging industry.For example, organizational members in 

the coaching industry characterized themselves as facilitators and consultants as experts, 

the practical implication being that coaches help executives, the individuals who know 

the organization best (or at least better than an outside consultant probably does) find 

their own solutions, while consultants just convey their own solutions to a problem based 

on their general expertise in a field.

Similarly, Gioia, Price, Hamilton, and Thomas (2010) examined the identity 

formation process of a new type of college, an interdisciplinary college, at an established 

university and identified an eight stage identity creation process.One such stage, like the 

Clegg et al (2007) study, showed that in the absence of an established category, 

organizational members anchored their identities against closely-related established 

categories.Unlike the Clegg study, however, the new college was a single entity, without 

an emerging industry identity, or a sense for what the organization should become.As 

such, the contrasts the organizational members made to the established categories helped 

to define the organization in terms of what it was not. This created what Gioia et al 
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(2010, p. 18) termed a “meanings void” which described the phase in the identity creation 

process when organizational members agreed on what they would not become, but had 

not yet figured out what the substance of the organization would be.

To fill the void, Gioia et al (2010) found that organizational members turned to 

internal points of reference such as values, social norms and standards.The researchers 

described the discussions that organizational members engaged in and how these 

discussions often involved a negotiation between members’ personal and social 

identities.For example, the study quotes one member describing the debate on values as 

follows, “People were jockeying for their own way because it was their personality…they 

want theirs to be the strongest so they were jockeying for position.You could understand 

it, really, because they believed in their own values, but other people had their own

values” (Gioia et al., 2010, p. 15).In this way, organizational members connected to their 

organization through their values, personalities and attitudes versus through the external 

environment, but it appears that knowledge of the organization’s relationship with both 

external and internal points of reference were instrumental in organizational members’ 

ability to form an organizational identity (Gioia, et al., 2010).

These research findings indicate an important difference between organizations in 

established versus emerging industries, where the challenge for organizations in 

established industries is one of differentiation or salience, the challenge for organizations 

in emerging industries is to create meaning that requires both internal and external points 

of reference. The implications on the effectiveness of association and dissociation 
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inducements on job seekers’ anticipatory organizational identification and perceptions of 

organizational attractiveness is that, while organizations in emerging industries may 

require both types of inducements, association inducements may not be as effective as 

dissociation inducements for organizations in established industries because there is a 

baseline understanding of these organizations due to the industry prototype. 

In addition to the different cognitive impediments organizations in established 

versus emerging industries must overcome, there may also be some motivational 

obstacles.Brewer (1991) argued that individuals join groups to satisfy two opposing 

needs—the need to belong and the need to be distinct.Group membership is a unique 

vehicle because membership in a group has the potential to satisfy both needs 

simultaneously.Group membership satisfies the need to belong when the individual 

perceives that the group is homogeneous and that they share similar traits with the group

and its members, and group membership can also satisfy distinctiveness when the 

individual perceives that the traits characterizing the group are different from other 

comparable groups.

Brewer (1991) also asserts that individuals will reject identities that are either too 

distinct or too assimilated, however.As a consequence of social categorization and the 

effect of the prototype on perceptions, organizations in established industries run the risk 

of being perceived as too assimilated, which potentially has implications on job seekers’ 

needs for distinctiveness.Conversely, because of the undefined nature of an emerging 

industry, organizations in these industries run the risk of being perceived as too distinct 
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as job seekers grapple with understanding what the organization is and how they might fit 

with it.To the extent that identification inducements can help alleviate job seekers’ 

perceptions of assimilation and distinctiveness, the impact of the type of identification 

inducement may vary by industry. Dissociation inducements may have more impact on 

job seekers’ perceptions of attraction in established industries because they facilitate a job 

seeker’s ability to see the organization as distinct from other organizations within its 

class, while association inducements, because they may facilitate job seekers’ perceptions 

of unity within the organization, may be more important to organizations in emerging 

industries than dissociation inducements.
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Based on the preceding arguments, Figure 3 depicts the moderated model and the 

related hypotheses that will be investigated in this research are listed below.

H5a: Association inducements will more strongly affect job seekers’ 

perceptions of organizational attractiveness in emerging industries as 

compared to established industries.

H5b: Dissociation inducements will more strongly affect job seekers’ 

perceptions of organizational attractiveness in established industries as 

compared to emerging industries.

H5c: Association inducements will more strongly affect job seekers’ 

anticipatory organizational identification in emerging industries as 

compared to established industries. 

H5d: Dissociation inducements will more strongly affect job seekers’ 

anticipatory organizational identification in established industries as 

compared to emerging industries.

In Chapter Three, I will discuss the research methodology that I propose to use for 

testing the hypotheses developed in this chapter.
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology

Participants

Participants consisted of students from a large university located in the 

southwestern United States who were within the last years of their degree 

programs.Students within the last two years of their academic programs are ideal for 

studying job seekers’ perceptions because they are either actively engaged in searching 

for an internship or job, or have recently gone through the process.Participants were 

given a $10 restaurant.com egift certificate in compensation for their participation in the 

experiment.The sample contained, in total, 439 participants.Specifically, the sample 

consisted of 155 participants from a master’s program within the business school (e.g. 

master’s in business administration, master’s in public accounting, etc.), 20 graduate 

students involved in programs outside the business school, 80 upper-division 

undergraduates from the business school, and 184 participants from the larger student 

body pursuing minors in business.Of this group, 291 participants indicated that they were 

actively seeking employment.The sample consisted of 222 women and 217 men, and 

students ranged in terms of the number of years they spent working in organizations (0 to 

32 years, mean= 4.26 years, s.d. = 3.71 years) and the number of organizations in which 

they worked (0 to 16 companies, mean= 2.72 companies, s.d. = 1.86 companies).

Design and Procedure

In order to test the above hypotheses, I used a 2x2x2 between-subjects 

experimental design where participants were randomly assigned to one of eight 
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conditions [2(new or established industry) X 2(present or absent association 

inducements) X 2(present or absent dissociation inducements)] and asked to read a one-

page organizational description specific to the condition they were assigned.Following 

the one-page organizational description, participants were then asked to rate their 

perceptions of the organization (in terms of the independent variables and mediators) and 

asked to answer a series of personal questions about themselves (e.g. the control variables 

and decoy items about personality and goals). 

The one-page organizational descriptions contained information that is typically 

included on the “About” page of company websites (see Appendix A for details).Four of 

the organizational descriptions described a company in the established bottled black 

coffee industry.These descriptions were then altered by replacing “Black” with “Green” 

to create four corresponding organizational descriptions in the emerging green coffee 

industry.I intentionally chose to create organizational descriptions of a company 

producing consumer goods based on information acquired through the university career 

services.Students at the university frequently select to join companies in the consumer 

goods industry, such as PepsiCo, but these jobs are not as highly sought after as, for 

example, jobs in the consulting industry, making a fictional consumer goods company

preferable because it is a realistic option for students, but not so prestigious as to suppress 

any potential variance due to my manipulations. 

In addition, the organizational descriptions also varied in terms of whether or not 

they included association and dissociation inducements, which are rhetorical techniques 
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that either highlight the internal characteristics of the organization or how the 

organization is evaluatively superior to an external referent, respectively (Cheney, 1983). 

Association inducements identified by Cheney (1983) include:the use of the word “we” to 

subtly express values; expression of concern for the individual as a member of the 

organization; recognition of individual contributions for organizational successes; 

espousal of shared values that are presumably shared by the entire organization (i.e. non-

“we” value statements), advocacy of benefits and activities (descriptions of services or 

activities that the organization offers members), praise by outsiders, and testimonials by 

employees.The main intention in employing association inducements is to highlight the 

traits, goals and achievements of the organization by emphasizing an internal view of the 

organization (Cheney, 1983).In creating the organizational descriptions, I focused only 

on two of the association inducements Cheney (1983) identified.The organizational 

descriptions in the high association conditions were altered in two ways; first, the 

organizational description was written in first person (inclusive “we”) versus third 

person; second, explicit statements about the organization’s values (espoused values) 

were added to the organizational description.The following is an example of an explicit 

value statement used in the organizational descriptions in the association conditions:

“Our guiding philosophy is that with a little creativity, we can make green coffees that do 

not trade off health for taste.” This statement highlights that the organization values 

creativity and health.
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The organizational descriptions also varied in terms of whether or not dissociation 

inducements were included. Cheney (1983) identified dissociation inducement as 

statements that highlight the desirability of the organization in contrast to an external 

threat. According to Cheney (1983), dissociation inducements encourage identification 

by highlighting a collectively desirable value through external comparisons, and by 

unifying members under a threat to their current existence as a collective. I focus on the 

first dimension (highlighting desirability through comparison) because, as discussed 

previously, it is consistent with Tajfel and Turner’s (1979) conceptualization of positive 

distinctiveness. Group members can maintain positive self-concepts through intergroup 

comparisons that highlight how the group is superior in contrast to external referents. The 

desirable comparison component of dissociation inducements is more applicable to 

potential job seekers, as they may be searching for membership in an organization that 

will help them maintain or enhance their positive self-concept (Haslam, 2000). I did not 

emphasize a threat in the dissociation inducements because a threat may be more 

applicable to internal members because they have something to lose, where potential job 

seekers do not. The following is an example of a dissociation inducement used in the 

organizational descriptions:

Wicked Coffee is different. One challenge with coffee is that it can have a burnt, 

bitter taste. This has led other companies to mask the bitterness of their coffees 

under a layer of unhealthy artificial sweeteners, creams and flavors. This is NOT 

the case at Wicked Coffee. Wicked Coffee uses a state-of-the-art cold-brewing 



66

process to make highly caffeinated, great-tasting, healthy coffees that are like 

nothing else on the market. 

The example described Wicked Coffee as superior to other coffee companies. The 

desirable dimension of comparison was Wicked Coffee’s ability to produce better tasting, 

healthier coffees.

The variations on the association and dissociation inducements included a version 

where neither type of inducementwas present, a version where only association 

inducements were present, a version where only dissociation inducements were present, 

and a version where both association and dissociation inducements were present.Each 

participant was primed according to the specific condition he was assigned.For example, 

a participant assigned to the emerging-association present-dissociation absent inducement 

read the following before reading the organizational description:

Instructions

In this next section, you will take on the role of a person seeking 

employment.You will read a description of a company that is currently hiring.We 

will then ask for your reactions to this description.

The company you will be reading about competes in an emerging 

industry.An emerging industry typically consists of a group of different 

companies that offer a novel or unfamiliar product. The product of this particular 

industry (i.e., bottled green coffee) is relatively new.The industry produces a 



67

product that is in the early stages of development and is not well-known to the 

general public.The company you will read about is a new company within this 

emergingindustry.This company, while operating in an emerging industry, is 

highlysimilar to other companies operating in related industries (i.e., black 

coffee), even though the company produces a new product (e.g. similar structure, 

type of employees).

The company is located in Austin, TX, a city renowned for embracing and 

supporting their local businesses.The company is looking to hire a number of 

people for various positions (e.g. finance, management, marketing, etc.) at all 

levels of their management team as they plan a major expansion.You are looking 

at this particular description to consider this company as a possible place for

employment.This company has explicitly expressed its corevalues so it is 

exceptionally clear what is most important or valued by the company.

The organizational descriptions were also constructed to rule out other alternative 

explanations for organizational attractiveness and identification.Past research on 

organizational attractiveness and job choice has indicated that factors such as size and 

age of the company can impact job seekers’ perceptions (Lievens et al., 2001; Turban & 

Keon, 1993).To control for these potential alternative explanations, the size and age of 

the company were specified and held constant across all eight descriptions.Similarly, past 

research examining the impact of financial performance on stakeholder perceptions 
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(Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Gatewood, Gowan, & Lautenschlager, 1993) indicated that 

job seekers’ perceptions of performance might impact their perceptions of organizational 

attractiveness. To control for this possibility, past performance information was explicitly 

stated and held constant across the eight descriptions.In addition, there was also a 

concern that perceptions about the specific type of job, in terms of fit, might impact 

participants’ perceptions of attractiveness.The research on job-fit has previously 

demonstrated that there are multiple levels by which fit can be determined and that job-fit 

can impact job seekers’ perceptions of attractiveness(Cable & Judge, 1997; Chapman, 

Uggerslev, Carroll, Piasentin, & Jones, 2005;Kristof, 1996).The specific concern in this 

study was that left to their own interpretation, a master’s in business administration 

student might fail to recognize that there would be jobs suitable for their credentials.To 

overcome this potential alternative explanation (as seen in the prime above), each 

participant was given instructions that explicitly stated that the company was interested in 

hiring at all levels management and across all disciplines.

Pilots

The design of the materials was evaluated in two pilots.For both pilots, 

participants were recruited on Amazon Mechanical Turkand were paid $1.00 to 

participate in the (approximately) eight-minute survey.In the first pilot, 93 subjects 

participated.Participants were randomly assigned to one of the eight conditions, were 

asked to read the corresponding organizational description, and were then asked to

indicate the degree to which they agreed or disagreed with a series of statements that 
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described the organization as either in an emerging or established industry.For example, 

participants were asked to rate the degree to which they agreed with the following 

statement: “This company’s product is new.”This item and three others like it (see 

Appendix B) were used to assess whether participants perceived the organizational 

description they read as describing a company in an emerging industry.

I assessed the reliability of the multiple items based on 

Nunnally’s(1978)Cronbach’salpha, where Cronbach’s alphas equal to or greater than0.70 

indicate adequate reliability.These items met that criteria (Cronbach’s α=.86) and were 

combined into an aggregated score based on their means.A one-way between 

subjects’analysis of variance (ANOVA) was calculated on participants’ ratings of the 

organizational descriptions as belonging to an emerging industry.There was a significant 

effect F(1, 92)= 97.5, p= 0.000, r= .72between the organizational descriptions and 

participants’ perceptions of an emerging industry, where participants who read an 

organizational description of a company producing green coffee tended to perceive that 

organization as part of an emerging industry more so than participants in the black 

conditions.Similarly, participants were asked to indicate the degree to which they agreed 

with statements that the organization was part of an established industry.There were four 

statements that in various ways described the organization as belonging to an established 

industry (Cronbach’s α=0.94).For instance, participants were asked to rate the degree to 

which they agreed or disagreed with the statement, “This industry is well-

established.”Based on the results of the Cronbach’s alpha for these four items, the items 
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were combined into a composite variable.A one-way between subjects’ ANOVA was 

calculated between the type of industry represented by the organizational description and 

participants’ perception of the type of industry described in the organizational 

description.There was a significant effect F(1, 92)= 59.51, p= 0.000, r= 0.63between the 

type of organizational description and participants’ perceptions of an established 

industry, where participants who read an organizational description of a company 

producing black coffee products tended to perceive that organization as part of an 

established industry more so than participants in the green conditions.

