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Due to the lack of an operationalization that centers on communication, the 

communication field has needed a measure that captures the unique elements interaction plays in 

the formation of organizational identification (OI). This dissertation offers an alternate 

conceptualization and operationalization of organizational identification designed to be 

communication-centered, and labels it Communicative Organizational Identification (C-OI). C-OI 

is a type of behavioral identification that is defined as the manifestation of solidarity with the 

values of a collective through verbal and nonverbal behaviors expressed to internal and external 

others. This measure was theorized as having 4 subscales: internal verbal communication, 

external verbal communication, internal nonverbal communication, and external nonverbal 

communication.  

To validate this measure, three rounds of data collection were utilized, ultimately 

reducing the measure from 46 to 10 items with three subscales: internal verbal, external verbal, 

and nonverbal. Both confirmatory factor analysis and exploratory factor analysis were used in 

examining underlying dimensions. This measure was shown to have acceptable levels of internal 

consistency (Chronbach’s α = .87), comparable to alternate measures of OI. Through the use of 
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hierarchical multiple regression the C-OI measure and its subscales were shown to have at least 

some incremental validity in comparison to the Mael and Ashforth (1992) in predicting 

communication competence of co-workers, perceived organizational support, organization-based 

self-esteem, intent to quit, and organizational tenure. The C-OI measure also had incremental 

validity in comparison to the Cheney (1982) Organizational Identification Questionnaire (OIQ) in 

predicting organizational tenure. The C-OI’s three subscales also showed incremental validity 

over several existing measures. Through Pearson product moment correlations convergent 

validity was illustrated for the C-OI and its subscales. The C-OI does not focus on the decision-

making elements of OI’s conceptualization (Cheney, 1982), nor does it attend to its role in 

motivation. This dissertation also used self-report measures, and the issue of common method 

bias could apply here. Future research is needed to validate further the measure of C-OI 

particularly in terms of establishing discriminant validity, and measuring multiple targets of 

identification. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

Aristotle’s depiction of humanity as essentially “political animal[s]” (McKeon, 1941, p. 

1131) conceptualizes humans as inherently seeking to form bonds with each other. Typical 

relationships are expressed fundamentally in the formation of groups—from the basic family unit, 

to the abstract idea of a nationality. Maslow (1954) conceptualized belongingness, defined as a 

sense of inclusion in a dyad or group, as a basic need. When an individual takes on the values or 

mores of another entity, person, or group, he or she has actualized this need for belongingness, 

creating a bond of identification.  These connections are both created and become manifest in the 

everyday communication of people.   

Organizations and Identification 

This notion of identification as oneness with or belonging to a group of people has 

become discernable in the celestial, as in one’s religion (Kippes, 1981), as well as toward one’s 

nation/nationality or cultural/ethnic heritage, as when one proudly defines him or herself as Irish 

or Italian. With the passage of time, we have seen a transformation of sorts in the commonality of 

our identifications to more mundane targets like friends and family (Baxter et al., 1997), sports 

teams (Adler & Adler, 1988; Wann, 1994; Wann, Hamlet, Wilson, & Hodges, 1995), and of 

course, the workplace (Oliver, 1990).Indeed, ideas like loyalty and identification have been 

transformed beyond allegiances to nations or states into concerns with the development and 

valence of organizational member’s attitudes about their employer, profession, work groups, etc. 

Increasingly, at least in the U.S.1, the connection between the individual and his/her workplace 

has taken on powerful implications. With influences from Benjamin Franklin to Horatio Alger, 

the notion of a staunch work ethic has been incorporated as a key cultural value, eventually 

resulting in considerable attention to the interaction between the organization and the individual. 

Organizational identification (OI) embodies a key component in the individual-organization 

relationship.  
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Today, however, there is a strong sense that identification’s significance to the average 

individual is changing, especially in the way that it is evinced in the workplace. De Tocqueville’s 

(1966) description of the U.S. nearly two centuries ago as a “nation of joiners” stands in sharp 

contrast to the more recent bestseller Bowling Alone (Putnam, 2000), which presents considerably 

more negative observations on Americans’ lessening propensity toward attachment. Headlines in 

the popular press ("e-Loyalty", 2000; Kinsman, 2000; Kobell, 2000) suggest more specifically 

that attachment to the workplace no longer holds as strong personal meaning to the average 

American. Others have pointed to the growing tension between the concepts of increasing 

individuality and a lessening commitment to the workplace in American society as evidence of 

the shift toward an individual/organizational member dichotomy (Bellah, Madsen, Sullivan, 

Swidler, & Tipton, 1985). In the 1990s the strong economy made for a workers’ paradise of sorts, 

in that men and women had more career alternatives from which to choose, resulting in reduced 

feelings of connectedness with the employer (Clark, Perry, & Melton, 1999; “Generational 

changes” 1999; Kanner, 1998; Weaver 1999).  This image of the disaffected worker, constantly 

eyeing the horizon, raised concerns with those studying what is commonly labeled organizational 

identification.  

The dual fires of new work environments (e.g., telecommuting) and new work 

technologies (e.g., e-mail) have also begun to substantially alter what it means to be 

communicatively connected to one’s workplace (Scott & Timmerman, 1999). The impact of the 

September 11th terrorist attacks offers a prime example of this tension surrounding identification. 

Beyond the enormous and tragic loss of life, initial estimates were that as many as 24 million 

workers would lose their jobs in what the United Nations Director General of the International 

Labor Organization characterized as, “The first synchronized world recession of the globalization 

era” (Barr, 2001). Despite these economic trends, accounts in newspapers reported more 

individuals feeling the need to reach out to others and to reconnect or feel a sense of 

belongingness as a direct response to the attacks. Additionally, we saw a strong identification 
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with one’s country and U.S. organizations in the immediate rise in American flag sales 

(Dickerson, 2001), yellow ribbons to symbolize support for troops stationed overseas (Vindell, 

2003) and strong consumer demand for patriotic Christmas gifts ("Patriotic Christmas gifts", 

2001).   

More recently, fewer employers have been willing to hire new workers due to a 

combination of factors ranging from outsourcing, to increased efficiency from information 

technology. Other reasons cited were organizations expecting their current workers to be more 

efficient in the wake of lean times. Finally, more employers have begun to rely on part-time 

employees (“Unemployment rate,” 2004, January 22).  Although economists are hopeful about 

the U.S. economy, organizations like the United Nations have distributed figures about the global 

economy that are not as optimistic. The United Nations labor agency attributed 2003 global 

unemployment figures, the highest ever recorded at 6.2%, or 186 million people, in part to the 

war in Iraq, and in part to the deteriorating worldwide tourism industry due to fears of terrorism 

(Fowler, 2004).  

Relationship to Desired Outcomes 

But even beyond the current significance of identification in U.S. organizations today, the 

construct is important to examine because of its relationship to other desired outcomes. In the 

literature, OI has traditionally been connected with organizational outcomes such as job 

satisfaction (Alpas, Long, MacDonald, & Chamberlain, 1999; Becker, 1992, Burke & Weir, 

1980, Chao, 1990; Chao, O’Leary-Kelly, Wolf, Klein, & Gardner, 1994, Edwards, 1998; Feather 

& Rauter, 2004, McNeil, 1979), organizational commitment (Ashforth & Saks, 2000; Barge & 

Schlueter, 1998; Gould, 1975; Oviatt, 2002; Sass & Canary, 1991; Wilson, Keyton, Johnson, 

Geiger, & Clark, 1993), job involvement (Gould & Wergel, 1983; Long, 1978; Mael & Alderks, 

1996; Ramage, 1971; Van Knippenberg & Van Schie, 2000), and turnover (Abrams, Ando & 

Hinkle, 1998; Abrams & Moura, 2001; Carson, Carson, Lanford & Roe, 1997; Scott et al., 1999; 

Teplitsky, 1991; Tett & Meyer, 1993; Wan-Huggins, Riordan, & Griffeth, 1998). As these 
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variables have been linked to improved organizational performance, and motivation (Cheney, 

1983a, 1983b) OI’s importance today cannot be underestimated. On the communicative side, OI 

has been linked to such positive variables as conversational leadership (Barge, 1985), 

communicator competence and interaction involvement (Myers & Kassing, 1998), 

communication satisfaction (Potvin, 1991), and lower levels of communication apprehension 

(Fontenot, 1998). It also has recently been connected with communicative contexts (Scott et al., 

1998; Scott & Stephens, 2003), and types of communication used routinely in the workplace, 

such as telecommuting (Giordano, 1989; Scott & Timmerman, 1999; Wiesenfeld, Raghuram, & 

Garud, 1998). Cheney (1983b) quoted the economist John Kenneth Galbraith as making the claim 

that, “identification has succeeded pecuniary motivation (and compulsion before that) as the most 

important motivating force in the modern corporation” (1983b, p. 157). Hence, the impact of 

research in organizational identification and communication would most certainly be important to 

both managers and employees.   

Managerial View. From a managerial perspective, three additional reasons illustrate why 

now, more than ever before, both organizations and researchers need to understand the role 

identification plays in forging positive bonds for employees. First, the uncertain economy has 

forced several industries, most notably the high technology field, to lay off workers (Kulish, 

Gavin, & Gold, 2001: “Sun plans week-long U.S. shut down,” 2001). Moreover, today’s 

managers now have the unenviable chore of laying off employees in a manner that will not 

alienate them to the extent that they would not be willing to return should the organization need 

them back at a later date (Dunham, 2001). Austin Community College faced one such challenge 

recently when a struggle with an accrediting agency forced it to lay off 13.5% of its faculty. The 

administration had to deliver the news to many faculty members that their credentials were not in 

order (and they were therefore no longer qualified to teach at that institution) and others that if 

they took certain classes they could be welcomed back with open arms (Stanley, 2004, June 19). 

This news was particularly troublesome to faculty members who had taught at the institution for a 
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lengthy period of time. Although a few expressed frustration with the process (Haurwitz, 2004, 

April 21), 75 faculty made plans to return to work. Clearly, managers also face a daunting task in 

keeping the workers who escape the ax identified in the face of cost-cutting and/or future layoffs.   

Second, while some industries are ushering employees out the door, others in aerospace 

engineering, teaching, and nursing are actively recruiting ("American board urges Florida 

professionals to consider becoming teachers", 2006; McGhee, 2005; "Staffing Shortages" 2006, 

February 23). As jobs become easier to obtain in industries with shortages of qualified 

employees, organizations may have to fight to keep their workforce (Clark, Perry, & Melton, 

1999; Hartsfield, 2001; Kobell, 2000). The research linking OI and turnover has demonstrated 

that the bonds of attachment increase one’s propensity to stay with an organization in the research 

linking OI and turnover (see review by Fontenot & Scott, 2001). If we look at the profession of 

teaching as it stands in 2006, half of all new teachers quit within five years of employment 

(Lambert, 2006, May 9). Third, and more practically, a strong sense of identification aids in 

saving organizations money. Increasing turnover forces organizations to spend more money in 

advertising position openings, expend resources on the interviewing process, and entail costs in 

retraining new employees. Identification, it seems, represents a rather cost-effective system from 

the perspective of the manager, as it keeps employees invested in the organization, making them 

less likely to quit and more likely to exert extra effort on behalf of the organization. 

Employee view. From the perspective of employees, the adage offered by Socrates to 

“know thyself,” seems apt. By understanding how our attachments are formed, we can in part test 

their validity. If Jane Doe, for example, realizes that she identifies strongly with her current boss 

it would serve to add perspective to her current relationships at work. Self-knowledge concerning 

the formation and duration of our attachments would hopefully function to strengthen such 

attachments (Swann & Ely, 1984) and increase productivity—or alert us to unhealthy 

relationships and misjudged identifications. In a postmodern age where identities are increasingly 

fragmented (Cheney & Christensen, 2000), employees increasingly struggle for a sense of 
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coherence, and a deeper appreciation of self represents a step in that direction. Additionally, 

meeting that need for belongingness (Maslow, 1954) in various ways is likely still important to 

many organizational members, and may represent a prime reason why they joined the collective 

in the first place.  

Thus, the study of OI is timely and relevant to both organizational leaders and members. 

However, the current interest in the topic has also helped reveal underlying problems with the 

construct that should be addressed. This dissertation will address two main concerns, detailed 

below, related to the conceptualization and operationalization of communication’s role in the 

process of identification in an organizational context. Ultimately, it will provide a 

communicatively framed and operationalized measure, communicative organizational 

identification (C-OI), an idea that will be detailed at great length in the following chapters. Since 

so many have attempted to define OI, and few have done so in ways that include 

communication’s role within it, this dissertation will emphasize the role communication plays in 

the construct.  

Problem 

 Now that we have seen the importance of OI in today’s society, it is important that 

research address two main concerns related to definition and measurement. First, organizational 

communication theorists fail to agree on a single conceptualization of the variable, resulting in a 

morass of competing definitions. More importantly, the way the variable is often depicted fails to 

incorporate the role of communication, which I will argue is an essential element in identification.  

The work of Burke (1966) and Cheney (1982; 1983a; 1983b) usually claims that language and 

identification are linked, yet much of the identification research, even in our field, neglects 

communication.  Second, the manner in which OI has been operationalized is both unclear and 

has also failed to adequately account for the role of communication. With multiple measures 

relying upon a variety of conceptualizations—most of which overlook the role of communication 
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or mix it with a variety of other cognitions and behaviors—it is easy to see why a lack of 

coherence exists in the study of OI. 

The disorder surrounding the construct’s conceptualization in the field of organizational 

communication combined with differing theoretical approaches, has contributed to some real 

confusion about the nature of OI. Although OI emerged from a rhetorical tradition and was 

construed as inherently communicative, we have yet to understand exactly how the 

communicative element actually functions. While there exists considerably more current research 

examining the idea of identification now than even ten years ago, those interested in it from a 

communicative perspective have yet to finish its essential building blocks. Without understanding 

what exactly identification means, we cannot progress in research involving its relationship with 

other variables in a meaningful way.   