The second pilot, also conducted on Amazon Mechanical Turk, consisted of 82 

participants.The purpose of this pilot was to verify whether or not the association and 

dissociation inducements were perceived by participants.To test the effectiveness of the 

association manipulation, participants were asked to indicate on a 7-point Likert scale the 

degree to which they agreed or disagreed with three statements (Cronbach’s α=0.92).An 

example statement is, “It is clear what this organization values.”To evaluate the 

effectiveness of the dissociation manipulation, participants were asked the degree to 

which they agreed or disagreed with three statements (Cronbach’s α=0.85).An example 

statement is, “This company stands out in its industry.”A one-way between subjects’

ANOVA was calculated for both association and dissociation manipulations.There was a 

significant effect F(1, 81)=17.11, p=0.000, r=0.42between the organizational descriptions 

and participants’ perceptions of the organization’s values, where participants who read an 

organizational description of a company with association inducementstended to perceive 
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that they had a clearer understanding of the company’s values as compared to participants 

reading descriptions without the association inducements.Similarly, the ANOVA 

calculated to test the effectiveness of the dissociation inducements was also significant, 

F(1, 81)=15.55, p=0.000, r=0.40.Participants who read an organizational description of a 

company with dissociation inducements tended to perceive the company as more unique 

compared to participants reading descriptions without the dissociation inducements.

MEASURES

Dependent Variables

Perceived Organizational Attractiveness

Turban and Keon’s (1993) organizational attractiveness scale was used to 

measure organizational attractiveness.The Turban and Keon (1993) scale is a commonly 

used organizational attractiveness measure in the literature (e.g. Cable & Turban, 2006; 

Martins & Parsons, 2007; Van Hoye & Lievens, 2007), and it incorporates both affective 

and intentional measures. The participants read the following statements: “I would be 

interested in pursuing a position with this company; I would exert a great deal of effort to 

work for this company; I would NOT be interested in this company except as a last resort

(reverse scored); I would like to work for this company;and I would accept a job offer 

from this company.”After each statement respondents were asked to indicate on a 7-point 

Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) the degree to which they agreed or 

disagreed with each of the five items.The Cronbach’s α for this scale was 0.95.
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Anticipatory Organizational Identification

Anticipatory organizational identification was measured using an adaptedversion 

of Bergami and Bagozzi’s(2000)2-item cognitive scaleof organizational 

identification.Even though Berami and Bagozzi’s (2000) scale is only a 2-item scale, it is 

frequently used in the literature as a valid measure of organizational identification(Bartel, 

2001; Boivie, Lange, McDonald, & Westphal, 2011; Dukerich, Golden, & Shortell, 2002; 

Sen & Bhattacharya, 2001). The scale combines both a visual and verbal 

reportcomponent and captures the cognitive component of identification (versus more 

affective scales).The visual component (see Appendix B) uses a series of Venn diagrams 

illustrating a lesser to a greater degree of overlap between the individual and the 

company.

In past research, when measuring organizational identification, respondents were 

asked to choose the level of overlap that best represented their relationship to a specific 

company.For this study, the instructions on the Venn diagram were slightly altered.To 

reflect the anticipatory nature of this form of identification, respondents were asked to 

choose the level of overlap that best represented what their relationship to the company 

might be if they were to become a member of the organization.Similarly, the verbal 

report item typically asked respondents to indicate on an 8-point Likert scale (1= not at 

all, to 8= to a great extent) the extent to which their self-image overlapped with their 

image of the company.In this study, the verbal report instructions were slightly modified 

to also reflect the anticipatory nature of this form of identification, where respondents 
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were asked, “If you were to become a member of this organization, to what extent would 

you expect that your own sense of who you are (i.e., your personal identity) would 

overlap with your sense of what this company represents (i.e., the company’s 

identity)?”The Cronbach’sα for this scale was 0.87.

Independent Variables

Identification Inducements (Association and Dissociation)

Association inducements were coded as 1 for company descriptions with 

association inducements and 0 for company descriptions that did not use association 

inducements.Dissociation inducements were coded as 1 for company descriptions with 

dissociation inducements and 0 for company descriptions that did not use dissociation 

inducements. 

Perceived Similarity

Cable and DeRue’s(2002) measure of similarity-fit was used to measure 

respondents’ perceptions of similarity between themselves and the organization in the 

description.I chose this subjective measure of similarity versus a more objective measure 

because an individual’s subjective perceptions are often more predictive of their behavior 

than objective reality (e.g. Locke, 1976) and because subjective similarity is the basis of 

psychological mechanisms like social categorization (Turner et al., 1987).Participants 

were asked to rate on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 7 = completely) the degree to 

which they agreed with the following statements: “The things that I value in life are very 

similar to the things that this organization seems to value; My personal values match this 
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organization’s values and culture; This organization’s values and culture provide a good 

fit with the things that I value in life.”I used a measure of similarity that was specific to 

perceived similarity in values because the association inducements were limited to 

expressing organizational values, which made a broader definition of similarity 

unnecessary.For example, some measures of similarity incorporate personality (Piasentin 

& Chapman, 2007), but in this study personality was purposely controlled out of the 

organizational descriptions.The Cronbach’s α for this scale was 0.94.

Perceived Prestige

Riordan, Gatewood and Bill’s (1997)measure of external prestige was used to 

measure respondents’ perceptions of organizational prestige. The scale has been used 

previously by Fuller et al. (2006) to measure individual perceptions of what 

organizational outsiders think of the organization, in terms of esteem.Participants were 

asked to rate on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 7 = completely) the degree to which 

they agreed with the following statements:“Generally, I think the company has a good 

reputation in the community;Generally, I think the company has a good reputation in the 

industry; Generally, I think the company is actively involved in the community; 

Generally, I think the company has a good overall image; and Generally, I think the 

company is known as a good place to work.”One item was omitted from this scale:

“Generally, I think the company is actively involved in its community.”This item was 

omitted because the descriptions were of fictional companies, and the descriptions did not 

cover details of their community activities.The Cronbach’s α for this scale was 0.91.
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Perceived Distinctiveness

Mael and Ashforth’s(1992) measure of distinctiveness was modified and used to 

measure respondents’ perceptions of distinctiveness.The original items were a 

comparison between a specific religious university and other competitive schools.The 

measures were adapted to compare the bottled (green/black) coffee company in the 

descriptions with other competitive coffee companies.In both emerging and established 

conditions the comparison remained against competitive coffee companies.The decision 

to keep the comparison between the company in the emerging industry against the 

established black coffee industry was based on Clegg et al.’s (2007) study where they 

observed that the organizational members in the emerging coaching industry compared 

their organizations to the established consulting industry (versus making comparisons to 

the emerging coaching industry).Clegg et al. (2007) suggested that one explanation for 

why individuals made comparisons outside their own industry might be because an 

emerging industry is unstable and typically changing quickly, making it difficult to make 

comparisons.The items included in this scale were as follows:“When I think about 

Wicked, their approach to coffee seems unique compared to other companies; Wicked’s

cold-brewing process is unique compared to processes at other companies; The 

innovative approach to making new coffees at Wicked seems unique from the approaches 

of other companies; and Wicked has unique characteristics compared to other 

companies.”Participants were asked to rate on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 7 = 
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completely) the degree to which they agreed with each of the statements above.The 

Cronbach’s α for this scale was 0.91.

IndustryType

Industry typewas measured as adichotomous variable, where the green coffee 

organizationaldescriptions (an emerging industry)were coded as 1 and the black coffee 

organizational descriptions (established industry) were coded as zero. 

Control Variables

The following variables are included as control variables either because they have 

been previously shown to affect organizational attractiveness or because they may 

provide an alternative explanation for the relationships examined in this study.

Perceived Financial Need 

Individuals who have not worked for some time or individuals who have incurred 

debt may be more likely to lower their standards when searching for a job because 

meeting basic survival needs becomes more important than a sense of belonging 

(Maslow, 1943).Perceived financial needwas measured on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = 

strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree).Participants were asked to indicate on the scale the 

degree to which they agreed with the following statements: “ I can afford to wait for a job 

in an organization I want to work in, and I do NOT have the resources to wait for a new 

job (reverse scored).”These items were combined into a composite variable.Cronbach’s α 

was 0.89.
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Education

Individuals with higher education may have a greater number of potential jobs 

available to them and may be more highly demanded than individuals with less 

education, suggesting that people with more education may be more selective about 

where they are willing to work. Consistent with this logic, past research has shown that 

the more an individual perceives alternative opportunities, the less attractive any one 

specific opportunity becomes (Bauer, Maertz, Dolen& Campion, 1988).Educational 

background information was collected from participants and categorized into 4

categories: master’s degree within the business school, master’s degree outside the 

business school, undergraduate degree within the business school, and business minors.

These categories were dummy coded.

Perceived Opportunities

Perceived opportunities was measured on a Likert-scale from 1 to 7, where one is 

strongly disagree and seven is strongly agreed. Participants were asked to indicate on the 

scale the degree to which they agree with the following statements:“There are plenty of 

jobs available that I would be interested in; and There are NOT very many jobs available 

that I would want (reverse scored).”These items were combined into a composite 

variable.Cronbach’s α was 0.88.This measure directly relates to Bauer, et al.’s (1988) 

findings that the more an individual perceives alternative opportunities, the less attractive 

any one specific opportunity becomes.
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Gender

For similar reasons, the gender of participants was collected.Gender might 

influence a potential job seeker’s perceptions of opportunities.Polls conducted by Gallup 

(2005) indicate that less than 50% of women perceive that their job opportunities are 

equivalent to men.This suggests that women might be less critical of potential job 

opportunities in comparison to men.Gender was recorded as a dichotomous variable, 

where men were scored as 1 and woman were scored as 0.

Job Seeker

Individuals were asked to indicate the degree to which they were actively seeking 

employment.Participants read the statement, “I am currently searching for a new job (or 

internship),” and indicated on a 7-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree, 7= strongly 

agree),the degree to which they agreed with the statement.

Work Tenure

Past research has found that job seekers’ reactions to organizational 

communication may be influenced by their prior work tenure.For example, Kristof-

Brown, Jansen and Colbert (2002)  found that individuals with more work experience 

showed a greater ability to process organizational information and assess the impact of 

person-organizational fit.Similarly, Cable and Parson (2001) found that job seekers with 

prior work experience placed a greater emphasis on finding organizations with similar 

values.Work tenure was measured as number of years of work experience.This measure 

was log-transformed.
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English

Participants were asked if English was their native language to control for any 

possible difficulties that a non-native might have understanding the descriptions.The 

variable was coded 1 for native English speaker and 0 otherwise.
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Chapter 4: Analysis and Results

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

Data analysis was conducted in AMOS 18, an add-on module to SPSS that is 

designed for conducting structural equation modeling (SEM).SEM is the appropriate tool 

of analysis when examining a series of dependent relationships and multiple dependent 

variables because all the relationships can be examined simultaneously (Shook, Ketchen, 

Hult&Kacmar, 2004).Preacher and Hayes (2008) suggested that the ability to put 

multiple mediators in a single mediation model is analogous to running a regression with 

multiple predictor variables—a single model enables researchers to examine the overall 

fit of the model and reduces the likelihood of parameter bias due to omitted 

variables.Based on recommendations in the literature (Joreskog&Sorbom, 1993; Kline, 

1998; Medsker, Williams, &Holahan, 1994), the goodness-of-fit of the models was 

assessed with the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), the Tucker-

Lewis index (TLI) and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI).Good or close model fit was 

indicated by RMSEA values ≤ .05, and CFI and TLI values ≥ .95 (Hayduk, 1996; Hu & 

Butler, 1999). Adequate model fit was indicated by RMSEA values ≤ .08, and CFI and 

TLI values ≥ .90.I did not include χ2 as a measure of fit because with large sample sizes 

(n>400), χ2 is virtually always significant (Bentler & Bonett, 1980). 

To test the proposed hypotheses I conducted a series of structural models 

consisting of the model with the main effects, the mediated model with both the indirect 

and direct effects, the nested models of the mediated model, and the group models for 
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both organizations in emerging industries and organizations in established industries.The 

models were tested using maximum likelihood estimation.The assumption of joint 

multivariate normality was assessed by examiningMardia’scoefficient for multivariate 

models(Mardia, 1970).The rule of thumb for assessing multivariate normality is a 

Mardia’s coefficient with a critical value smaller than 1.96.Mardia’s coefficient for the 

main model (see Table 1 for details) was 10.74 with a critical value of 6.66, which 

indicates significant non-normality.Mardia’s coefficient for the mediated model (see 

Table 2 for details) was 15.58 with a critical value of 7.71, which also indicates 

significant non-normality.Some of the non-normality is attributable to the majority of the 

independent variables being dichotomous variables.Specifically examining the skewness 

and kurtosis of the items that loaded onto the two dependent variables indicated slight 

non-normality (1.96 <c.r.< 5).

Based on these non-normal results, I used a non-parametric bootstrapping 

procedure to create percentile confidence intervals (95%) to assess the statistical 

significance of the paths.I used a bootstrapping procedure because when normality is 

violated, hypothesis tests based on standard errors and confidence intervals can increase 

the likelihood of type I errors (Bollen& Stine, 1990; MacKinnon et al., 2002; Preacher & 

Hayes, 2004). Bootstrapping reduces the likelihood of type I errors because percentile 

bootstrap confidence intervals do not make assumptions about the normal distribution of 

the effects and, instead, create a sampling distribution based on the data (Efron & 

Tibshirani, 1993; Mooney & Duval, 1993; Preacher & Hayes, 2008).
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Measurement (Confirmatory Factor Analysis) Model

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

I performed a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to examine how well the 

proposed measurement model fit the items.The goodness-of-fit measures for this model 

generally indicate good overall fit[RMSEA= 0.5; TFI= 0.97; CFI= 0.97; AIC= 

405.92].The measurement model indicates strong convergent and discriminant validity

(See Figure 4).All factor loadings for the model were greater than 0.67 and statistically 

significant, where p< 0.001.In the CFA, the highest correlation between factors was 

between anticipatory organizational identification and similarity. (Note: The CFA 

correlation of 0.62 is slightly different than the correlation in the correlation matrix 

generated in SPSS.The difference is, at least partly, due to the difference between latent 

factors and composite variables.) While a 0.62 level of correlation is moderately high, to 

verify the structure of the measurement model, a second CFA was conducted that reduced 

the two factors (anticipatory organizational identification and similarity) to one 

factor.The goodness-of-fit measures for this second model generally indicate adequate

overall fit [RMSEA= 0.8; TFI= 0.92; CFI= 0.93; AIC= 1135.97], but not as good as the 

first model.More importantly, however, the AIC in the first model (AIC= 405.92) is 

lower than the AIC for the second (AIC= 663.61).The rule of thumb for comparing non-

nested models, or models not derived by adding or deleting paths, is to compare the AIC 

statistic and select the model with the lower AIC (Akaike, 1987).In this case, the general 



83

goodness of fit statistics and comparison statistic (AIC) both support keeping similarity 

and anticipatory organizational identification as separate latent factors.

Structural Analysis

Controls

Table 3 contains the means, standard deviations and correlations of all the 

variables in the initial analysis, including variables that were eventually eliminated from 

the analysis because their contributions were not significant.Before examining the 

proposed hypotheses in structural equation models, Ifirst examined the impact of the 

controls on the dependent variables.Similar to a backward elimination process typically 

used in regression, I removed non-significant paths one at a time until only significant 

paths between variables remained.After the deletion of each path, I also conducted a chi-

square difference test.The chi-square difference test is appropriate for testing nested 

models(Kline, 2010).Nested models are derived by adding or deleting paths.Significance 

between nested models is determined by calculating the change in chi-squared and the 

change in degrees of freedom, and finding the probability in a chi-squared distribution 

analysis.When comparing nested models, the rule of thumb is to select the more 

parsimonious model.In other words, when deleting paths, if the change in chi-squared is 

significant, then the base (original) model is better.If X2 is not significant, then the more 

parsimonious model, the model with fewer direct paths, is better. This chi-squared 

difference test was a step beyond what occurs in a typical backward elimination process 

in regression.
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The final control model includedtwo control variables:gender and job 

seeker.Variables without at least one significant path (either determined by the p-value or 

the chi-squared difference test) were eliminated from the model to increase power.Aside 

from covariances between the exogenous variables (variables without arrows pointing to 

them), no other covariances were added to the model.The goodness-of-fit measures were 

RMSEA= 0.10, TLI= 0.93, CFI= 0.95.The RMSEA fit statistic is at least partially 

dependent on the number of variables in a model (Kenny & McCoach, 2003), which may 

account for the higher than desirable RMSEA for this model.The TLI and CFI indicate 

adequate to good fit.