Defining Organizational Identification 

The construct of identification represents, in two ways, the manifestation of Descartes’, 

“Cogito ergo sum--I think, therefore, I am.” One meaning of the term identification refers to an 

ongoing process whereby an individual either consciously or unconsciously perceives certain 

values or attributes of another as ones he/she finds similar to his/her own. Pratt (1998) calls this 

“identification through affinity,” (p. 174), when the qualities that attract the individual to the 

target also occur in the individual’s self-concept (Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994). In the act 

of identifying, he or she may construe him/herself to embody the ideal characteristics of that 

group or identity. A second meaning of the term identification refers to the end result of a 

process, when one has adopted the values of a particular target. Pratt calls this “identification 

through emulation,” (p. 174). In effect, we become what we perceive the desired qualities to be in 

a target of identification (one’s employing organization, for example). It is this perception that 

acts as a compass of sorts, guiding our identities, and forming our identifications. But what Pratt 

fails to include in his conceptualization is a sense of how precisely this occurs, and this is where a 

communicative perspective can be useful. Some theorists discount communication completely, 
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suggesting that identification may occur in the absence of communication (Ashforth & Mael, 

1989).  

The ways OI is conceptualized in other fields, while perfectly legitimate interpretations 

of the construct, do not necessarily work for those desiring a more communication-based focus to 

the construct. Pointing out the absence of a communicative framework in the work of other 

scholars is not intended to imply their work is flawed, only that it is offers a different perspective. 

The lack of emphasis on communication is problematic. For the purposes of this research, 

perhaps Descartes’ cogito could be rephrased to say, “I communicate, therefore I am.” In the act 

of communication, we enact the potentiality of our identities. Scott, Corman, and Cheney (1998) 

depict identification as a compass of sorts that uses identity to guide the individual in his/her 

communication, structuring day-to-day interactions. They argue we use these identities as the raw 

materials that allow us to “produce and reproduce behaviors in specific social situations” (p. 303). 

The conceptualization utilized by Scott et al. emerges from a communication perspective, and 

defines identification as “the process of emerging identity” (p. 304). Concentrating on its 

expression from a symbolic perspective, it embodies, “the forging, maintenance, and alteration of 

linkages between persons and groups” (p. 304). We can see its expression through social 

interactions. Using behavior as a signifier of multiple targets of identification, Scott et al. 

conceptualize the identity-identification relationship as structurational in nature. This approach 

differs markedly from some other views of identification because of the focus on some form of 

communicative interaction:  

For us, perhaps the most important indicators and expressions of identification are found 

in language.  Thus, communicative manifestations of identification are emphasized as 

they occur in social interaction with others at the system level.  Although some 

applications of social identity theory tend to suggest that identification may occur in the 

absence of interaction (Mael & Ashforth, 1995), we see actual, hypothesized, or even 
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retrospectively examined interaction as being essential to the development of 

identification (p. 305).  

Thus, interaction with others plays a key role in the facilitation of these attachments with others.  

Scholars from the rhetorical tradition like Burke (1937) describe identification as inherently 

communicative, yet we do not have a clear understanding of what this means (Rosenfeld, 1969). 

We also do not have an explicit idea from their work of how communicative behavior exemplifies 

the presence or absence of identification despite the assurance that the two are intimately 

intertwined.   

Measuring Organizational Identification 

 If we gain a better understanding of this subject, particularly in how it is operationalized 

and measured, this would lead to research that would represent a more valid analysis of the 

construct. Researchers constantly struggle to find instruments that are more reliable and valid 

than the last used to measure a construct. Identification scholars are no different. This search has 

led to the construction of several different scales, each with different foci.   

Much of the early quantitative research concerning OI occurred by scholars in other 

disciplines such as management and psychology (Hall, 1971; Hall, Schneider, & Nygren, 1970; 

Patchen, 1970; Rotondi, 1972) engineering (Lee, 1969; Lee, 1971), and education (Ramage, 

1971). The dearth of work in the 1970s began to change somewhat with the contributions of 

Cheney, Tompkins and their associates, who focused on identification as unobtrusive control 

(Barker & Tompkins, 1994; Cheney, 1983a, 1983b, 1991; Cheney & Tompkins, 1987; Cheney & 

Vibbert, 1987; Goldzwig & Cheney, 1984; Phillip K. Tompkins & Cheney, 1985; P. K. 

Tompkins, Fisher, Infante, & Tompkins, 1975).   

Although some researchers have included communicative elements in the 

conceptualization of OI, ironically it has largely been excluded in OI’s measurement. Cheney in 

particular (1983a; 1983b) used a Burkean framework to implement both qualitative and 

quantitative methodologies to create an approach to the construct that resulted in one of the most 
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widely used measures within the communication discipline, called the Organizational 

Identification Questionnaire (OIQ). Despite having a reliability that typically scored .80 and 

higher, this measure is not without its critics. Even the OIQ lacks a strong communicative focus 

in the way it is operationalized. Recently scholars in the field of communication have begun to 

question the validity of the OIQ (Miller, Allen, Casey, & Johnson, 1990; Sass & Canary, 1991). 

Some (Miller, Allen, Casey, & Johnson, 2000) even went to the extreme of requesting a 

moratorium on the use of the OIQ.  Abandoning the OIQ leaves anyone wanting a 

communication–focused measure at a loss for a measure that fits that perspective. Therefore, 

understanding the way that OI is conceptualized and operationalized in various fields is essential 

for a researcher in either selecting a measure from another field to use, or developing an 

alternative measure.  

Combining the knowledge about measures of OI from various fields could also serve to 

lend a sense of coherence to the rapidly expanding body of research about the construct, or at 

least help distinguish different views from one another. In sum, communication scholars would 

benefit from a greater understanding of the differing ways that OI has been and continues to be 

conceptualized and operationalized, particularly as it involves the role of communication.  

Research Focus and Overview 

 In light of the concerns addressed above, this dissertation attempts to consider those 

issues directly. To do so, I will offer an alternative view of the construct, called communicative 

organizational identification (C-OI), a type of behavioral identification that is defined as the 

manifestation of solidarity with the values of a collective through verbal and nonverbal 

behaviors. In conceptualizing communicative organizational identification, I intend to focus upon 

the communicative essence of identification, and create a more focused conceptualization from an 

organizational communication perspective. The intent is not to merely replace the identification 

construct with another one, but rather to offer a focus that may be useful to those interested in a 

communicative perspective. Once that has been explained, the dissertation research will propose a 

 10 
 



new measure to operationalize this idea. Indeed, the bulk of this project will concern the testing 

and refinement of items forming a new measure of C-OI suitable for use by scholars interested in 

a more communicative view of organizational identification.   

In several ways, this dissertation will extend the work begun by Scott et al. (1998), whose 

structurational perspective of identification depicts behavior occurring in social interactions as 

“produced by and producing identity”(p. 304). Emphasizing the linguistic hallmarks that manifest 

the construct, they reveal the elements of communication that implicitly make up various 

approaches to the study of identification. Further, Scott et al. state, “In general, close analysis of 

the communicative expression of identification has not been widely considered in the 

identification literature” (p. 304). Among other things, this dissertation will attempt this sort of 

scrutiny and consideration. Specifically, I will address the following areas as part of this research:  

defining identification and its importance, conceptualizing communicative organizational 

identification, measuring communicative organizational identification, and the actual 

development and validation of such a measure.  

Dissertation Overview 

 This first chapter has provided an overview of the essential arguments of the dissertation.  

Fundamentally, this scale development dissertation is organized into five chapters. Chapter 2 will 

explore the theoretical development of the construct of organizational identification. Through an 

exploration of the past, I hope to set up the development of the various conceptualizations of the 

construct. The goal here is to focus upon the theory behind the various formations, while laying 

the groundwork of a conceptualization in communication. Although scholars like Burke (1935; 

1937; 1950; 1966) have conceptualized identification as communicative in nature, the views of it 

in the literature tend not to be communicative (Albert & Whetten, 1985; Mael & Ashforth, 1992; 

Mael & Alderks, 1996; Prakash & Misra, 1986; Pratt, 1998). The last section in Chapter 2 will be 

a conceptualization of communicative organizational identification (C-OI).  
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Chapter 3 will outline the literature concerning the past operationalizations of 

organizational identification. I intend to show how current scales generally fail to capture the 

communicative basis of this notion. The ultimate goal of this chapter is to show that for 

researchers desiring a return to a more communicative-based view of identification, the 

traditional measures being utilized do not offer an operationalization that is useful. I will 

explicate the problems that have been encountered by communication researchers using various 

measures of identification. Most important, I will describe what an operationalization of a 

measure of communicative organizational identification might entail. This section will end with 

an illustration of sample items that a C-OI instrument would include.  

The next three chapters will encompass the methods used to facilitate this scale 

development effort. Each will also outline the sample population used to test the items and 

describe the various measures included in the research. Each chapter will walk through the use of 

confirmatory factor analysis as a data reduction method used to analyze the scale items, and 

exploratory factor analysis used to analyze the empirical data. It will also describe the tests run to 

analyze the internal consistency of the devised measure, as well as the convergent and criterion 

validity of the scale. Each chapter reports on a round of testing and refinement as the scale is 

developed into a final usable measure. Results for each round of testing are presented in these 

chapters.  

Finally, Chapter 7 will discuss the findings and present a final version of the C-OI 

instrument. It will address issues concerning the validity of the C-OI measure and its subscales. 

This chapter will examine scale strengths and weaknesses as well as the theoretical and practical 

implications of the new scale for the field of organizational communication. Limitations of this 

research project and directions for future research will also be discussed.   

 
1 The focus of this study is on American employee attitudes; hence a review a literature did not include an 
examination of employer-employee relations outside of this country 
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CHAPTER TWO:  THE CONCEPTUALIZATION OF ORGANIZATIONAL 

IDENTIFICATION 

In Book X of the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle (1941) wrote at length in an attempt to define a 

particular term:   

. . .What remains is to discuss in outline the nature of happiness, since this is what we 

state the end of human nature to be. . . We said, then, that it is not a disposition; for if it 

were it might belong to some one who was asleep throughout his life, living the life of a 

plant, or, again, to some one who was suffering the greatest misfortunes. If these 

implications are unacceptable, and we must rather class happiness as an activity, as we 

have said before, and if some activities are necessary, and desirable for the sake of 

something else, while others are so in themselves, evidently happiness must be placed 

among those desirable in themselves, not among those desirable for the sake of 

something else; for happiness does not lack anything, but is self-sufficient. Now those 

activities are desirable in themselves from which nothing is sought beyond the activity.  

And of this nature virtuous actions are thought to be; for to do noble and good deeds is a 

thing desirable for its own sake (p. 1102). 

By pondering the nature of an idea that is untouchable, ephemeral even, Aristotle 

illustrates the process of giving flesh to the bones of a basic construct:  in this case that of 

happiness. In order to articulate the essence of this idea, he began by defining it negatively, by 

what it is not, and provided detailed examples of its manifestations. The lengths Aristotle went to 

in order to conceptualize such a simple emotion as that of happiness, however, do not seem that 

strange in light of the difficulty one faces when pondering how best to explain invisible, 

intangible things.   

With the passage of time one would hope giving name to an idea would be easier, yet as 

we will see from the example of organizational identification (OI), Aristotle’s conundrum still 

lives and breathes. This chapter will present a history of the conceptualization of OI in regards to 
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its communicative origins, beginning with some of its ancestral roots in psychology. From there, I 

will trace its development in organizational behavior and the discipline of communication. In 

order to understand the differences that surround current uses of the idea, we need to understand 

the development of the construct over time and in various disciplines.  

 Before launching into a review, it is important to note that with the increasing popularity 

of identification, a number of related constructs emerged, perhaps as a response to the conceptual 

vagueness that scholars had decried. In addition to OI, we now have interpersonal solidarity 

(Cupach & Messman, 1999; Lim & Bowers, 1991; Wheeless, 1976, 1978; Wheeless & Grotz, 

1977), organizational commitment (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979; Porter, Steers, Mowday, & 

Boulian, 1974; Reichers, 1985), and person-organization fit (Chatman, 1991; O'Reilly, Chatman, 

& Caldwell, 1991), which were all compared to the original conceptualization of identification.  

With more specialized constructs arising like mushrooms the question understandably arose of 

whether or not identification could be differentiated. Scott et al (1998) uses the umbrella term 

“attachment” to speak of these related ideas. Although interesting issues all, a detailed explication 

of the similarities and differences between these constructs is not within the scope of this 

dissertation.1 I shall, however, seek to frame OI in ways that capture what is unique about this 

construct relative to others, for communication practitioners.  

At the very heart of the argument surrounding OI lays the contention that many 

organizational communication scholars have failed to account for the inherently communicative 

conceptualization of the construct when selecting an operationalization for use. Before discussing 

the operationalizations, however, let us start at the beginning:  the way the construct was defined. 

This chapter will seek to accomplish several goals. By describing the origins of OI, it will show 

how the meaning developed into different representations among scholars. Further, I will also 

argue that although communication clearly had a role in the conceptualization, it seemed to be the 

unfortunate guest at the dinner party that almost everyone largely ignored. Last, but not least, I 

will argue for a reframing of the construct as it is used in organizational communication to better 
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suit the needs of these scholars:  communicative organizational identification (C-OI). This will 

better capture the truly communicative nature of identification that others have called for but so 

few have really offered. 

Early History of Identification 

Freud and Identification: “Tell me about your Mother” 

OI stems from the construct of identification, which possesses an assortment of ancestors 

from a variety of disciplines. Like many families, the relationships among various branches can 

be complicated, ranging from complementary to embattled. The construct of identification 

emerged from psychological research on the socialization of infants by their parents (Lair, 1949). 

Freud’s theories played a key role in the formation of this construct. An examination of Freud’s 

(1965) initial work, and the theories that stemmed from it reveals the story of a process that was 

all about communication, without ever mentioning, or attending to the actual communication. In 

the next section, I will show how the initial theory developed in psychology, when 

communication actually began to enter into the fray, and where identification theory fractured 

from that point. 

Founded in Freud’s (1965) conceptualization of parental-child interaction, classical 

identification represented three stages in which the child gradually becomes able to distinguish 

the self from that of the mother, ultimately developing a conscience. Freud (1965) argued men 

and women experienced the process in distinctly different manners. Much of the research during 

this period became occupied with exploring the differences between developmental sex-role 

identification processes between genders (Bronfenbrenner, 1958; Lair, 1949; Lazowick, 1955; 

Lynn, 1959; Sears, 1957; Sears, Maccoby, & Levin, 1957).The importance of Freud’s process of 

identification and this body of research was the theoretical framework it provided for the 

identification process, particularly in the topological depiction of where the identification 

transpired in the mind. When the child was very young, identification occurred at the level of the 

ego, at the bidding of the id. Later, the superego became created as a part of the process, to serve 
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as the repository of subsequent identifications (Fenichel, 1991). Fenichel asserts that, regardless 

of target, our attachments to other sources can all be connected back to the earliest socialization 

process.   