Main Effects

The primary question examined in the main effects model was whether or not 

identification inducements affect job seekers’ perceptions of organizational attractiveness 

and anticipatory organizational identification.The independent variables (association, 

dissociation) were added into the control model and paths between the inducements and 

the endogenous, dependent variables were added.The main effects model had 4

exogenous variables, 2 endogenous latent variables, 9 standard error terms, 7 items, 

6covariances (only on the exogenous variables), and 6 paths for a total of 28 parameters 

to estimate (see Figure 5 for details on the final main effects model).Most scholars have 

indicated that a range of 5 to 10 cases per parameter estimated is needed to run models 

(Bentler & Chou, 1987; Kline, 2010).For this analysis I had approximately 16 cases per 

parameter, suggesting that there was ample power.The goodness-of-fit measures for this 
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model was RMSEA= 0.8, TLI= 0.93, CFI= 0.96.These fit statistics indicate adequate fit 

for the model.

The modification tables indicated that fit would be most enhanced by adding a 

covariance between the error terms of the two endogenous variables (organizational 

attractiveness and anticipatory organizational identification).Adding covariances based 

on modification tables is a fairly controversial practice in structural equation 

modeling.Scholars (Long, 1983; Silvia & MacCallum, 1988; Sörbom, 1989) have long 

warned that modifications must be substantively justified.MacCallum, Roznowski, and 

Necowitz (1992)also argued that altering models based on modification indices to 

enhance the fit of the data to the model opens researchers up to modeling chance 

relationships that may be specific to the sample and unstable across independent 

samples.The fit of the current model (without the covariance between dependent 

variables) is adequate and meets current standards in the literature.

As mentioned previously, however, there is theoretical justification supporting a 

covariance between the two dependent variables.To reiterate the argument, various 

scholars have found that sometimes affect leads to identification, and sometimes 

identification leads to affect (Ashforth, 1993; Harquail, 1998; Kelman, 1958;Sedikides & 

Gregg, 2007).The important point is that in its current state past research indicates that 

there is some relationship between affective responses to organizations and identification,

even though the exact relationship still remains unclear.For that reason, I added a 

covariance between these dependent variables.The goodness-of-fit statistics in the 
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adapted model improved from adequate to good (RMSEA= 0.02, TLI= .997, CFI= .998),

and the change in chi-square was significant (Δχ= 100, Δdf=1, p<0.01), indicating that 

the less parsimonious model (the model with the additional covariance) is significantly 

better than the original main effects model.

In addition to the alternative model with the covariance, I also analyzed models 

with single dependent variables.The purpose of the single dependent variable models was 

to test the model fit on simpler models.To conduct the analysis with only organizational 

attractiveness in the model, I added an additional control variable (English) that had no 

direct relationship with organizational attractiveness, but was covaried with the other 

exogenous variables.This was necessary to avoid having a just identified model (no paths 

left unspecified).In the single organizational attractiveness model, the relationships 

between the identification inducements and organizational attractiveness remained the 

same, where dissociation was positively and significantly related to perceptions of 

organizational attractiveness (β= 0.12, p = 0.01), and association was not significantly 

related to organizational attractiveness (p = 0.145).The model fit for the organizational 

attractiveness model was good (RMSEA= 0.00, TLI= 1, CFI= 1).For the second 

alternative model, when only organizational identification was left in the model, the 

relationships between the identification inducements and organizational identification

remained the same, where both dissociation and association inducements were positively 

and significantly related to perceptions of organizational attractiveness (β= 0.18, p = 

0.01; β= 0.13, p = 0.001, respectively).The goodness-of-fit for this model was
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good(RMSEA=0.05, TLI=.96, CFI=.98).Given that there was a substantial rationale 

behind covarying the dependent variables and the outcomes of the single dependent 

variable models demonstrated good fit, the main model with the covariance between 

dependent variables was the best overall model.

Table 4 contains the standardized regression weights, standard error and p-values 

for the main model.In terms of hypothesis testing, H1a-H1d posited that the presence of 

association and dissociation inducements in the organizational descriptions would 

positively impact job seekers’ perceptions of both organizational attractiveness and 

anticipatory organizational identification.The findings were mostly supported.With the 

exception of the path between association inducements and organizational attractiveness 

(H1c, p= 0.151), all paths between association and dissociation inducements and the 

endogenous variables indicated a positive and significant relationship at a p-value of 0.05 

or less.

Mediators

The primary question examined in the mediated model was whether or not 

identification inducements affect organizational attractiveness and anticipatory

organizational identification through an individual’s perceptions of similarity, prestige 

and distinctiveness.To address this question, three composite variables were added to the 

main effects model to represent perceived similarity, prestige, and distinctiveness.With 

these additional constructs in the model, the mediated model had 4 exogenous variables, 

5 endogenous variables, 12 standard error terms, 7 items, 7 covariance
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(covariancesbetween the exogenous variables and the covariance between the dependent 

variables), and 18 paths (including 4 paths for direct effects from the identification 

inducements to organizational attractiveness and anticipatory organizational 

identification) for a total of 44 parameters to estimate, which breaks down to 

approximately 10 cases per parameter.

The goodness-of-fit for the mediated model (including both direct and indirect 

effects) indicated poor overall fit (RMSEA=0.08, TLI=.90, CFI=.94).I examined the 

modification tables for potential relationships that could improve model fit.The fit of the 

model is currently compromised by forcing the model to not reflect a relationship 

between the three mediating variables.Preacher and Hayes (2008) 

recommendedcovarying the residuals associated with the mediators because these 

residual covariances can account for any unmodeled sources of covariation among 

mediators.Preacher and Hayes (2008) argued that even if the mediator’s covariances are 

constrained to zero, the model still permits the mediators to covary to the extent that they 

are dependent on the predictor variables, but to prevent their residuals from covarying is 

to imply that the covariances among the mediators can be entirely explained by their 

mutual dependence on the predictor variables.

For example, there are certain organizational characteristics (e.g. financial 

performance, geographic location) that were held constant across the conditions.These 

characteristics may affect (independent of inducements)job seekers’ perceptions of 

similarity, prestige and distinctiveness simultaneously.The geographic location of the 
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organization is one example of a characteristic that was held constant across the 

descriptions that may have affected job seekers’ perceptions.The city is well-known for 

both embracing unconventional people (possibly impacting job seekers’ perceptions of 

similarity and distinctiveness), and as a city that is desirable economically, recreationally 

and socially (possibly impacting job seekers’ perceptions of prestige).Since these city-

characteristics did not vary based on the use of inducements, the covariance between the 

mediators cannot be accounted for by the mutual relationship between the mediators and 

the independent variables.In addition, past research has demonstrated that residuals 

among mediators are frequently substantially correlatedand that by ignoring these 

correlations in structural equation models, the models become misspecified, which in turn 

can introduce substantial bias into the standard errors and impact normalcy tests for both 

total and specific indirect effects (Preacher and Hayes, 2008).For these reasons, I added 

the residual covariances between the mediators to the model, which improved the 

goodness-of-fit statistics to a good overall fit (RMSEA=0.04, TLI=0.98, CFI=0.99), and 

the chi-squared difference test was significant [Δχ2(3, N=439)=136.08, p<.001), 

indicating that the less parsimonious model (the model with the covariances between 

mediators) was significantly better than the model without covariances. 

To determine full or partial mediation, I conducted a series of nested comparison 

models (see Table 5).I eliminated direct paths, one at a time, from the identification 

inducements to organizational attractiveness and organizational identification and 

calculated the chi-squared difference.The end result was that the change in chi-squared 



90

for each direct path between the identification inducements and the dependent variables 

was non-significant, indicating that the more parsimonious model (the model without the 

direct paths) was better.

The standardized regression coefficients, standard errors, and p-values for the 

individual paths in the mediation model can be found in Table 6.In terms of hypothesis 

testing, Preacher and Hayes (2008) proposed that investigating multiple mediation should 

include two parts:(1) examining the total effects, which involves deciding whether or not 

the set of predictor variables(Xi) has an effect on the dependent variables (Yi) (See Figure 

6); and (2)examining the specific indirect effect of the hypothesized relationships 

individually.This is a different approach from that of Baron and Kenny’s(1986) causal 

step approach because instead of testing parts of the model separately, all variables are 

included and tested in the model simultaneously, which reduces the likelihood of 

parameter bias due to omitted variables.For this mediation model, both the total effects 

and the specific indirect effects for each of the hypotheses can be found in Tables7 and 

8.Table 7includes the results from the 95% percentile bootstrapping procedure.Table7

shows that, with the exception of the relationship between association inducements and 

perceived organizational attractiveness(p= 0.152), the identification inducements have a 

significant effect on the dependent variables.Table 7 also shows the direct effects, or the 

effects that the identification inducements have on the dependent variables when the 

mediators are controlled for in the model.Consistent with the model comparison and chi-
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squared difference tests between the partial and fully mediated models, the direct effects 

are not significant when the mediators are present in the model, indicating full mediation.

Table 8 tests the specific indirect effects (the product of paths a,b as depicted in 

Figure 6).Because Amos does not provide the details on specific indirect paths, I used an 

online Sobel calculator (Preacher, 2010)to test the significance of the hypothesized 

path.The equation for the Sobel test z-value is a*b/SQRT(b2*Sa + a2*Sb), where a,b are 

the unstandardized regression weights of the indirect path and Sa and Sbare the standard 

errors associated with the paths.The equation calculates the joint probability that the 

mediated effects are equal to zero in the population.

Based on the results of the bootstrap procedure and the Sobel test, support for the 

hypotheses was mixed (see Figure 7).The results of the analysis support mediated 

relationships between association inducements and anticipatory organizational 

identification through perceptions of similarity (H2a), a mediated relationship between 

dissociation inducements and anticipatory organizational identification through 

perceptions of similarity (H2c), and a mediated relationship between dissociation 

inducements andorganizational attractiveness through perceptions of similarity

(H2d).Hypothesis H2b, which predicted that association inducements would positively 

affect perceptions of organizational attractiveness through perceptions of similarity, were

not supported.The total effect for the association-organizational attractiveness path was 

not significant (step 1), while the specific indirect path was significant (step 2).This 

mixed result suggests an indirect path, but not mediation.A significant indirect effect 
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without an accompanied significant total effect indicates thatthe mediator’s effect on the 

dependent variable is not contingent upon changes in the predictor variable (Robins & 

Greenland, 1992).The results for H3a-H3d, which predicted perceptions of prestige as a 

mediator between the positive relationship between inducements and organizational 

attractiveness and anticipatory identification, and the results for H4a-H4d, which 

predicted perceptions of distinctiveness as a mediator between inducements and the 

dependent variables, were not significant (p>0.05). 

Moderation

The primary question examined in the moderated model was whether or not 

identification inducements have differing effects on potential job seekers’ anticipatory 

organizational identification and perceptions of organizational attractiveness depending 

on whether the organization is in an emerging or established industry.To address this 

question, the main effects model was broken down into two groups:participants who read 

organizational descriptions of a new company in an emerging industry (n=225) and 

participants who read an organizational description of a new company in an established 

industry (n=214).Because the sample was broken down into two groups, all the parameter 

estimates must be derived for each group, which effectively doubles the number of 

parameter estimates that need to be calculated.The main model when it was run as one 

group required 28 parameters.In order to run the model in both groups, it will require 58

parameters [8 exogenous variables, 4 endogenous variables, 18 standard error terms, 14 

items, 14 covariances (12 between exogenous variables, 2 between the dependent 
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variables), and 12 paths], which breaks down to approximately 8 cases per parameter 

estimate. 

This analysis was conducted in two steps.The first step was to examine the 

relationships between the inducements and the dependent variables per group.Table 9

contains the standardized effects, standard error and p-values of the relationships in the 

model per group.In the emerging industry group, only the path between association 

inducements and anticipatory organizational identification remained significant (β=0.18, 

p=0.007).In the established group, the paths between association and dissociation 

inducements and anticipatory organizational identification remain significant (β=0.17, 

p=0.023; β=0.21, p=0.01, respectively). 

The next step in formally testing H5a-H5c involved running a series of constrained 

and unconstrained group models.Table 10 contains the details on the changes to chi-

squared as specific paths change from constrained to unconstrained.Models are 

constrained when two or more parameters are forced to be equal (Kline, 2005).The 

constraint simplifies the analysis because only one path coefficient is needed instead of 

two, which also changes the degrees of freedom between the constrained and 

unconstrained model.Constraining parameters is useful in testing the null hypothesis that 

the parameters are equal across populations, in this case between organizations in 

emerging and organizations in established industries or paths within a population.If the 

change in chi-squared between the constrained and unconstrained model is significant, 

the paths in each group are significantly different.
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To conduct this analysis all regression coefficients, variances and covariances 

were constrained across the two groups, essentially making them one group.This model 

had a chi-square of 212.32.Hypotheses 5a and 5c posited that association inducements 

would have a stronger effect on perceptions on organizational attractiveness (H5a) and 

anticipatory organizational identification (H5c) for new companies in emerging industries 

than in established industries.Hypothesis 5a was not significant in any of the analyses 

(emerging or established groups).For hypothesis 5c, while the standardized regression 

coefficient was slightly larger in the emerging industry group for the path between 

association inducements and anticipatory organizational identification in the emerging 

industry versus the established industry (β=0.18, β=0.17, respectively), the chi-squared 

difference test did not support H5c [Δχ2 (1, N=439)=0.02, p=0.29].Hypotheses 5b and 5d

posited that dissociation inducements would have a stronger effect on perceptions on 

organizational attractiveness (H5b) and anticipatory organizational identification (H5d) 

for new companies in established industries than in emerging industries.The results of the 

chi-squared difference test do not support either H5b [Δχ2(1, N=439)=0.083, p=1.33] or 

H5d [Δχ2(1, N=439)=2.35, p= 0.08].In summary, the results from the chi-squared 

difference tests suggest that the effects of association and dissociation inducements do 

not vary depending upon the type of industry.
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusion

It is important to understand how and why job seekers become attracted to new 

organizations because organizations that have difficulty attracting talent also struggle to 

survive. While a great deal of research has been dedicated to understanding why job 

seekers are attracted to organizations (e.g., Judge & Cable, 1997), this previous research 

has focused on explanations that are more transactional in nature. In contrast, this study 

approached the question from the perspective of identification and considered whether 

organizations, through their communication, could form a preliminary connection to job 

seekers at a more fundamental level of attachment (the self-concept). 

Whether an organization can foster identification through their communication 

potentially has important short- and long-term implications for organizations. In the 

short-run, organizations need employees, and identification may motivate potential job 

seekers to pursue the organization. In the long-term, identification has been argued to be 

the basis for stable, long-term relationships between employees and organizations (Van 

Dick et al., 2004) and a host of other beneficial outcomes (Dukerich et al., 2002; Fiol & 

O'Connor, 2005; Haslam & Reicher, 2006), suggesting that organizations that can 

cultivate identification processes with potential job seekers may reap these benefits more 

quickly and obtain both a short- and long-term advantage. 