Some scholars (Stoke, 1950) argued that the structuring of identification on the Oedipus 

complex as a reference point caused confusion over the nature of the construct. Many theorists of 

the time resolved this confusion by adopting Freud as a partial model. Theories of identification 

arose that were based upon fear of punishment, fear of withheld love, reinforcement, vicarious 

reinforcement, status envy, power envy, or similarity (Lynn, 1969). Others merely continued 

looking for another model that better fit the solution to the problem.   

Thus far, identification had been defined as a process by which children assimilated the 

values of their parents (boys attached to their fathers, girls to their mothers) through positive 

interactions (Freud, 1965; Lazowick, 1955). The conceptualization, however, of the exact 

process, particularly communication’s role in it, was unclear. Scholars in the 1950s began to 

complain about the vagueness of the definitions of identification being utilized in academia. 

Sanford groused,  

A term that can be employed in so many different ways and that, as Tolman says, has 

been accepted by most psychologists and sociologists, could hardly mean anything very 

precise. It might be proposed, quite seriously, that we give up the term ‘identification’ 

altogether (1955, p. 107). 

Along with this complaint, came a more basic critique of the essential model of 

identification utilized by many researchers of that era. Later theorists began to question the 

validity of Freud’s theories of the process, and identification’s definition incrementally began to 

shift.  Stoke (1950) found the differentiation between genders questionable, pointing to the lack 

of empirical evidence supporting it. Although he applauded the theory’s use in explaining 

behavioral patterns across generations, he attacked its validity as much of the research came from 

psychoanalysis of non-normal populations (p. 167). Stoke argued a litany of complaints:  the 
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theory failed to account for differences researchers found between fathers and sons, could not 

explain behavioral similarities that occurred in the absence of feelings of love, and failed to 

explain social pressures surrounding gender roles. Stoke represented one voice out of what would 

become a chorus against Freud’s theoretical grounding of identification. 

Post-Freudian Identification 

An increasingly fractious field of identification research gradually took shape. Theorists 

began to divide identification into different types:  pseudo identity (Lazowick, 1955), 

internalization (Kelman, 1960), and learning through modeling (Kagan, 1958; Sears, 1960). 

Lazowick (1955) was one of the earliest to use a stimulus-response framework in constructing a 

model that examined how mediating variables may lead individuals to a particular form of 

attachment. Sears (1957; 1960; 1957; 1965) adopted the more behaviorist orientation, 

reconfiguring Freud’s process as the emergence of autonomy through role practice sparked by the 

absence of the mother. His model portrayed it in terms of a disposition, and it hinged upon the 

caregiver’s leaving the environment, forcing the child to seek gratification on his/her own.     

Up to this point, early theories of identification focused upon a psychological process. 

The early years of this line of thought were involved with establishing the order of the theorized 

stages, and conceptualizing the behaviors that embodied them. Missing from these works was 

attention to the role that communication played in the conceptualization of identification. If 

mentioned, it was generally in reference to the formation of neurotic children, as they came from 

households where conflicted relationships occurred, making identification difficult, or impossible 

(Lair, 1949, p. 217). Or, we see it mentioned it vague terms as part of a process, that of a child 

mimicking behavior that he or she sees in a parent in order to act out that caregiver’s role. This 

neglect of communication’s part soon began to change.  

Howe (1955) posited that the role of communication in the parent-child relationship 

merited further consideration.  She proposed four typologies of speech behavior linked to 

developmental stages and two types of associated modes of identification. The first type of 
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communication Howe called unconscious, as when a baby cried in response to feeling his/her 

mother’s tension. This “introjection” of a need/frustration relationship acted to internalize the 

mother (p. 67), and fostered the development of individual identity. In the second stage, 

distressed children tended to alleviate anxiety through re-enacting a parent’s comforting speech or 

behavior. In neither stage can the infant distinguish between his/her self and the primary 

caregiver. Power identification developed from the unconscious dichotomy experienced in the 

first and second phases.   

The third stage represented a more socially involved one than the previous two, and role 

separation allowed the child to empathize, creating functional identification. Howe described this 

ability forming through participation in “organized, goal-directed, social activities—in part 

through games, but also through playing a part in other functional, collaborative activities—work 

of various kinds” (Howe, 1955, p. 65). When having a book read to him or her, for example, the 

child can imagine what the reaction of the protagonist might be during a key part in the story. 

Communication occurred in this step, she asserted, because the child was able to take the part of 

another, much like one would in a counter-argument. The fourth area extended the role-taking 

ability in a variety of social contexts. By adopting the part of another, the child gained the ability 

to objectify the self. Through communicating with others in his or her environment, the child is 

able to gain a more objective understanding of where he or she fits within that world. This 

process, Howe contended, structured all thought: “The human capacity for thinking is intimately 

related to the process of identification” (Howe, 1955, p. 72). Howe’s conceptualization was 

noteworthy because it signified one of the earliest attempts to incorporate communicative 

behavior. Writing in 1955, Howe remarked that her field gave little notice to the potential role 

that both conscious and non-conscious communication had with the process of identification.   

Mead had depicted four stages of communication in the process of identification between 

a parent and a child: automatic (baby cries, mother soothes), role-playing, socializing, and self-

awareness (understanding one’s own values in relation to those of the broader community). Howe 
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mapped Mead’s stages to the idea of the individual in an organization, providing a rough sketch 

where we can see the vestigial limbs of Freud and the glimmerings of theories to come. 

Individuals within organizations derive their satisfaction because they take part in sharing the 

power of the leader. Yet, these groups are linked together by an embedded hostility, typically 

aimed at outside enemies, but always ready to spring against an insider who violates internal 

cultural norms (Howe, 1955, p. 74).   

Communication’s emerging role in the conceptualization of identification occurred in 

several other ways. First, many like Freud (1965) used a stimulus-response framework, focusing 

upon the nurturing behavior of mothers, although he never directly conceptualized it as such. This 

resembled the earliest cybernetic models of communication, involving a sender, receiver, and 

message (Schramm, 1954). Second, the positivity/negativity of speech behavior by the parent 

gradually expanded to include the infant’s response, creating the idea of a feedback loop. Third, 

an area developed focusing upon communication’s influence in creating outcomes such as a 

change in racist beliefs (Stotland & Patchen, 1951), sex-role identification (Lynn, 1961), and self-

esteem (Stotland & Dunn, 1962) experiments. Lastly, several (Lazowick, 1955; Stoke, 1950) 

illustrated identification through parental-child conversations. Despite these advances, however, 

questions still remained as to the nature of the conceptualization of identification. Rather than 

focus exclusively upon teasing out the nature of identification, however, researchers began to 

complicate the conceptualization by throwing other variables into their research.   

Winch (1962) stressed the family’s role in fostering positive socialization of a child 

manifested in several levels. First, one’s kin provided emotional gratification for basic needs. 

Second, the process of adopting socio-economic status through birth and identifying with one’s 

parental values was “position-conferring.” Those who were properly socialized were embedded 

within society’s hierarchical structure. Third, mothers began the process by nurturing the child 

and by providing for his/her basic needs. Finally, the element of control was introduced through 

behavioral modification. Winch and Gordon (1974) stressed the role the functionality of the 
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family played in mediating identification in individuals. Their paradigm included the dual 

interaction of both society and the family on the personality of the subject, as well as the role of 

motivating factors. This represented a shift in identification research because the family embodies 

a basic unit of organizational life.   