In the rest of this chapter, I will discuss results related to my hypotheses, followed 

by a discussion of the implications of these results for both theory and practice; then, 



96

lastly, I will present potential limitations and how these limitations might be overcome in 

future studies.

Relationship between Identification Inducements and Organizational Outcomes

In this study, I examined the impact of identification inducements on job seekers’ 

anticipatory organizational identification and perceptions of organizational attractiveness. 

Drawing on research on organizational identification (Cheney, 1983; Dutton et al., 1994)

and self-categorization (Hogg & Mullin, 1999; Turner et al., 1987), I posited that job 

seekers would be more attracted to and begin to form a connection with new 

organizations if job seekers perceived that they understand the organization’s identity, 

and that one means by which organizations can help job seekers form a provisional sense 

of the organization’s identity is by adding identification inducements to the 

organization’s external communication. Consistent with the anticipatory organization 

identification hypotheses, organizational descriptions that included identification 

inducements helped potential job seekers develop a provisional sense of connection to the 

organization at the self-concept level. 

For the perceived organizational attractiveness hypotheses, I posited that 

organizational descriptions utilizing identification inducements would be more appealing 

to potential job seekers. For these hypotheses, I drew upon similar literatures in the 

organizational identification (e.g., Cheney, 1983) and self-categorization literatures (e.g., 

Hogg & Mullin, 1999). The central argument for these hypotheses was that the 

identification inducements reduce uncertainty by providing clarity about the identity of 
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the organization, and that this additional clarity makes the organization and its members 

more predictable than new organizations that do not provide identity-related information, 

and that this predictability makes the organization more attractive to job seekers. The 

results for this set of hypotheses were mixed. While dissociation inducements positively 

affected potential job seekers’ perceptions of organizational attractiveness as expected, 

association inducements did not have a similar effect on job seekers’ perceptions of 

organizational attractiveness. 

There is a potential explanation for this discrepancy in the findings, which is 

connected to the relationship between cognitive identification and affect. Brewer and 

colleagues (Brewer, 1991; Brewer, Manzi, & Shaw, 1993; Pickett, Silver, & Brewer, 

2002) have demonstrated that individuals who vary in terms of their perceptions of 

deindividuation place greater value on group membership when it balances out their 

opposing need for assimilation or differentiation. For instance, individuals who feel 

overly assimilated place more value on exclusive group membership. Interestingly, 

Brewer’s results may reflect both a cognitive and affective reaction to imbalances in 

individuals’ identity-related needs. Brewer and colleagues used procedures and measures 

consistent with Tajfel’s(1970) minimal group paradigm, which comingled both affective 

and cognitive responses to group membership. Thus the results of these studies may 

represent both a cognitive and affective reaction to group membership when the 

membership balances any deficiency in oppositional needs the individual may be 

experiencing. 
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In terms of the research in this study, Brewer and colleagues’ findings suggest 

that the type of identification inducement may vary in its impact on job seekers’ affective 

reactions (such as perceptions of attractiveness) depending on the potential job seekers’ 

current identity-related needs (i.e., assimilation or differentiation), where dissociation 

inducements may have more of an impact on job seekers who feel over-assimilated, while 

association inducements may have more of an impact on job seekers who feel overly 

distinct. 

However, the differing effect of identification inducements may not carry-over 

into their relationship with anticipatory organizational identification because it seems 

plausible that both forms of identification inducements play an important role in helping 

job seekers understand the organization’s identity, which is potentially a prerequisite to 

the actual identification process. This relationship harkens back to Albert and Whetten’s 

(1985) original conceptualization of organizational identity, where an organizational 

identity consists of the set of organizational traits that are central, distinctive and 

enduring. While new organizations do not have a history, the identification inducements 

do provide job seekers with important information for forming a basic understanding of 

the central and distinct traits of the organization, potentially making both forms of 

inducements important in creating an identity for the organization among job seekers, 

which then makes it possible for job seekers to imagine becoming members and begin the 

identification process. This is distinct from what occurred in the minimal group 

paradigm, where individuals were assigned to groups based on a shared trait determined 
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by the researcher. In the minimal group paradigm studies there was no consideration on 

the part of the participant regarding which group to join, instead, they were assigned and 

given a rationale based on similarity for why they were assigned to a specific group. In 

other words, there was less cognitive work that needed to be done by participants. Instead 

of having to figure out on their own whether they belonged to one group over another, 

participants were assigned and told why they were assigned to the group. 

In terms of this particular sample, the participants may have been experiencing a 

sense of over assimilation and a deficit of distinctiveness. This explanation seems 

plausible given that the study sample consisted of undergraduates and master’s students. 

Undergraduates, in particular, have spent the majority of their life in school, where they 

have been surrounded by people of a similar age, with a similar education, and probably 

extraordinarily similar backgrounds. Similarly, while most of the master’s students 

attended this program after a break in education, there are many facets of the program 

that filter applicants initially and homogenize the students in the program through shared 

activities and common goals. Specifically, there are a variety of mechanisms in the 

program that cultivate a sense of “groupiness” including a vetting process of potential 

applicants by current students prior to entry, a month of boot camps and social events to 

cultivate relationships prior to the program beginning, a cohort system that enables 

students to take many of their classes with the same individuals, many team-based classes 

where students rely on each other to pass, weekly Thursday night social events that take 

place outside of the school, and ample career opportunities that make the job search 



100

process less cut-throat and more collegiate. The end result is that both the undergraduate 

and graduate participants in the sample, as part of attending school, may have felt over 

assimilated and under differentiated, and this could have impacted what type of 

identification inducement they preferred.

Relationships Involving Mediating Variables

Perceived Similarity

For the mediated hypotheses, I posited that the effect of identification 

inducements would be mediated by job seekers’ perceptions of similarity, prestige and 

distinctiveness. For these hypotheses, I largely drew upon the work of Ashforth and Mael 

(1989) and Dutton et al. (1994). Unfortunately, only the perception of similarity was 

found to mediate the relationship between identification inducements, and anticipatory 

organizational identification and organizational attractiveness. The perceived similarity 

findings suggest that people do indeed filter information about organizations through 

their self-schema and positively evaluate organizations they perceive to embrace similar 

characteristics to their own. Specifically, similarity mediated the relationship between 

dissociation inducements and both anticipatory organizational identification and 

organizational attractiveness, as well as mediated the relationship between association 

inducements and anticipatory organizational identification. In addition, these results 

suggest that perceptions of similarity can be cultivated by either referencing how the 

organization is different in terms of its values or by explicitly describing the values of the 

company. 
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Perceived Prestige

The lack of significant results for the perceived prestige mediator is surprising. 

Many other notable studies have found a positive relationship between perceived prestige 

and internal members’ degree of identification (e.g., Bhattacharya et al., 1995; Mael & 

Ashforth, 1992). Similarly, related research has found that organizations that provide 

members with an opportunity to self-enhance through membership are generally 

perceived as more attractive (e.g., Dutton et al., 1994; Greening & Turban, 2000). The 

results of this study do indeed indicate that perceptions of prestige (as a direct effect) can 

positively influence both anticipatory organizational identification and perceived 

organizational attractiveness, but that these results were not derived by using 

identification inducements in the organizational descriptions. It appears that there was

information in the organizational descriptions that helped cultivate perceptions of prestige 

that did not vary with the inducements. Potentially, one such piece of information might 

have been the financial performance of the organization, which was information in the 

organizational descriptions that did not vary. All of which suggests that a possible 

explanation for the lack of findings in this study revolve around the type of identification 

inducements utilized in the organizational descriptions. 

Specifically, the association inducements consisted of two types of inducements 

(inclusive we and explicitly stated values), which both either subtly or explicitly 

expressed the organization’s values. Similarly, the dissociation inducements focused on 

how the company was evaluatively better either in terms of process or the embedded 
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values in the process. The end result of these choices in identification inducements was 

that the organizational descriptions were heavily focused on values, which may have 

been beneficial to perceptions of similarity because values are something that has 

meaning for both individuals and organizations, and can be shared to create a bond, but 

may have come at the cost of prestige. Other identification inducements that might have 

been more relevant to prestige could easily be explored in future research. For instance, 

one of Cheney’s (1983) inducements involved expressing the achievements of 

employees. While values are surely embedded in the successes that the organization 

chooses to promote, these successes may be more directly connected to generating 

perceptions of prestige simply because they directly express what the company is most 

proud of in terms of accomplishments. 

Another possible explanation for the lack of significant results may be due to the 

wording used to measure the perceived prestige construct. Unlike the items for the 

similarity construct, which asked potential job seekers to explicitly consider themselves 

in direct comparison with the organization (e.g., My personal values match this 

organization's values and culture), the prestige measures asked potential job seekers to 

consider how the organization was widely perceived (e.g., Generally, I think this 

company is known as a good place to work.). Since the participants were not yet part of 

the organization, the prestige of the organization may not have been relevant for their 

self-concept.
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Perceived Distinctiveness 

The findings for the perceived distinctiveness mechanism were not supported. 

The underlying issue with the perceived distinctiveness results may relate to the choices 

in the content of the inducements. Association inducements did not have an effect on 

either anticipatory organizational identification or perceived organizational attractiveness. 

Taking a step back and examining the sequential relationships of the mediation, it appears 

that association inducement did not affect participants’ perceptions of distinctiveness, and 

perceptions of distinctiveness had no impact on anticipatory organizational identification 

or perceived organizational attractiveness. A possible explanation for the absence of a 

significant relationship between association inducements and perceptions of 

distinctiveness is that it is possible that the espoused values expressed in the association

inducements were not perceived as unique. It is possible that concerns for health, taste 

and innovation are not considered rare in the coffee industry. 

Perceptions of distinctiveness, as they relate to the values expressed by the 

organization, is also problematic for the dissociation inducements, which expressed the 

same values as the association inducements in the form of a comparison. The difference 

between association and dissociation inducements, and what might explain why 

dissociation inducements were significantly related to perceptions of distinctiveness, 

while association inducements were not, is that the content of the dissociation 

inducements also expressed how the organization was unique in terms of its processes 

(e.g., state-of-the-art cold-brewing process). However, perceived distinctiveness had no 



104

significant impact on either anticipatory organizational identification or perceived 

organizational attractiveness. In other words, the dissociation inducements were effective 

in cultivating job seekers’ perceptions of distinctiveness, but potential job seekers’ 

perception of distinctiveness had no effect on either their anticipatory organizational 

identification or their perception of organizational attractiveness. 

A possible explanation for the lack of significant findings on these relationships 

may stem from the characteristics that made participants perceive the organization as 

unique. While the processes described in the dissociation inducements were perceived as 

unique, the described distinctiveness was specific to the operation of the organization and 

may have been difficult to connect with at an individual-level. For example, when 

Brewer (1991) discussed optimal distinctiveness, she described a fundamental need to 

have a unique identity that made the self-concept distinguishable from others. The issue 

with the content of the dissociation inducements used in the organizational descriptions is 

that there may have been a disconnection between how the organization was unique 

(unique in terms of how the organization operates) and how that uniqueness would relate 

to the self-concept. 

In a similar vein, another possible explanation for the lack of significant results 

may be due to the wording used to measure the perceived distinctiveness construct. 

Unlike the items for the similarity construct, which asked potential job seekers to 

explicitly consider themselves in direct comparison with the organization (e.g., My 

personal values match this organization's values and culture), the distinctiveness 
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measures asked potential job seekers to consider the organizational processes (e.g., When 

I think about Wicked, their approach to coffee seems unique compared to other 

companies). Since the participants were not yet part of the organization, the 

distinctiveness of the organization may not have been relevant for their self-concept.

Perceived Similarity, Perceived Prestige & Perceived Distinctiveness

Up until this point, the arguments explaining the mediating results of this study

have primarily focused on what possibly went wrong with the study, assuming that 

perceived prestige and perceived distinctiveness should function as mediators in job 

seekers’ evaluations and identification processes. It is just as possible, though, that in the 

initial stages of developing a relationship with an organization job seekers may rely 

primarily on their need for self-continuity and that other motives, such as self-

enhancement and need for distinctiveness, materialize later in the employee-organization 

relationship. To this point, research has not specifically examined whether motivations

underlying identification shift over the course of the employment relationship. However, 

some of the foundational research undergirding what is known about identification 

suggests such a shift. 

For example, the two fundamental theories associated with identification, self-

categorization theory (Turner et al., 1987)and social identity theory (Tajfel& Turner, 

1979), offer differing motivational explanations for identification. Self-categorization 

theory, which explains psychological group formation and why individuals self-select 

into certain groups based on perceptions of similarity, implicitly assumes a need for self-
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continuity.Hogg and Mullin (1999) described the underlying motivation for self-

categorization as a drive to reduce uncertainty in an individual’s identity, where 

individuals select into groups they perceive to be similar to the self because those groups 

enable the individual to maintain a consistent sense of self (self-continuity), which makes 

an individual feel more certain about how to act (uncertainty reduction). In contrast, 

social identity theory (Tajfel& Turner, 1979) focuses on intergroup behavior and assumes 

that the underlying motivation that causes intergroup conflict is a need for a positive 

social identity and that individuals will identify more strongly with group membership 

that enables them to maintain or enhance a positive social identity. In other words, self-

categorization theory suggests that individuals self-select into groups due to a need for 

self-continuity, while social identity theory suggests that once inside a group, all things 

being equal, the need for self-enhancement may be a primary driver of identification.

In related theory, Brickson and Brewer (2001) discuss a shift between personal 

and collective identity-orientations that people undergo, where the person shifts from 

being motivated to take action based on their own self-interests, to taking action to ensure 

the welfare of the collective or organization. What is interesting, in terms of this study, 

about the Brickson and Brewer (2001) discussion is that this shift from personal to 

collective identity-orientation is believed to require a deeper, more complex, effortful 

level of understanding of the organization (and its comparisons), which individuals are 

only willing to develop when they perceive that they share an interdependence with the

organization (linked to their own goals), have made an emotional investment in the 
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organization, and perceive that trust has been built between themselves and the 

organization(Brickson & Brewer, 2001). What this suggests for this study is that as the 

mediators move away from self-relevant information, which is fairly easy for individuals 

to process (Markus & Wurf, 1987), job seekers might be unwilling to make the effort to 

develop an understanding of how the organization is widely perceived (prestige) and how 

it compares to other organizations (distinctiveness) because these comparisons require 

more effort and an identity-orientation that job seekers have not yet built. In addition, 

while the organizational descriptions used in this study were composed with the intent of 

helping to facilitate job seekers’ perceptions of prestige and distinctiveness, because of 

the lack of an existing relationship, and therefore a lack oftrust, the information provided 

in the organizational descriptions about the organization’s prestige and distinctiveness 

may be perceived as possibly self-serving (on the part of the organization) and therefore 

not trusted or processed by job seekers. 

Industry Interaction

In the final set of hypotheses, I examined whether or not the type of industry (i.e., 

new or established) had an impact on the effectiveness of identification inducements on 

anticipatory organizational identification and perceived organizational attractiveness. 