The competing conceptualizations of early identification theorists tended to revolve 

around interpersonal communication between two people, albeit without directly conceptualizing 

it in such terms. Although some defined identification as attitudinal assimilation (Hendrick, 

1947), others as imitative learning (Bandura, 1965), or a behavioral form of resource control 

(Whiting, 1960), most involved the parent-child relationship. Gradually, notions of identification 

began to include the idea of systems of people, namely the family (Winch, 1962; Winch & 

Gordon, 1974). Again, conceptualizations emerged from communicative interactions, without 

focusing on the communicative elements. Increasingly, the idea of collectives, rather than 

individuals began to take root, as identification’s focus gradually began to shift from interactions 

between parental-child couplings to less familial contexts, such as the more formal organizational 

setting. 

History of Organizational Identification 

Mapping the history of the theories concerning identification is much like viewing a 

mosaic. The closer one stands the more differences become discernable in the individual units.  

Whether viewed as a process of attachment (Freud, 1922; Kilpatrick, 1975; Winch, 1962) 

between a parent and a child, the process of the development of a unique self (Erikson, 1968), the 

maintenance of a stable self-concept (Powers, 1973), attitude change (Kelman, 1960), or 

subjectification by external norms (Foucault, 1982), most theories of identification involve (a) a 

perceiver, and (b) a target with whom he or she shares existing similarities (or a desire to attain 

such similarity).  

When scholars interested in organizations started to attend to the construct, notably with 

the work of Burke (1966; 1969) and Patchen (1970), there began to be more of a shift toward 
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understanding how social interaction fostered increased levels of identification in individuals. As 

we will see, this trend was vaguely defined, but set a pattern for theorists to follow in later work 

in terms of operationalization and conceptualization of measures (e.g. Cheney, 1982). The 

additional commonality most definitions of OI share is that they all intend to describe a construct 

that ideally is arrived at through interaction, even though the leading conceptualizations fail to 

shine a light on the specific role that communication plays in the formation of the process. A 

review of the literature will reveal a gradual shift from psychology to rhetoric in which we begin 

to see more of an emphasis upon the role of interaction. Although Howe (1955) was not the only 

theorist in the 1950s making the connection between identification and communication, her ideas 

represented the beginning of a trend. Researchers began to pay increasing attention to the notion 

of identification in the family and mapping it into a more formal work environment, initially by 

focusing on how children’s work ethic differed from their parents. Some of the earliest works on 

identification in an organizational context concerned the career choices a child might make as 

influenced by his or her identification with a parent (Jackson & Meara, 1974; Stoke, 1950). 

Patchen, Kaufman, and Simon’s Work 

The work of Simon (1947, 1957), Kaufman (1960), and Patchen (1970) applied 

identification in the context of the individual and the employing organization. This work 

represented a significant departure from earlier studies of identification in that rather than 

focusing upon families, theorists turned their attention to the broader canvas of individuals 

interacting within work environments. Instead of a concentration on the earliest psychological 

development of the individual employee, we instead see a focus upon his or her relations with the 

employing organization.   

Simon (1947, 1957) conceptualized OI as, "A person identifies himself with a group 

when, in making a decision, he evaluates the several alternatives of choice in terms of their 

consequences for the specified group” (p. 205). It is with this usage that Kaufman (1960) 

structured his account of identification within the Forest Service. Through the routines of 
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organizational life, namely constant transfers to unfamiliar locations, Kaufman contended 

individuals unconsciously “internalize” (p. 176) the values inherent within their workplace. The 

system in place forces members to rely upon one another for companionship, because they are the 

only constant in the employee’s life. Further, the use of symbols (such as uniforms) represents the 

addition of nonverbal communication to the conceptualization of the construct. Kaufman 

incorporated participation into the definition of identification, and argued its presence intensified 

the degree of attachment. Last, his examples of often-repeated teachings on the role of the Forest 

Service, and excerpts of public speeches (p. 191), pointed to the emerging role of communication 

in the way we understand OI. Other researchers have used this conceptualization (Hall, 

Schneider, & Nygren, 1970; Hall & Schneider, 1971) in later studies of the Forest Service, 

redefining it as an increasing congruency between individual and organizational goals (p. 176-

177). Cheney (1982) and Cheney and Tompkins (1987) both pointed to Kaufman’s work with the 

Forest Service as a fundamental influence in their formulation of a theory of identification as a 

theory of unobtrusive control. Bullis and Tompkins (1989) sought to field test Cheney and 

Tompkins’ assertions and update Kaufman’s work. They depicted Kaufman’s study as a classic 

piece on an organization and sought to gather data to update the perspective. Their results 

indicated that identification had become much more obtrusive on the part of the organization’s 

attempts to control employees. They concluded their findings with the caution that Kaufman’s 

work may be more useful as an, “example of the danger of strong culture and of unobtrusive 

control rather than as an example of positive practices for organizations to follow” (Bullis & 

Tompkins, p. 304). 

Patchen’s (1970) work with the Tennessee Valley Authority embodied another influential 

conceptualization of OI. He cited three aspects:  perceptions of similarity among members, a 

feeling of oneness or solidarity with the overarching organization, and both behaviors and 

attitudes reinforcing an individual’s relationship to the target (p. 159). His definition, however, 

added the qualification that each of the three elements usually complemented one another, but 
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could vary individually. The act of participative decision-making according to Patchen, acted as a 

crucible in forging similarities among employees. He additionally cited both the nature of 

interpersonal communication, as well as organizational status as elements that lead to stronger OI. 

Patchen’s conceptualization, particularly because of its use of solidarity, was one of the most 

influential in the organizational behavioral literature, as evinced by the way that it was modified 

and operationalized by later scholars (Cheney, 1982; Efraty & Wolfe, 1988).   

Social Identity Theory and Organizational Behavior Approaches 

Social identity theory (SIT) encompasses the legacy of Tajfel and Turner (1979). Initially 

intended to fill a structural hole in group conflict theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), the authors 

described in-group identification that arose out of group conflict as an epiphenomenon in need of 

further study. Theorists such as Ashforth and Mael (1989) took what was essentially a social-

psychological construct and adapted it to an organizational perspective, albeit one grounded in 

organizational behavior. SIT presents a dichotomy of the individual longing to be a member of a 

group, and yet wanting to be distinct at the same time. It argues that people belong to groups 

because they serve as a way of orienting individuals within a society on a basis that is described 

by the authors as “relational and comparative” (Tajfel & Turner, 1986, p. 16).   

Social identity theory bases itself upon three main assumptions. First, individuals 

constantly strive to enhance their self-esteem. Second, the groups into which an individual 

organizes his or her world have positive and negative connotations. These judgments, according 

to the authors, usually are socially agreed upon between and among groups. Third, the evaluation 

of the group to which an individual belongs is determined when a social comparison has been 

made between that group and others.   

From those assumptions, Tajfel and Turner argued that people constantly strive to belong 

to groups that are perceived to have prestige, in order to maintain a positive social identity. 

Groups have prestige to the extent that favorable comparisons can be made in contrast to an out-
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group. When a person finds that he or she belongs to an out-group, Tajfel and Turner contend 

he/she will usually attempt to either leave that group, or enhance its existing identity (p. 16).   