Drawing on research on self-categorization (Turner et al., 1987), identification (Brewer, 

1991) and literatures focused on the processes involved in identity formation (Gioia et al., 

2010), I posited that new organizations in emerging industries would face different 

cognitive obstacles than new organizations in established industries and that these 
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differences would make it more important for new organizations in emerging industries 

to communicate who they are, while new organizations in established industries would 

have a greater need to communicate who they are not, and these needs would make 

association and dissociation inducements vary in their impact according the type of 

industry the new organization was situated within. My hypotheses, however, did not 

come to fruition. There were no significant differences between types of industry in the 

importance of association and dissociation inducements. 

One potential explanation for this finding is that while category membership is 

advantageous to new organizations in established industries because of the meaning it 

confers onto the organization, the overarching industry prototype may be too abstract for 

people to feel like they “know” an organization based on the industry prototype, which 

makes them need more organizational specific information to feel as if they have a sense 

for the organization’s identity. Whetten (2006) described an organization’s 

comprehensive identity as a three-level hierarchy roughly equivalent to the social, 

relational and personal identities that constitute an individual’s comprehensive identity. 

Based on Whetten’s (2006) conceptualization of organizational identities, the social 

(highest) level consists of the industry category or organizational form of the 

organization; the relational (mid) level consists of the ties an organization has with other 

organizations and institutions; the personal (lowest) level consists of organization-

specific traits, competencies and distinctive attributes; and each higher level choice 

constrains the set of choices open to an organization at the lower levels, while the choices 



109

at the lower levels clarify the higher level choices. For example, when an organization 

selects to be a restaurant, that choice is a high-level identity choice that could have many 

meanings.  The restaurant will serve food, but beyond that, it is not clear.  However, by 

the time the restaurant also defines itself in relation to other Chinese restaurants and 

describes their core values as a commitment to serving only high-quality, organic, non-

hormone meats, the restaurant becomes readily recognizable as a distinct entity to all 

interested parties. What this may mean in terms of the association and identification 

inducements is that the association and dissociation inducements are roughly equivalent 

to establishing the relational and personal level of identities, and that regardless of the 

information conveyed by the industry category, job seekers needed both the association 

and dissociation inducements in order for the job seekers to have a clear sense of the 

organization’s identity. 

A similar potential explanation exists for new organizations operating in emerging 

industries, but it is a bit more complicated because there is an entire level of identity 

(social identity) essentially missing. The original argument was that because new 

organizations in emerging industries are inherently distinct, and individuals avoid 

identities that are too distinct (Brewer, 1991), dissociation inducements would have a 

greater effect in established versus emerging industries. However, one possible 

explanation for why the dissociation inducements effects may not have varied between 

industry types is because the dissociation inducements may have done more than provide 

information about the distinctiveness of the organization in relation to a referent. The 
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dissociation inducements may have also provided job seekers with meaning. In related 

research, Moreau, Markman and Lehmann (2001) studied new products and consumer 

learning and found that often times with radically new products, consumers will use

existing categories closely related to the product to develop an understanding of the new 

product. In a sense, this may have been one of the benefits of the dissociation 

inducements in this study. The dissociation inducements not only served to distinguish 

green coffee from the prototype of the traditional black coffee industry, but they also 

gave job seekers an entire category of knowledge to draw upon to try to understand the 

organization. For new organizations in emerging industries dissociation inducements may 

have provided meaning about the organization’s identity as well as helped to distinguish 

it.

Contributions to Theory

An important contribution of this study is to empirically show that organizational 

communication can indeed cultivate an anticipatory form of identification with job 

seekers prior to organizational entry. Cheney and Christensen (2001), in their chapter on 

organizational identity and the linkages between internal and external audiences, noted 

that the current literature tends to focus on identity and identification processes occurring 

within the organization and has primarily overlooked similar processes occurring 

between members of the organization and external audiences. As Cheney and Christensen 

(2001) discussed, the metaphor of an organization as a self-contained container seems 

largely outdated in this new hyper-communication era, where what occurs inside the 
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organization rarely stays within it, and it has become increasingly infeasible to think that 

the communication coming from within (e.g., from leadership, employees) is not in some 

important ways shaping the relationship between the organization and external audiences, 

sometimes in ways that do not benefit the organization. It is in this new communication 

environment that scholars need to address how organizations might better shape their 

own relationships with current and future stakeholders. This research suggests that one 

means by which organizations can shape their relationship with job seekers is through 

utilizing identification inducements in their external communication to help job seekers 

form a basis of identification. 

A second contribution that this study makes to the literature is methodological. A 

recent search on Google Scholar shows that Cheney’s (1983) original article on 

identification inducements has accumulated 426 citations. While many of these articles 

build on Cheney’s (1983) central idea that organizations can use communication to help 

promote and shape organizational identification among employees, the actual testing of 

identification inducements and their impact on individuals is primarily non-existent, and 

the few studies that do venture down that path tend to be heavily qualitative with some 

content analysis (e.g., DiSanza & Bullis, 1999). While qualitative research is a 

tremendous tool for theory building, at some point other methodologies need to be 

employed to establish causation and eventually generalizability. The contribution of this 

study is to offer a means by which identification inducements can be more rigorously 

tested for causation. This methodology may be particularly advantageous in studying how 
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identification occurs because one of the primary weaknesses of the current research in 

this area is that since the process of identification appears to be quite dynamic and fluid 

(DiSanza & Bullis, 1999), the qualitative nature of the research has made it difficult to 

assess exactly what the impact of identification inducements are on the individual and 

how previous levels of identification enhance or impede the impact of identification 

inducements.

A third contribution of this research is to the emerging stream of research focused 

on identity formation. Past research on identity formation has often taken one of two 

approaches: identity formation as a macro process of legitimation, where what matters is 

adopting recognizable forms and institutions to make identity claims (Hsu & Hannan, 

2005; Rao, Davis, & Ward, 2000; Whetten, 2006); or identity formation as micro-social 

processes, where individuals build, share, negotiate and make sense of emerging 

identities through interactions (Fiol & Romanelli, 2012; Scott & Lane, 2000). The former 

approach tends to view identity as something essentially forced upon organizational 

leaders if they want the organization to be seen as legitimate by potential stakeholders. 

The latter approach tends to view identity as bubbling up from the bottom of the 

organization, potentially usurping the power of organizational leaders. The contribution 

of this research in this domain is in its examination on how organizational leaders can be 

active agents in forming their organization’s identity, and it borrows to a large extent 

from both approaches discussed above. Organizational leaders can potentially leverage 

existing knowledge structures to stimulate social psychological processes through their 
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communication to foster and shape how the organization is defined by external 

audiences. 

The fourth contribution of this research is to the literature on attachment. The 

attachment literature has spent a great deal of effort in establishing why individuals form 

an attachment to an organization (e.g., Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Dutton et al., 1994), but 

far less emphasis has been placed on examining how attachment occurs (Ashforth, 

Harrison, & Corley, 2008). The key implication of this research is that communicating a 

clear identity matters to an organization’s ability to generate (provisional) attachment in 

potential members and that the attachment process begins prior to entry. 

Practical Contributions

It is a primary necessity of an organization to attract talent, but the struggle for 

talent is more than just attracting numbers of applicants. The struggle is in finding the 

right people for the organization. There are many reasons to believe that one means by 

which to find the best people for an organization is to identify job seekers with high-

levels of anticipatory organizational identification. Past research points to a host of 

beneficial outcomes due to organizational identification. For example, individuals who 

highly identify with their employer tend to be better decision-makers (Tompkins & 

Cheney, 1985), more intrinsically motivated(Osterloh & Frey, 2000), and less likely to 

leave the organization (Van Dick et al., 2004), just to name a few traits. A hope 

associated with anticipatory organizational identification research is that high-levels of 

anticipatory organizational identification might cause higher-levels of organizational 
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identification for job seekers that cross over to employees. Some of the research on 

organizational attractiveness and fit (e.g., Jones et al., 2009) has at least partly addressed 

this issue by examining perceptions of similarity (on values), but the advantage of 

studying identification (versus person-organizational fit) among potential job seekers is 

that it provides a provisional connection to an organization that has the potential to be 

highly stable for both the individual and the organization. Identities do not change 

quickly for either individuals or organizations; therefore a real connection between the 

two may provide the organization with a pool of potential employees with the capacity to 

develop stable, long-term relationships with the organization. 

This study also has greater societal implications because, unlike the plethora of 

studies examining organizational attractiveness, this study examined how communication 

might impact new organizations’ ability to attract talent, which is a higher bar because 

new organizations are unknown and risky propositions. The findings here suggest that 

one area that could greatly benefit new organizations is spending the time to think about 

the deeper meaning and purpose of the organization and how it differs from other 

organizations fundamentally, and then communicating that information. 

Anecdotally, perusing the Internet and examining the “About” pages of many new 

organizations has left me with two impressions; the first is that new organizations in 

established industries seem to spend a great deal of webpage space adhering to their 

industry standards, but little space differentiating themselves from other organizations 

and expressing their unique proposition; and the second observation is that new 
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organizations in emerging industries spend a great deal of webpage space communicating 

the details of their technologies (which most of us do not care about) and what the 

technology does, but little on what deeper purpose they are trying to serve. This is 

unfortunate because, based on this study, not only would spending a little effort on 

discovering who they are as an organization benefit them in terms of attracting talent, but 

it also is to all of our benefit if these companies survive because new organizations create 

jobs, create social permeability for founders, and, in the case of new technology, can have 

a significant impact on growing our economy as a whole. For all these reasons, we should 

care about what might contribute to the success of new organizations. This study begins 

to contribute to that endeavor.

Limitations and Future Directions

There are six limitations associated with this study. First, the experimental design 

limits the external validity of this study and calls into question whether the results can

transfer beyond the experiment. The primary external validity concern involves the use of 

priming in the study, which is a practice that is common in experiments but unlikely to be 

used among real organizations. In the experiment, participants were primed prior to 

reading the organizational descriptions to focus them on the organization’s type of 

industry, the organization’s values and/or the organization’s distinctiveness because it 

became clear in the pilot studies that without the primes, participants generally remained 

unaware of this information. One possibility for this lack of awareness may be that this 

type of information was not relevant to job seekers, but this explanation seems unlikely, 
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at least in terms of values, given the large number of studies in the person-organization fit 

literature that have specifically examined and demonstrated the importance of values on 

job seekers’ perceptions of organizational attractiveness (e.g., Cable & Edwards, 2004). 

Another possibility may be that, due to the constraints of the experimental design, 

the industry-related information and the use of identification inducements may have been 

too subtle for participants to focus on naturally. Specifically, to maintain internal 

consistency in the experiment, the organizational descriptions were modified between 

conditions as little as possible. This limited exposure to the organization’s core and 

distinctive characteristics in the experimental study may have impacted participants’

awareness of these characteristics without the primes. For example, past research on 

exposure to information and cognitive awareness indicates that repetition of information 

increases individuals’ cognitive awareness of the information(e.g., Martin, 1968; Wilson, 

1979), which in this case suggests that a more extreme use of identification inducements 

might have generated awareness without the primes. Real organizations would not have 

this constraint and could emphasize their industry, values and/or distinctiveness as much 

or as little as they desired in their organizational materials. Future research might explore 

the degree to which real organizations utilize identification inducements in their external 

communication and the effect of inducements on job seekers. 

Second, this study examined the effects of organizational communication on 

attracting employees with an experimental design that utilized a fairly homogeneous 

sample (students). The strength of this design is that the sample controls for possible 



117

unobserved heterogeneity and helps to establish causation. The weakness is that these 

relationships may not transfer to other populations. Some of the potential issues with this 

sample were addressed above when discussing some of the non-findings. One possible 

unique feature of this sample is that the students used in this sample may feel over-

assimilated in their current life, and this may have had implications on the findings in this 

study. The relationship between job seekers’ current state of identity (over or under 

assimilated) leads to some provocative ideas for future directions. For example, the 

existing research on organizational attractiveness and recruitment do not differentiate 

between different types of job seekers. Yet, drawing upon Brewer (1991), different types 

of job seekers may be facing extremely different identity-related needs. As suggested 

earlier, students may be over-assimilated and therefore may react more positively to 

organizations that emphasize how the organization is distinct as the individuals try to 

balance their opposing needs to belong and to be distinct through group membership. In 

contrast, individuals who have been fired or laid-off may feel isolated, possibly 

stigmatized, and overly distinct and therefore may react more positively to organizations 

that emphasize a cohesive message about the organization and its members. Future 

research could explore whether these different types of job seekers react differently to 

identification inducements based on their motivation to balance their opposing identity 

needs.

A third limitation of this study is that the experimental materials used only three 

types of identification inducements and, as suggested previously, that may have impacted 
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the non-findings. Future research might explore whether certain types of identification 

inducements are more effective at triggering different mechanisms. This research would 

go a long way in developing our understanding of how organizational identification 

occurs, which has been described as an area of research that has been underserved 

(Ashforth et al., 2008), and it would be beneficial to the larger existing research on 

organizational identification because it might further link how identification occurs with 

why it occurs.

A fourth limitation of this study is that of power. Structural equation modeling 

requires an extraordinary amount of data, and in order to have adequate levels of subjects 

per parameter estimates, I had to make trade-offs between latent factors and composite 

variables. This is an important limitation because this may have affected the results. An 

advantage of latent factors over composite variables is that each item is allowed to 

contribute uniquely to the underlying factor, versus composite variables where each item 

is weighted equally. An implication of this difference between latent and composite 

variables for the results of this study is that to maintain power, the mediating variables 

were less precise, and this may have affected the results. 

A fifth limitation of this study is that it examines a dynamic process in a static 

state. In this study, the organization put forth its conceptualization of its identity, and 

potential job seekers were left on their own in terms of whether they accepted it. Past 

research indicates that the identification process is more of a negotiation (Pratt, 

Rockmann, & Kaufmann, 2006; Stets, 2005). For instance, one might expect that a 
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recruiter would be involved typically in the recruitment process and that there might be 

some negotiation between job seeker and recruiter that either supported or negated 

elements of the organizational description. 

A sixth limitation of this study is that participants examined only one 

organizational description, essentially evaluating the organization in a vacuum. This 

design is probably disconnected from what actually occurs in the job seeking process 

where presumably job seekers evaluate multiple organizations, and evaluations are, at 

least partly, derived through comparisons between possible organizations. This lack of an 

option set may have had negative implications on the job seekers’ ability to develop a 

sense of prestige and distinctiveness about the organization. Both prestige and 

distinctiveness are perceptions derived through comparisons. In terms of perceptions of 

prestige, job seekers likely needan understanding of how the organization ranks among 

other organizations in regard to its socially desirable traits. In terms of perceptions of 

distinctiveness, distinctiveness requires job seekers to have a sense of what is rare or 

unique about an organization, but rarity is not a quality in and of itself. To know 

something is rare, an individual makes the assessment in terms of other relevant 

comparisons. While the study materials were designed to cultivate these perceptions, as 

noted earlier in the Brickson and Brewer (2001) discussion, this level of knowledge about 

an organization and its comparisons may be an understanding that individuals have to 

develop on their own, not something that can be given to them. By providing an option 
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set, future research might explore if job seekers are willing to engage in that effort prior 

to forming a formal relationship with an organization. 

In terms of future research, the process of anticipatory identification among job 

seekers opens up many possible directions for future research. One possible direction is 

to integrate the research on identity formation and anticipatory organizational 

identification. One such question might be, “Does this external process of identification 

have implications on the internal process?”  For example, Gioia et al. (2010) describe the 

internal negotiation process of a newly formed organization. One extension of the 

anticipatory identification process is whether or not organizations that utilize 

identification inducements have a noticeably different type of internal negotiation 

process. One might expect that organizations that use identification inducements might 

have less contentious identity negotiation because of the clarity employees potentially 

gain coming into the organization. Another possible implication might be that there is 

less change between the founder’s original conceptualization of the organization’s 

identity and the future organizational identity because the identification inducements may 

filter out potential employees who are not true-believers in the founder’s vision. 

Conclusion

This study examined the relationship between identification inducements and 

anticipatory organizational attractiveness and perceived organizational attractiveness. The 

findings generally support the important impact of identification inducements on these 

potentially advantageous organizational outcomes, but they also open up the possibility 
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that the relationships, if further examined on other samples, may lead to a more nuanced, 

complex understanding of the effect of identification inducements. In addition, the 

findings also indicate that the primary mechanism enabling the relationship between 

identification inducements and the outcome variables is perceptions of similarity. 

Organizational leaders may want to take special care in creating messages that are able to 

connect with their audience at a personal level, and future research may want to 

investigate if the importance of specific mechanisms changes over time as the employee-

organizational relationship evolves. Lastly, while some statistical power limitations might 

be masking key differences in the impact of identification inducements between 

emerging and established industries, the results in this study indicate that both forms of 

inducements are equally important across new organizations in both types of industries.
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Appendix A: Primes and Organizational Conditions

CONDITION: EMERGING CONTROL

Prime

Instructions

In this next section, you will take on the role of a person seeking employment. You will 

read a description of a company that is currently hiring. We will then ask for your

reactions to this description.

The company you will be reading about competes in an emerging industry. An 

emerging industry typically consists of a group of different companies that offer a novel 

or unfamiliar product. The product of this particular industry (i.e., bottled green coffee) is 

relatively new. The industry produces a product that is in the early stages of development 

and is not well-known to the general public. The company you will read about is a new

company within this emerging industry. This company, while operating in an 

emerging industry, is highly similar to other companies operating in related industries 

(i.e., black coffee), even though the company produces a new product (e.g., similar 

structure, size, type of employees).

The company is located in Austin, TX, a city renowned for embracing and supporting 

their local businesses. The company is looking to hire a number of people for various 
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positions (e.g., finance, management, marketing, etc.) at all levels of their management 

team as they plan a major expansion. You are looking at this particular description to 

consider this company as a possible place for employment. As is often the case with 

companies in emerging industries, the company does NOT clearly express its core 

values, making it unclear as to what is most important or valued by the company.

Organizational description

Wicked Green Coffee

Bottled Green Coffee Products

Company

Wicked Green Coffee opened its doors in 2005 to offer a variety of green coffee products 

that appeal to today’s hard-working professionals. The company uses a mix of organic 

green coffee beans, spices and fruits in a cold-brewing process to create highly 

caffeinated, great-tasting green coffee products without artificial flavors and 

preservatives. Wicked Green Coffee was once a small shop that has grown and 

prospered. Wicked Green Coffee currently employs 250 people and expects to grow to 

300 over the next year. 

The Cold-Brewing Process

Wicked’s green coffee products are processed through a carefully engineered cold-

brewing system designed to maximize flavor and caffeine content, while minimizing 
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acidity levels. Wicked’s cold-brewing technology uses a three-step process. First, the 

process begins with the selection of quality ingredients. All of Wicked’s green coffee 

products are made from USDA Certified Organic green coffee beans and spring water. 

The green coffee beans are then combined with a variety of fruits, nuts and spices to give 

Wicked’s green coffee a complex taste. Second, Wicked’s green coffee beans are finely 

ground and soaked in room-temperature spring water for 24 hours in order to extract as 

much flavor as possible. The 24-hour steeping process also maximizes the amount of 

caffeine extracted from the green coffee beans. During this steeping stage, the green 

coffee beans never come into contact with heated water, so the bitter acids of the green 

coffee beans are not released into the green coffee. Third, the grounds are filtered out 

using a sieve, and the resulting green coffee is bottled and packaged for delivery.

Future Direction

All of Wicked’s green coffees are great tasting with a hefty caffeine kick. Wicked Green 

Coffee currently has a line of 5 bottled green coffees available in grocery and 

convenience stores and has plans to expand the line in the coming year. The company has 

become one of the fastest growing private label green coffee bottlers in the U.S., with 

industry experts predicting an annual growth rate of 9.6% for the coming year.
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CONDITION: EMERGING ASSOCIATION

Prime

Instructions

In this next section, you will take on the role of a person seeking employment. You will 

read a description of a company that is currently hiring. We will then ask for your 

reactions to this description.

The company you will be reading about competes in an emerging industry. An 

emerging industry typically consists of a group of different companies that offer a novel 

or unfamiliar product. The product of this particular industry (i.e., bottled green coffee) is 

relatively new. The industry produces a product that is in the early stages of development 

and is not well-known to the general public. The company you will read about is a new 

company within this emerging industry. This company, while operating in an 

emerging industry, is highly similar to other companies operating in related industries 

(i.e., black coffee), even though the company produces a new produce (e.g., similar 

structure, size, type of employees).

The company is located in Austin, TX, a city renowned for embracing and supporting 

their local businesses. The company is looking to hire a number of people for various 

positions. The company is looking to hire a number of people for various positions (e.g., 

finance, management, marketing, etc.) at all levels of their management team as they plan 
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a major expansion. You are looking at this particular description to consider this 

company as a possible place for employment. This company has explicitly expressed 

its core values, so it is exceptionally clear what is most important or valued by the 

company.

Organizational description

Wicked Green Coffee

Bottled Green Coffee Products

Company

We opened our doors in 2005 to offer a variety of healthy green coffee products that 

appeal to today’s hard-working professionals. We are innovators when it comes to green 

coffee. We constantly experiment with new ingredients, new ways of combining 

ingredients, and new types of green coffee products. We never use unhealthy artificial 

flavors or preservatives. Our green coffees are naturally good. Our guiding philosophy is 

that with a little creativity, we can make green coffees that do not trade off health for 

taste. To strike this balance, we combine green coffee beans, spices and fruits in an 

innovative cold-brewing process that makes great-tasting, healthy green coffees. We 

believe it is our creative spirit, combined with a deep concern and passion for health that 

have made it possible for our once small shop to grow and prosper. We currently employ 

250 people and expect to grow to 300 over the next year.



127

Our Cold-Brewing Process

All of our green coffee products are processed through a carefully engineered cold-

brewing system designed to maximize flavor and caffeine content, while minimizing 

acidity levels. Our cold-brewing technology uses a three-step proves. First, our process 

begins with the selection of the highest quality ingredients – the finest, healthiest green 

coffee beans and the purest water available on the market. All of our green coffee 

products are made from USDA Certified Organic green coffee beans and twice-filtered 

pure spring water. We then combine our green coffee beans with a variety of fruits, nuts 

and spices to give our green coffee a complex taste. Second, we take our finely ground 

green coffee beans and soak them in room-temperature spring water for 24 hours to 

extract as much flavor as possible from our green coffee beans. During this steeping 

stage, our green coffee beans never come into contact with heated water, so the bitter 

acids of the green coffee beans are not released into the green coffee. Third, we filter the 

grounds using a sieve, and then we bottle our green coffee and package it for delivery to 

you.

Future Direction

All of our green coffees are all-natural, great-tasting, and deliver a hefty caffeine kick. 

We currently have a line of 5 bottled green coffees available in grocery and convenience 

stores and have plans to expand the line in the coming year. Our company has become 
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one of the fastest growing private label green coffee bottlers in the U.S., with industry 

experts predicting an annual growth rate of 9.6% for the coming year.
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CONDITION: EMERGING DISSOCIATION

Prime

Instructions

In this next section, you will take on the role of a person seeking employment. You will 

read a description of a company that is currently hiring. We will then ask for your 

reactions to this description.

The company you will be reading about competes in an emerging industry. An 

emerging industry typically consists of a group of different companies that offer a novel 

or unfamiliar product. The product of this particular industry (i.e., bottled green coffee) is 

relatively new. The industry produces a product that is in the early stages of development 

and is not well-known to the general public. The company you will read about is a new 

company within this emerging industry. It will be clear to you that this company is 

remarkably different from other companies operating in related industries (i.e., black 

coffee), as the company produces an entirely new product (e.g., completely different 

structure, size, type of employee).

The company is located in Austin, TX, a city renowned for embracing and supporting 

their local businesses. The company is looking to hire a number of people for various 

positions (e.g., finance, management, marketing, etc.) at all levels of their management 

team as they plan a major expansion. You are looking at this particular description to 
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consider this company as a possible place for employment. As is often the case with 

companies in emerging industries, the company does NOT clearly express its core 

values, making it unclear as to what is most important or valued by the company.

Organizational description

Wicked Green Coffee

Bottled Green Coffee Products

Company

Wicked Green Coffee opened its doors in 2005 to offer a variety of new and original 

green coffee products that appeal to today’s hard-working professionals. Wicked Green 

Coffee is different. One challenge with traditional black coffee is that is can have a burnt, 

bitter taste. This has led other companies to mask the bitterness of their black coffees 

under a layer of unhealthy artificial sweeteners, creams and flavors. This is NOT the case 

at Wicked Green Coffee. Wicked Green Coffee uses a state-of-the-art cold-brewing 

process to make highly caffeinated, great-tasting, healthy green coffees that are like 

nothing else on the market. Wicked has invented new ways to combine green coffee 

beans, spices and nuts to bring out the natural flavors of the ingredients without the 

bitterness. Wicked’s green coffees are unique because they deliver great taste and are 

healthy. The commitment to providing flavorful, healthy green coffees that rival anything 

on the market has made it possible for Wicked’s once small shop to grow and prosper. 
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Wicked Green Coffee currently employs 250 people and expects to grow to 300 over the 

next year. 

The Cold-Brewing Process

All of Wicked’s green coffee products are processed through a carefully engineered cold-

brewing system designed to increase flavor and caffeine content, while having lower 

acidity levels than any black coffee on the market. Wicked’s cold-brewing technology 

uses a three-step process. First, the process begins with the selection of quality 

ingredients. All of Wicked’s products are made from USDA Certified Organic green 

coffee beans and spring water. The green coffee beans are then combined with a variety 

of fruits, nuts and spices to give Wicked’s green coffee a more complex, original taste. 

Second, Wicked’s green coffee beans are finely ground and soaked in room-temperature 

spring water for 24 hours in order to extract as much flavor as possible. The 24-hour 

steeping process also increases the amount of caffeine extracted from the green coffee 

beans. During this steeping stage, the green coffee never comes into contact with the 

heated water, so the burnt, bitter taste that is typical of black coffees is not a part of 

Wicked’s green coffees. Third, the grounds are filtered out using a sieve and the resulting 

green coffee is bottled and packaged for delivery. 
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Future Direction

All of Wicked’s green coffees are all-natural and great tasting with a hefty caffeine kick. 

Simply put, Wicked offers the best green coffee on the market – there is NO substitute. 

Wicked Green Coffee currently has a line of 5 bottled green coffees available in grocery 

and convenience stores and has plans to expand the line in the coming year. The company 

has become one of the fastest growing private label green coffee bottlers in the U.S., with 

industry experts predicting an annual growth rate of 9.6% for the coming year.
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CONDITION: EMERGING ASSOCIATION DISSOCIATION

Prime

Instructions

In the next section, you will take on the role of a person seeking employment. You will 

read a description of a company that is currently hiring. We will then ask for your 

reactions to this description.

The company you will be reading about competes in an emerging industry. An 

emerging industry typically consists of a group of different companies that offer a novel 

or unfamiliar product. The product of this particular industry (i.e., bottled green coffee) is 

relatively new. The industry produces a product that is in the early stages of development 

and is not well-known to the general public. The company you will read about is a new 

company within this emerging industry. It will be clear to you that this company is 

remarkably different from other companies operating in related industries (i.e., black 

coffee), as the company produces an entirely new product (e.g., completely different 

structure, size, type of employee). 

The company is located in Austin, TX, a city renowned for embracing and supporting 

their local businesses. The company is looking to hire a number of people for various 

positions (e.g., finance, management, marketing, etc.) at all levels of their management 

team as they plan a major expansion. You are looking at this particular description to 
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consider this company as a possible place for employment. The company has explicitly 

expressed its core values, so it is exceptionally clear what is most important or 

valued by the company.

Organizational description

Wicked Green Coffee

Bottled Green Coffee Products

Company

We opened our doors in 2005 to offer a variety of original, healthy green coffee products 

that appeal to today’s hard-working professionals. We are different and innovative. One 

challenge with traditional black coffee is that it can have a burnt, bitter taste. This has led 

other companies to mask the bitterness of their black coffees under a layer of unhealthy 

artificial sweeteners, creams and flavors. We do NOT do this. Wicked never uses 

artificial flavors or preservatives. We constantly experiment with new ingredients, new 

ways of combining ingredients, and new types of green coffee products. Our guiding 

philosophy is that with a little creativity, we can make green coffees that do not trade off 

health for taste. To strike this balance, we combine green coffee beans, spices and fruits 

in a state-of-the-art cold-brewing process that makes great-tasting, healthy green coffees. 

We believe it is our creative spirit, combined with a deep concern and passion for health 

that have distinguished us from our competitors and made it possible for our once small 
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shop to grow and prosper. We currently employ 250 people and expect to grow to 300 

over the next year.

Our Cold-Brewing Process

All of our green coffee products are processed through a carefully engineered cold-

brewing system designed to increase flavor and caffeine content, while having lower 

acidity levels than any black coffee on the market. First, the process begins with the 

selection of the highest quality ingredients -- the finest, healthiest green coffee beans and 

purest water available on the market. All of our green coffee products are made from 

USDA Certified Organic green coffee beans and twice-filtered pure spring water. We

then combine our green coffee beans with a variety of fruits, nuts and spices to give our 

green coffee a complex taste. Second, we take our finely ground green coffee beans and 

soak them in room-temperature spring water for 24 hours to extract as much flavor as 

possible. Our 24-hour steeping process also maximizes the amount of caffeine extracted 

from our green coffee beans. During this steeping stage, our green coffee beans never 

come into contact with heated water, so the burnt, bitter taste that is typical of black 

coffees is not a part of our green coffees. Third, we filter the grounds using a sieve and 

then we bottle our green coffee and package it for delivery to you.

Future Direction

All of our green coffees are all-natural, great-tasting coffees with a hefty caffeine kick. 
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Simply put, we offer the best green coffee on the market – there is NO substitute. We 

currently have a line of 5 bottled green coffees available in grocery and retail stores and 

have plans to expand the line in the coming year. We have become one of the fastest 

growing private label green coffee bottlers in the U.S., with industry experts predicting an 

annual growth rate of 9.6% for the coming year.
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CONDITION: ESTABLISHED CONTROL

Prime

Instructions

In this next section, you will take on the role of a person seeking employment. You will 

read a description of an organization that is currently hiring. We will then ask for your 

reactions to this description. 

The organization you will read about competes in a well-established industry. A well-

established industry typically consists of a group of different companies that offer a well-

known product. The product of this particular industry (i.e., bottled black coffee) has 

been around for centuries. The industry actually produces the second most widely used 

product after oil and has only continued to grow in popularity around the world. The 

company you will read about is a new company within this well-

established industry. The company, like most companies operating in an established 

industry, is highly similar (e.g., similar structure, size, type of employees) to other 

companies operating in its industry (i.e., black coffee).