Several key notions developed out of social identity theory. First, the idea that an 

individual adopts aspects of an identity into his or her self-concept is an extension of Freud’s 

classical definition of identification, but one that is easier to understand. Second, social identity 

theory and self-categorization theory, the idea that people are constantly categorizing themselves 

into groups, both evolved out of this work (Abrams, 1992; Hogg, Terry, & White, 1995; Oakes, 

Turner, & Haslam, 1991; Tsui, Egan, & O'Reilly III, 1992; J. C. Turner, 1985). Third, the notion 

of optimal distinctiveness theory (Brewer, 1991), which is an explanation for how people 

maintain the tension between being homogenous group members and distinct unique individuals, 

also can be considered one of SIT’s descendants. Social identity theory is a perspective that has 

been applied to the overall construct of OI by other scholars (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Dutton & 

Dukerich, 1991; Scott, Corman, & Cheney, 1998). As early as 1993, Dewine and Daniels (1993) 

were calling for more use of SIT in communicative research. Increasingly, it has been applied in a 

more traditional organizational (rather than in-group) sense in more recent publications (Hogg & 

Terry, 2001). 

Mael and Ashforth. Continuing in the vein of Kaufman (1960) and using SIT, Mael and 

Ashforth (1992) defined OI as, “. . .[A] perceived oneness with an organization and the 

experience of the organization’s successes and failures as one’s own” (1992, p. 103).They 

advocated a perceptual/cognitive notion, incorporating the work of Social Identity Theory (Tajfel 

& Turner, 1986). More specifically, OI does not necessarily accompany, “any specific behaviors 

or affective states” (p. 105). When individuals identify, they do so through comparisons created 

through relationships. These comparisons serve to foster self-esteem. Lastly, the force of 

attachments can be described in terms of degrees. Mael and Ashforth’s conceptualization is one 

of the most widely used in organizational behavior research (see, for example, Ashforth & Saks, 
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1996, 2000; Ashforth, Saks, & Lee, 1998; Bhattacharya, Rao, & Glynn, 1995; Iyer, Bamber, & 

Barefield, 1997; St. Clair, 1994; Thomas, 1994; Wan-Huggins, Riordan, & Griffeth, 1998). 

Ashforth and Mael (1989) construed SIT as a social-psychological perspective that would 

add coherence to organizational behavior, even thought it was conceptualized for a different 

population. Social identification represents “the perception of oneness with or belongingness to 

some human aggregate” (p. 21). While on one hand individuals identify with groups, they 

concurrently categorize and classify others into sub-groupings, allowing the individual to provide 

a sense of order to his or her immediate environment, and to locate him/her within that sphere. 

Ashforth and Mael connect social identification to OI, arguing that for some individuals, 

attaching to the organization provides the answer to the question, “Who am I” and offers a source 

of self-esteem (p. 22). Further, if the organization functions to buttress the attributes individuals 

deem typical of its members then it makes another connection with social identity. Social identity 

is comparative in nature. In-group and out-group memberships, for example, formulate a critical 

part of every organization, and the way that individuals mentally arrange their memberships 

within them represents a burgeoning area of research known as self-categorization theory (Ely, 

1994; Hogg & Hains, 1996; Tsui, Egan, & O'Reilly III, 1992; J. C. Turner, 1985; M. E. Turner & 

Pratkanis, 1998). This also serves to support Ashforth and Mael’s argument that social 

identification and OI are connected.   

Dutton and Dukerich. Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) conceptualization is tied in part to 

organizational decisions. The next major development in the construct emerges from how the 

individual perceives the organization as viewed by external audiences, and incorporates the idea 

of an organizational image. Dutton, Dukerich, and Harquail (1994) conceptualize OI as,  

When a person’s self-concept contains the same attributes as those in the perceived 

organizational identity, we define this cognitive connection as organizational 

identification. Organizational identification is the degree to which a member defines him- 
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or herself by the same attributes that he or she believes define the organization (1994, p. 

239).   

Again, we see an element of SIT in the comparisons individuals make in order to forge identity. 

Dutton et al.’s definition incorporates the degree to which individuals make their association with 

an organization known to others when communicating. They found negative feedback concerning 

an organization’s image had a deleterious effect on the strength of identification.  

Their conceptualization of identification is noteworthy because it represents one of the 

first, albeit from an organizational behavioral perspective, to account for the interaction that the 

construed external image of the organization has on the overall identification of the employee 

over time, particularly during times of organizational crises. Their model depicts the impact of 

negative interactions on individuals in regards to the overall identification to the workplace.  

Dukerich, Golden, and Shortell (2002) found a moderate, but significant correlation, r = .55, N = 

1,504, p < .01, between the construed external image and the strength of an employee’s OI. 

Further, perceived organizational identity when correlated with the strength of OI was significant, 

r = .57, N = 1,504, p < .01. Mael’s (1988) work conceptualizes the role of perceived prestige of 

the organization in the overall identification that an individual has. Dutton et al. take this notion a 

step further by incorporating the idea of everyday interaction into their conceptualization of the 

construction of an image. Dukerich et al.’s subsequent work has served to strengthen the model 

by providing quantitative support for the roles of perceived organizational identity and the 

construed external image in the formation of OI. 

Rousseau. Another noteworthy conceptualization of OI was offered by Rousseau (1998), 

who differentiated between situated and deep structure identification. The first occurs when 

members recognize the “I” to “we” shift, creating a common identity. Deep structure 

identification represents a schematic filter, in which individuals cognitively restructure 

information to be congruent with a common organizational identity. She suggests the more valued 

members are those with deep structure identification, as the boundary between the “I” and “we” 
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seems more ephemeral. Yet implicit within this process is a shift in control from the individual to 

the organization (p. 222). Intensive socialization, strong cultures, and charismatic leaders all hold 

the power to foster deep structure identification in-group members. These efforts, however, have 

the potential to become coercive.   

For example, members of the PeopleExpress organization were assimilated into it, 

overworked, and cut off from family and friends. New recruits who attempted to leave 

the PeopleExpress training facility in New Jersey to visit nearby New York received 

phone calls from trainers who tried to get them to return immediately. Coupling intensive 

socialization with charismatic leadership gave PeopleExpress enormous control over its 

employees, resulting in a strong individual identification with the airline (Rousseau, 

1998, p. 226). 

 Pratt. Pratt (1998) defined OI as having occurred when the beliefs an individual ascribes 

to his/her organization become self-referential, or rather, a part of one’s identity. He posits this 

process occurs in two different manners. First, when a person recognizes value congruence with 

his or her organization this is termed identification through affinity. Second, if an individual upon 

entering an organization does not perceive similarity, yet elects to imitate those norms, this is 

called identification through emulation. Identification is seen as having a positive impact on 

members’ self-esteem (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) as it is hypothesized individuals gain positive self-

views through connections to valued targets (Dutton et al., 1994; Elsbach & Kramer, 1996). 

Pratt’s (1998) conceptualization is a clean one, yet lacking a specific role for communication, like 

the others reviewed here.   

OI from the Communicative Perspective 

Several theorists have conceptualized this construct in a way that makes it fundamentally 

communicative. From the pioneering efforts of Burke (1935, 1937, 1950, 1966, 1972, 1973), and 

Cheney (1982, 1983a, 1983b; Cheney & Tompkins, 1987) to the more recent work of Scott et al. 