The company is located in Austin, TX, a city renowned for embracing and supporting 

their local businesses. The organization is looking to hire a number of people for various 

positions (e.g., finance, management, marketing, etc.) at all levels of their management 

team as they plan a major expansion. You are looking at this particular description to 
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consider this organization as a possible place for employment. As is often the case with 

young companies, even those operating in established industries, this company 

does NOT clearly express its core values, making it unclear as to what is most 

important or valued by the company.

Organizational description

Wicked Coffee

Bottled Coffee Products

Company

Wicked Coffee opened its doors in 2005 to offer a variety of coffee products that appeal 

to today’s hard-working professionals. The company uses a mix of organic coffee beans, 

spices and fruits in a cold-brewing process to create highly caffeinated, great-tasting 

coffee products without artificial flavors and preservatives. Wicked Coffee was once a 

small shop that has grown and prospered. Wicked Coffee currently employs 250 people 

and expects to grow to 300 over the next year. 

The Cold-Brewing Process

Wicked’s coffee products are processed through a carefully engineered cold-brewing 

system designed to maximize flavor and caffeine content, while minimizing acidity 

levels. Wicked’s cold-brewing technology uses a three-step process. First, the process 

begins with the selection of quality ingredients. All of Wicked’s coffee products are made 
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from USDA Certified Organic beans and spring water. The beans are then combined with 

a variety of fruits, nuts and spices to give Wicked’s coffee a complex taste. Second, 

Wicked’s coffee beans are finely ground and soaked in room-temperature spring water 

for 24 hours in order to extract as much flavor as possible. The 24-hour steeping process 

also maximizes the amount of caffeine extracted from the coffee beans. During this 

steeping stage, the coffee beans never come into contact with heated water, so the bitter 

acids of the coffee beans are not released into the coffee. Third, the grounds are filtered 

out using a sieve, and the resulting coffee is bottled and packaged for delivery.

Future Direction

All of Wicked’s coffees are great tasting with a hefty caffeine kick. Wicked Coffee 

currently as a line of 5 bottled coffees available in grocery and convenience stores and 

has plans to expand the line in the coming year. The company has become one of the 

fastest growing private label coffee bottlers in the U.S., with industry experts predicting 

an annual growth rate of 9.6% for the coming year. 
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CONDITION: ESTABLISHED ASSOCIATION

Prime

Instructions

In this next section, you will take on the role of a person seeking employment. You will 

read a description of a company that is currently hiring. We will then ask for your 

reactions to this description. 

The organization you will read about competes in a well-established industry. A well-

established industry typically consists of a group of different companies that offer a well-

known product. The product of this particular industry (i.e., bottled black coffee) has 

been around for centuries. The industry actually produces the second most widely used 

product after oil and has only continued to grow in popularity around the world. The 

company you will read about is a new company within this well-

established industry. The company, like most companies operating in an established 

industry, is highly similar to other companies (e.g., similar structure, size, type of 

employees) operating in its industry (i.e. black coffee).

The company is located in Austin, TX, a city renowned for embracing and supporting 

their local businesses. The company is looking to hire a number of people for various 

positions (e.g., finance, management, marketing, etc.) at all levels of their management 

team as they plan a major expansion. You are looking at this particular description to 
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consider this company as a possible place for employment. This company has explicitly 

expressed its core values, so it is exceptionally clear what is most important or 

valued by the company.

Organizational description

Wicked Coffee

Bottled Coffee Products

Company

We opened our doors in 2005 to offer a variety of healthy coffee products that appeal to 

today’s hard-working professionals. We are innovators when it comes to coffee. We 

constantly experiment with new ingredients, new ways of combining ingredients, and 

new types of coffee products. We never use unhealthy artificial flavors or preservatives. 

Our coffees are naturally good. Our guiding philosophy is that with a little creativity, we 

can make coffees that do not trade off health for taste. To strike this balance, we combine 

coffee beans, spices and fruits in an innovative cold-brewing process that makes great-

tasting, healthy coffees. We believe it is our creative spirit, combined with a deep 

concern and passion for health that have made it possible for our once small shop to grow 

and prosper. We currently employ 250 people and expect to grow to 300 over the next 
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year.

Our Cold-Brewing Process

All of our coffee products are processed through a carefully engineered cold-brewing 

system designed to maximize flavor and caffeine content, while minimizing acidity 

levels. Our cold-brewing technology uses a three-step process. First, our process begins 

with the selection of the highest quality ingredients -- the finest, healthiest coffee beans 

and the purest water available on the market. All of our coffee products are made from 

USDA Certified Organic beans and twice-filtered pure spring water. We then combine 

our beans with a variety of fruits, nuts and spices to give our coffee a complex taste. 

Second, we take our finely ground coffee beans and soak them in room-temperature 

spring water for 24 hours to extract as much flavor as possible. Our 24-hour steeping 

process also maximizes the amount of caffeine extracted from our coffee beans. During 

this steeping stage, our coffee beans never come into contact with heated water, so the 

bitter acids of the coffee beans are not released into the coffee. Third, we filter the 

grounds using a sieve and then we bottle our coffee and package it for delivery to you.

Future Direction

All of our coffees are all-natural, great-tasting, and deliver a hefty caffeine kick. We 

currently have a line of 5 bottled coffees available in grocery and convenience stores and 

have plans to expand the line in the coming year. Our company has become one of the 
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fastest growing private label coffee bottlers in the U.S., with industry experts predicting 

an annual growth rate of 9.6% for the coming year.
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CONDITION: ESTABLISHED DISSOCIATION

Prime

Instructions

In this next section, you will take on the role of a person seeking employment. You will 

read a description of an organization that is currently hiring. We will then ask for your 

reactions to this description.

The organization you will read about competes in a well-established industry. A well-

established industry typically consists of a group of different companies that offer a well-

known product. The product of this particular industry (i.e., bottled black coffee) has 

been around for centuries. The industry actually produces the second most widely used 

product after oil and has only continued to grow in popularity around the world. The 

company you will read about is a new company within this well-established

industry. It will be clear to you that this company is remarkably different from other 

companies operating in its industry (i.e., black coffee) as the company produces an 

entirely different kind of product (e.g., completely different structure, size, type of 

employee).

The company is located in Austin, TX, a city renowned for embracing and supporting 

their local businesses. The organization is looking to hire a number of people for various 

positions (e.g., finance, management, marketing, etc.) at all levels of their management 
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team as they plan a major expansion. You are looking at this particular description to 

consider the organization as a possible place for employment. As is often the case with 

young companies, even those operating in established industries,this company does 

NOT clearly express its core values, making it unclear as to what is most important 

or valued by the company.

Organizational description

Wicked Coffee

Bottled Coffee Products

Company

Wicked Coffee opened its doors in 2005 to offer a variety of new and original coffee 

products that appeal to today’s hard-working professionals. Wicked Coffee is different. 

One challenge with coffee is that it can have a burnt, bitter taste. This has led other 

companies to mask the bitterness of their coffees under a layer of unhealthy artificial 

sweeteners, creams and flavors. This is NOT the case at Wicked Coffee. Wicked Coffee 

uses a state-of-the-art cold-brewing process to make highly caffeinated, great-tasting, 

healthy coffees that are like nothing else on the market. Wicked has invented new ways 

to combine coffee beans, spices and nuts to bring out the natural flavors of the ingredients 

without the bitterness. Wicked’s coffees are unique because they deliver great taste and 
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are healthy. The commitment to providing flavorful, healthy coffees that rival anything 

on the market has made it possible for Wicked’s once small shop to grow and prosper. 

Wicked Coffee currently employs 250 people and expects to grow to 300 over the next 

year.

The Cold-Brewing Process

All of Wicked’s coffee products are processed through a carefully engineered cold-

brewing system designed to increase flavor and caffeine content, while having lower 

acidity levels than any other coffee on the market. Wicked’s cold-brewing technology 

uses a three-step process. First, the process begins with the selection of quality 

ingredients. All of Wicked’s products are made from USDA Certified Organic beans and 

spring water. The beans are then combined with a variety of fruits, nuts and spices to give 

Wicked’s coffee a more complex, original taste. Second, Wicked’s coffee beans are 

finely ground and soaked in room-temperature spring water for 24 hours in order to 

extract as much flavor as possible. The 24-hour steeping process also increases the 

amount of caffeine extracted from the coffee beans. During this steeping stage, the coffee 

beans never come into contact with heated water, so the burnt, bitter taste that is typical 

of other coffees is not a part of Wicked’s coffees. Third, the grounds are filtered out using 

a sieve and the resulting coffee is bottled and packaged for delivery.
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Future Direction

All of Wicked’s coffees are all-natural and great tasting with a hefty caffeine kick. 

Simply put, Wicked offers the best coffee on the market – there is NO substitute. Wicked 

Coffee currently has a line of 5 bottled coffees available in grocery and convenience 

stores and has plans to expand the line in the coming year. The company has become one 

of the fastest growing private label coffee bottlers in the U.S., with industry experts 

predicting an annual growth rate of 9.6% for the coming year.
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CONDITION: ESTABLISHED ASSOCIATION DISSOCIATION

Prime

Instructions

In this next section, you will take on the role of a person seeking employment. You will 

read a description of an organization that is currently hiring. We will then ask for your 

reactions to this description. 

The organization you will read about competes in a well-established industry. A well-

established industry typically consists of a group of different companies that offer a well-

known product. The product of this particular industry (i.e., bottled black coffee) has 

been around for centuries. The industry actually produces the second most widely used 

product after oil and has only continued to grow in popularity around the world. The 

company you will read about is a new company within this well-

established industry. It will be clear to you that this company is remarkably different 

from other companies operating in its industry (i.e. black coffee) as the company 

produces an entirely different kind of product (e.g., completely different structure, type of 

employee).

The company is located in Austin, TX, a city renowned for embracing and supporting 

their local businesses. The company is looking to hire a number of people for various 

positions (e.g. finance, management, marketing, etc.) at all levels of their management 
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team as they plan a major expansion. You are looking at this particular description to 

consider this company as a possible place for employment. This company has explicitly 

expressed its core values, so it is exceptionally clear what is most important or 

valued by the company.

Organizational description

Wicked Coffee

Bottled Coffee Products

Company

We opened our doors in 2005 to offer a variety of original, healthy coffee products that 

appeal to today’s hard-working professionals. We are different and innovative. One 

challenge with coffee is that it can have a burnt, bitter taste. This has led other companies 

to mask the bitterness of their coffees under a layer of unhealthy artificial sweeteners, 

creams and flavors. We do NOT do this. Wicked never uses artificial flavors or 

preservatives. We constantly experiment with new ingredients, new ways of combining 

ingredients, and new types of coffee products. Our guiding philosophy is that with a little 

creativity, we can make coffees that do not trade off health for taste. To strike this 

balance, we combine coffee beans, spices and fruits in a state-of-the-art cold-brewing 

process that makes great-tasting, healthy coffees. We believe it is our creative spirit, 

combined with a deep concern and passion for health that have distinguished us from our 
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competitors and made it possible for our once small shop to grow and prosper. We 

currently employ 250 people and expect to grow to 300 over the next year.

Our Cold-Brewing Process

All of our coffee products are processed through a carefully engineered cold-brewing 

system designed to increase flavor and caffeine content, while having lower acidity levels 

than any other coffee on the market. First, the process begins with the selection of the 

highest quality ingredients -- the finest, healthiest coffee beans and purest water available 

on the market. All of our coffee products are made from USDA Certified Organic beans 

and twice-filtered pure spring water. We then combine our beans with a variety of fruits, 

nuts and spices to give our coffee a complex taste. Second, we take our finely ground 

coffee beans and soak them in room-temperature spring water for 24 hours to extract as 

much flavor as possible. Our 24-hour steeping process also maximizes the amount of 

caffeine extracted from our coffee beans. During this steeping stage, our coffee beans 

never come into contact with heated water, so the burnt, bitter taste that is typical of other 

coffees is not a part of our coffees. Third, we filter the grounds using a sieve and then we 

bottle our coffee and package it for delivery to you.

Future Direction

All of our coffees are all-natural, great-tasting with a hefty caffeine kick. Simply put, we 

offer the best coffee on the market – there is NO substitute. We currently have a line of 5 
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bottled coffees available in grocery and retail stores and have plans to expand the line in 

the coming year. We have become one of the fastest growing private label coffee bottlers 

in the U.S., with industry experts predicting an annual growth rate of 9.6% for the 

coming year.
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Appendix B: Scale Items

Pilots

Clarity of values

1. It is clear to me what this company values.

2. I understand what this company considers most important.

3. I don’t have a clear sense of what matters in this company (Reverse scored).

Distinctiveness

1. This company stands out in its industry.

2. This company is similar to other companies in its industry.

3. This company is different from other companies in its industry.

Established

1. This industry has well-known products.

2. This industry is well-established.

3. This industry is old.

4. Most people are familiar with this industry.

Emerging

1. This industry is emerging.

2. This industry has novel products.

3. This industry is new.

4. Most people have not heard of this industry.
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Dependent Variables (not included in the text of the document)

Anticipatory Organizational Identification

1. In the diagram below imagine that the circle on the left represents your own self-

definition or personal identity (what describes you as a unique individual), while 

the circle on the right represents the identity of the company.

If you were to become a member of this company, how might you characterize 

the nature of your relationship to this company? Choose the diagram below that 

best represents the level of overlap between your own identity and THE 

COMPANY’S identity

2. If you were to become a member of this organization, to what extent would you 

expect that your own sense of who you are (i.e., your personal identity) would 
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overlap with your sense of what this company represents (i.e., the company’s 

identity)? (Participants were asked to respond on an 8-point Likert scale.)
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Appendix C: Tables

Table 1

Assessment of Normality

Main Effects Model

Variable min Max skew c.r. kurtosis c.r.

Job Seeker 1 7 -0.676 -5.782 -1.179 -5.044

Association 0 1 -0.068 -0.585 -1.995 -8.534

Dissociation 0 1 -0.096 -0.819 -1.991 -8.515

Gender 0 1 0.023 0.195 -1.999 -8.552
AOID2 1 8 -0.584 -4.992 0.879 3.761
AOID1 1 8 -0.494 -4.222 0.085 0.366
OA4 1 7 -0.532 -4.55 -0.144 -0.615
OA2 1 7 -0.29 -2.481 -0.653 -2.792
OA1 1 7 -0.524 -4.482 -0.34 -1.455
OA3 1 7 -0.397 -3.397 -0.765 -3.272
OA5 1 7 -0.448 -3.83 -0.055 -0.236

Mardia's 
Coefficient

10.743 6.655

OA= Perceived organizational attractiveness
AOID= Anticipatory organizational identification
c.r. = Critical ratio
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Table 2

Assessment of Normality

Mediated Effects Model

Variable min Max skew c.r. kurtosi c.r.

Job Seeker 1 7 -0.676 -5.782 -1.179 -5.044
Association 0 1 -0.068 -0.585 -1.995 -8.534
Dissociation 0 1 -0.096 -0.819 -1.991 -8.515
Gender 0 1 0.023 0.195 -1.999 -8.552

Distinctiveness 1 7 -0.643 -5.5 0.788 3.37

Prestige 2.8 7 0.253 2.164 -0.73 -3.124

Similarity 1 7 -0.343 -2.934 0.606 2.591

AOID2 1 8 -0.584 -4.992 0.879 3.761
AOID1 1 8 -0.494 -4.222 0.085 0.366
OA4 1 7 -0.532 -4.55 -0.144 -0.615
OA2 1 7 -0.29 -2.481 -0.653 -2.792
OA1 1 7 -0.524 -4.482 -0.34 -1.455
OA3 1 7 -0.397 -3.397 -0.765 -3.272
OA5 1 7 -0.448 -3.83 -0.055 -0.236

Mardia's 
Coefficient

15.578 7.711

OA= Perceived organizational attractiveness
AOID= Anticipatory organizational identification
c.r. = Critical ratio
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Table 3

Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations 

Variables Mean s.d. 1 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 6.00

1 Dissociation 0.52 0.50

2 Association 0.52 0.50 0.01

3 Emerging 0.51 0.50 -0.03 0.04

4 Similarity 4.78 0.95 0.11* 0.28** -0.05

5 Prestige 5.11 0.83 0.02 0.09 -0.09 0.44**

6 Distinctiveness 5.4 0.99 0.26** 0.00 0.05 0.20** 0.295**

7 Perceived 
Opportunity

4.62 1.38 0.06 0.04 0.099* 0.06 0.09 0.14**

8 Perceived 
Financial Need

4.53 1.48 -0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.01

9 Work Tenure 
(transformed)

1.87 0.88 0.06 0.11* -0.01 -0.03 -0.096* -0.08

10 Gender (Male) 0.49 0.50 -0.03 -0.06 -0.13** -0.16** -0.152** -0.1*

11 Other Masters 0.04 0.20 0.00 -0.04 -0.06 -0.03 0.00 -0.09

12 BS 0.18 0.39 0.02 -0.03 -0.05 0.05 0.117* 0.05

13 Minor 0.42 0.49 -0.05 -0.01 0.10* 0.02 0.124** 0.08

14 Business 
Masters

0.36 0.48 0.04 0.05 -0.04 -0.04 -0.224** -0.09

15 English 0.96 0.46 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01 -0.05 0.04

16 Job Seeker 4.86 2.34 -0.1* -0.05 -0.07 0.11* 0.102* 0.09*

17 Organizational 
Attractiveness

4.44 1.27 0.1* 0.07 -0.04 0.47** 0.306** 0.21**

18 Anticipatory 
Organizational 
Identification

4.46 1.19 0.13** 0.16** 0.00 0.56** 0.350** 0.2**

N=439, Generated in SPSS 17 with composite variables

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 3 (continued)
Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations 

Variables
Me
an

s.d. 7.00 8.00 9.00 10.00 11.00 12.00

7 Perceived 
Opportunity

4.62 1.38

8 Perceived 
Financial Need

4.53 1.48 0.03

9 Work Tenure 
(transformed)

1.87 0.88 -0.13** 0.07

10 Gender 
(Male)

0.49 0.50 -0.05 0.10* 0.13**

11 Other Masters 0.04 0.20 0.01 0.08 0.14** 0.10*

12 BS 0.18 0.39 0.00 -0.04 -0.15** -0.06 -0.10*

13 Minor 0.42 0.49 0.14** 0.04 -0.28** -0.17** -0.18** -0.40**

14 Business 
Masters

0.36 0.48 -0.14** -0.05 0.35** 0.18** -0.16** -0.35**

15 English 0.96 0.46 -0.05 -0.09 0.07 -0.08 -0.01 0.17**

16 Job Seeker 4.86 2.34 -0.01 -0.13** -0.04 -0.07 -0.07 0.11*

17 
Organizational 
Attractiveness

4.44 1.27 0.12* -0.07 -0.13** -0.2** -0.01 0.11*

18 Anticipatory 
Organizational 
Identification

4.46 1.19 0.05 -0.03 0.01 -0.08 -0.02 0.03

N=439, Generated in SPSS 17 with composite variables

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 3 (continued)
Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations 

Variables Mean s.d. 13.00 14.00 15.00 16.00
17.0
0

13 Minor 0.42 0.49

14 Business Masters 0.36 0.48 -0.63**

15 English 0.96 0.46 -0.24** 0.11*

16 Job Seeker 4.86 2.34 0.03 -0.09 .097*

17 Organizational 
Attractiveness

4.44 1.27 0.04 -0.13** -0.02 0.05

18 Anticipatory 
Organizational 
Identification

4.46 1.19 0.04 -0.05 -0.05 0.03 0.48**

N=439, Generated in SPSS 17 with composite variables

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 4

Main Model Bootstrapping: Standardized Regression 
Weights, Standard Error and Significance

Paths Estimate S.E. P

Association --> Identification 
(AOID)

0.17 0.05 **

Dissociation --> 
Identification (AOID)

0.13 0.05 *

Association --> 
Attractiveness (OA)

0.07 0.05 0.15

Dissociation --> 
Attractiveness (OA)

0.12 0.05 *

Controls

Gender --> Attractiveness 
(OA)

-0.14 0.04 ***

Job Seeker --> Attractiveness 
(OA)

0.17 0.04 ***

Items
OA1 0.91 0.01 ***
OA2 0.81 0.02 ***
OA3 0.78 0.02 ***
OA4 0.93 0.01 ***
OA5 0.81 0.02 ***
AOID1 0.88 0.03 ***
AOID2 0.87 0.03 ***

Covariances

Error(OA)<--> Error(AOID) 0.59 0.08 ***

Association <--> Dissociation 0.00 0.01 0.85
Association <--> Gender -0.01 0.01 0.25
Association <--> Job Seeker -0.06 0.06 0.32
Dissociation <--> Gender -0.01 0.01 0.49
Dissociation <--> Job Seeker -0.11 0.06 *
Gender <--> Job Seeker -0.08 0.06 0.14

N= 439, Based on 95% Percentile bootstrapping confidence intervals

* p< 0.05, ** p< 0.01, *** p< 0.001
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Table 5

Mediation: Direct and Indirect Models

Comparing Nested Models

Model X2 (df) TLI CIF RMSEA ΔX2(Δdf)
P-
Value

R2

OA
R2 AOID

Mediated Model (direct and indirect effects 
without mediator covariances)

231.76 (59) 0.9 0.94 0.08 0.23 0.34

Mediated Model (direct and indirect effects 
with covariances)

95.68 (56) 0.98 0.99 0.04 136.08 (3) *** 0.27 0.39

Less Association->Identification path 95.79 (57) 0.98 0.99 0.04 0.11 (1) 0.14 0.26 0.39

Less Dissociation->Identification path 97.51 (58) 0.98 0.99 0.04 1.72 (1) 0.13 0.26 0.39

Less Association->Attractiveness path 99.22 (59) 0.98 0.99 0.04 1.71 (1) 0.13 0.26 0.39

Less Dissociation->Attractiveness pathb 99.85 (60) 0.98 0.99 0.04 0.64 (1) 0.36 0.26 0.39

N=439, b. Best fitting model; OA = Perceived Organizational Attractiveness; AOID= Anticipatory Organizational Identification; TLI = 
Tucker-Lewis Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
Note. R2 (squared multiple correlations) = The amount of variability in any outcome variable that is explained by the variables directly 
effecting it.
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Table 6

Mediation Model
Bootstrapping: Standardized Regression Weights, Standard Error 

and Significance

Paths Estimate S.E. P

Association -->Similarity 0.28 0.04 ***
Association -->Prestige 0.09 0.05 0.07
Association -->Distinctiveness -0.01 0.05 0.91
Dissociation -->Similarity 0.11 0.05 *
Dissociation -->Prestige 0.02 0.05 0.67
Dissociation -->Distinctiveness 0.26 0.05 ***
Similarity -->Identification 0.53 0.05 ***
Prestige -->Identification 0.13 0.05 **
Distinctiveness -->Identification 0.05 0.05 0.28
Similarity -->Attractiveness 0.4 0.05 ***
Prestige -->Attractiveness 0.11 0.05 *
Distinctiveness -->Attractiveness 0.08 0.05 0.11
Association -->Identification 0.01 0.04 0.76
Dissociation -->Identification 0.06 0.04 0.2
Association -->Attractiveness -0.05 0.05 0.25
Dissociation -->Attractiveness 0.05 0.05 0.3

Controls
Gender -->Attractiveness -0.1 0.09 *
Job Seeker -->Attractiveness 0.14 0.02 ***

Items
OA1 0.91 0.01 ***
OA2 0.81 0.02 ***
OA3 0.78 0.02 ***
OA4 0.93 0.01 ***
OA5 0.8 0.02 ***
AOID1 0.9 0.02 ***
AOID2 0.84 0.02 ***
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Table 6 (Continued)
Mediation Model

Bootstrapping: Standardized Regression Weights, Standard Error 
and Significance

Paths Estimate S.E. P

Covariances

Error(OA) <--> Error(AOID) 0.27 0.05 ***

Association <--> Dissociation 0.00 0.01 0.83
Association <--> Gender -0.01 0.01 0.24
Association <--> Job Seeker -0.06 0.06 0.31
Dissociation <--> Gender -0.01 0.01 0.47
Dissociation <--> Job Seeker -0.11 0.06 *
Similarity <--> Prestige 0.33 0.04 ***
Similarity <--> Distinctiveness 0.17 0.04 ***
Prestige <--> Distinctiveness 0.24 0.04 ***
Gender-Job Seeker -0.08 0.06 0.14

Based on 95% Percentile bootstrapping confidence intervals, N=439, * p< 0.05, ** p< 
0.01, *** p< 0.001, OA= Perceived organizational attractiveness, AOID= 
Anticipatory organizational identification
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Table 7

Test of Mediation: Step 1
Percentile Bootstrapping: Standardized Total Effects (C) and Standardized Total Direct 

Effects (C')

Effect SE Lower Upper P

Standardized Total Effects (C)

Association -> Identification 0.18 0.05 0.08 0.27 ***

Association -> Attractiveness 0.07 0.05 -0.03 0.16 0.16

Dissociation -> Identification 0.13 0.05 0.03 0.23 *

Dissociation ->Attractiveness 0.12 0.05 0.02 0.21 *

Standardized Direct Effects (C')

Association -> Identification 0.01 0.04 -0.07 0.10 0.76

Association -> Attractiveness -0.05 0.05 -0.14 0.03 0.25

Dissociation -> Identification 0.06 0.04 -0.03 0.14 0.20

Dissociation -> Attractiveness 0.05 0.05 -0.04 0.14 0.30

Note. 95% Percentile bootstrap confidence intervals, N= 439
* p< 0.05, ** p< 0.01, *** p< 0.001
C measures whether X has an effect on Y; C’ measures the specific effect of X on Y when M is 
controlled. 
X= Independent variable, Y= Dependent variable, M= Mediator
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Table 8

Specific Indirect Effects 
Test of Mediation: Step 2

Sobel Test: Specific Indirect 
Effects

Z-value S.E. p-value
Step 1/Step 2 
Supported 

Hypothesis 
Supported 

H2a. Association->Similarity-> 
Identification

5.33 0.07 *** Y/Y Y

H2b. Association->Similarity-> 
Attractiveness

4.83 0.05 *** N/Y N

H2c. Dissociation->Similarity-
> Identification

2.35 0.05 0.02 Y/Y Y

H2d. Dissociation->Similarity-
> Attractiveness

2.31 0.04 0.02 Y/Y Y

H3a. Association->Prestige-> 
Identification

1.53 0.02 0.13 Y/N N

H3b. Association->Prestige-> 
Attractiveness

1.44 0.01 0.15 N/N N

H3c. Dissociation->Prestige-> 
Identification

0.41 0.01 0.68 Y/N N

H3d. Dissociation->Prestige-> 
Attractiveness

0.41 0.01 0.68 Y/N N

H4a. Association-
>Distinctiveness-> 
Identification

-0.11 0.01 0.91 Y/N N

H4b. Association-
>Distinctiveness-> 
Attractiveness

-0.11 0.01 0.37 N/N N

H4c. Dissociation-
>Distinctiveness-> 
Identification

1.07 0.03 0.28 Y/N N

H4d. Dissociation-
>Distinctiveness-> 
Attractiveness

1.57 0.03 0.12 Y/N N

N= 439, Raw regression coefficients and standard errors generated in AMOS 17 with a 
bootstrap percentile confidence interval (95%)
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Table 9

Group Models

Bootstrapping: Standardized Regression Weights, Standard Errors and Significance

Paths Emerging Group Established Group

Estimate S.E. P Estimate S.E. P

Association --> 
Identification (AOID)

0.18 0.07 * 0.17 0.07 *

Dissociation --> 
Identification (AOID)

0.06 0.07 0.44 0.21 0.07 **

Association --> 
Attractiveness (OA)

0.01 0.07 0.95 0.12 0.07 0.08

Dissociation --> 
Attractiveness (OA)

0.13 0.07 0.06 0.1 0.07 0.11

Controls

Gender --> Attractiveness 
(OA)

-0.08 0.06 0.19 -0.21 0.06 ***

Job Seeker --> 
Attractiveness (OA)

0.18 0.06 ** 0.16 0.06 **

Items
OA1 0.9 0.02 *** 0.92 0.02 ***
OA2 0.78 0.04 *** 0.85 0.03 ***
OA3 0.82 0.02 *** 0.75 0.04 ***
OA4 0.94 0.02 *** 0.92 0.01 ***
OA5 0.79 0.03 *** 0.82 0.03 ***
OID1 0.91 0.05 *** 0.86 0.07 ***
OID2 0.86 0.06 *** 0.86 0.04 ***
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Table 9 (Continued)
Group Models

Bootstrapping: Standardized Regression Weights, Standard Errors and Significance

Paths Emerging Group Established Group

Estimate S.E. P Estimate S.E. P

Covariances

Error(OA)<--> Error (AOID) 0.55 0.1 *** 0.63 0.12 ***

Association <--> 
Dissociation

0 0.02 0.85 0.01 0.02 0.57

Association <--> Gender 0.01 0.02 0.67 -0.04 0.02 *

Association <--> Job 
Seeker

-0.03 0.08 0.75 -0.08 0.02 0.31

Dissociation <--> Gender -0.01 0.02 0.52 -0.01 0.02 0.63

Dissociation <--> Job 
Seeker

-0.26 0.08 ** 0.04 0.08 0.57

Gender <--> Job Seeker -0.09 0.08 0.3 -0.1 0.08 0.17

*Based on 95% Percentile bootstrapping confidence intervals, N= 439, * p< 0.05, ** p< 0.01, *** p< 0.001
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Table 10

Group Models

Constrained and Unconstrained Paths Between Groups

Model X2 TLI CIF RMSEA ΔX2 (Δdf) P-Value R2 OA R2 AOID

Constrained Model 182.07 0.995 0.995 0.02 0.07 0.05

Released Constrained 
Paths

H5a. Association --> 
Organizational 
Attractiveness 

178.19 0.996 0.996 0.01 1.44 (1) 0.16 0.08 0.07

H5b. Dissociation --> 
Organizational 
Attractiveness 

178.11 0.995 0.996 0.02 0.09 (1) 1.37 0.08 0.07

H5c. Association --> 
Organizational 
Identification

181.91 0.994 0.995 0.02 0.16 (1) 0.93 0.07 0.05

H5d. Dissociation --> 
Organizational 
Identification 

179.63 0.995 0.996 0.02 2.28 (1) 0.08 0.07 0.07

N=439, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation

Note: R2 (squared multiple correlations)= The amount of variability in any outcome variable that is explained by the variables directly effecting 
it.
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Appendix D: Figures
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