(1998) a communication perspective provides a powerful way to examine this construct.  It is to 
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these scholars and their examination of communication’s role in the identification process that I 

turn next. 

 Burke. Many consider the rhetorician Burke (1935; 1937; 1950,1969; 1966; 

1972; 1973) the father of OI in the communication field, and much has been written 

about his theories (Cheney, 1991; Quigley, 1998; P. K. Tompkins, Fisher, Infante, & 

Tompkins, 1975; Wright, 1994). Burke’s theories on identification can best be 

understood if we define a few key terms. First, Burke linked identification with a term he 

called “consubstantiality”, by making the following distinction:   

A is not identical with his colleague B.  But insofar as their interests are joined, A is 

identified with B.  Or he may identify himself with B even when their interests are not 

joined, if he assumes that they are, or is persuaded to believe so.   

Here are the ambiguities of substance.  In being identified with B, A is 

“substantially one” with a person other than himself.  Yet at the same time he 

remains unique: an individual locus of motives.  Thus he is both joined and 

separate, at once a distinct substance and consubstantial with another (Burke 

1969, pp. 20-21). 

Certainly, his conceptualization was replete with examples linking identification and 

speech behavior. In construing language as symbolic action, he characterized humanity as “the 

symbol-using animal” (1966, p. 3), set apart from the natural world through the invention of 

tools, structured through a self-imposed collection of hierarchies (1966, p. 16). His linking of 

identification with what he termed “Administrative Rhetoric” showed the increasing tendency for 

internal unexpressed identifications to become formal, publicly expressed attachments: 

I refer to the great increase in the tendency of faculty members to identify themselves in a 

partly administrative way by signing petitions of protests against governmental policies 

that they find questionable. Such performances are saying in effect:  “Whatever the 

autonomy of our field, in the mere act of remaining silent we are in effect identified with 
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certain policies. So, in effect, we abandon the customary resources of the secret ballot; 

and by affixing our signatures (along with the names of our schools and departments) to 

certain public statements, we identify ourselves with the alternative policies proclaimed 

in this statement. (1966, p. 302) 

Inherent within Burke’s conceptualization of OI was the idea that people become 

identified through interaction with others. He offered the example of an individual 

praising his/her workplace, in effect, praising him/herself, as embodying identification 

(Burke, 1937).   

The field of communication tends to rely upon Burke’s (1935; 1973) conceptualization of 

identification as a social process involving both “congregation” and “segregation.” He 

conceptualized identification as a natural response to division in society, which creates a duality 

in humans: the need to both belong and yet express distinctiveness, which Cheney dubs “the 

paradox of identity” (1991, p. 13). Through everyday interactions individuals form multiple 

bonds with people, groups, and organizations. The intensity of identification is characterized by 

the extent to which the member and target share mutual interests. If the identity of an individual is 

formed through the process of identification it stands to follow that the process of social 

interaction represents a ripe area of inquiry for OI theorists.   

Burke is not, however, without his critics. Rosenfeld (1969) cites Morris’ review 

of Burke’s book, “The Rhetoric of Motives,” as an example:  

It is hard to pin down just what Burke means by his key term identification, or its 

relation to persuasion. At times identification seems little more than to take into account 

the point of view of the audience addressed; at times it seems to be the relation of an act 

to a larger unit of action of which it is a part; for the most part it seems to involve 

sharing, via symbols, the values of the person or audience with whom one is 

communicating (Morris, 1951, p. 441). Rosenfeld argued that Burke used the term 
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“identification” in such a variety of manners that it caused confusion or misunderstanding 

(p. 175).  

 Cheney and Tompkins. Cheney’s (1983b) early work used Burke’s 

conceptualization to examine OI on the organizational level through an analysis of 

interviews, surveys, and internal communication channels (e.g., newsletters, documents). 

Cheney and Tompkins (1987) depicted the construct as “an ongoing dialectical tension 

between one’s own expression of identity and others’ interpretation of it” (p. 5). This 

tension, they asserted, was managed on a day-to-day basis communicatively. The authors 

admittedly use an expansive framework in characterizing identification as “the 

appropriation of identity” by a person or a group. They attend to the process nature by 

adding that identification can take place within an individual in the midst of external 

change. More important, Cheney and Tompkins see identification as having “cognitive, 

affective, and intentional components” (p. 5) that are typically communicated verbally or 

nonverbally. What is important here is despite Cheney and Tompkins’ emphasis on the 

role of talk and nonverbal communication, little work has been done until recently that 

followed up on those notions. The work that Cheney (1983b) did with house organs, 

defined as documents, letters to employees, and other internal communication messages 

received by organizational members, has seen attention by only a few scholars (DiSanza 

& Bullis, 1999; Rassi, 1993).  

Tompkins (1975) and Cheney (1983a), greatly influenced by Burke (1950, 1969), led the 

efforts to study identification from a communicative perspective. Although the earliest work in 

the communication discipline’s research focused upon rhetorical methods of capturing 

identification, later work began to focus upon the role of control, power, and speech behavior in 

the organizational context, called the theory of unobtrusive control (Barker, 1998; Barker & 

Tompkins, 1994; Bullis, 1991; DiSanza & Bullis, 1999; Larson & Pepper, 2003; Larson & 

Tompkins, 2005; Papa, Auwal, & Singhal, 1997; Tompkins & Cheney, 1985). The 
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conceptualization of identification as part of unobtrusive control is described by Tompkins and 

Cheney (1985) as one that gave identified employees the premises upon which to base their 

decisions. 

We regard identification and the enthymeme as inherently communicative. However, we 

must now add details about the process of communication. To begin at the beginning, it 

seems obvious that for power to be effective, its holders must communicate their wishes, 

orders, and requests—even though subordinates often try mightily to anticipate the 

desires of the powerful.  Communication manifests itself in interacts and double interacts, 

the latter having been variously described by Weick as the ‘substance of organizing’ 

(1979:4), ‘organization acts (1979: 34), the organizational ‘unit of analysis’ (1979:89), 

and the ‘elements of organization’ (1979: 118). (Tompkins & Cheney, 1985, p. 195). 

In general there are two trends in the field of communication in regards to the 

conceptualization of identification. The first trend involves a rhetorical view as manifested in the 

theory of unobtrusive control (Cheney, 1983a; DiSanza & Bullis, 1999; Papa, Auwal, & Singhal, 

1997; Rassi, 1993). The methodology in this research tends to be qualitatively based, relying 

upon interviews with members, observations, deconstruction of internal house organs and other 

documents, and case studies of specific organizations. The second trend tends to have more of a 

broader organizational focus, using the employee as the unit of analysis, with a more quantitative 

methodology (Barge, 1985; Corman, 1990; Giordano, 1989; Kuhn & Nelson, 2002; Potvin, 1991; 

Russo, 1998; Scott, 1997; Scott et al., 1999; Scott & Fontenot, 1999; Scott & Timmerman, 1999). 

Rather than concentrating upon the idea of identification as an invisible controlling force in 

people’s lives, this second, more organizational perspective instead explains the relationships 

between identification and a series of other variables such as organizational commitment, 

communication satisfaction, or intent to quit. 

Structurational Model of OI. The model of OI posited by Scott et al. (1998) represented a 

significant departure from previous theory in that it advocated a structurational approach. They 
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define identification as the process of “emerging identity” in which it embodies the “forging, 

maintenance, and alteration of linkages between persons and groups” (p. 304). The authors 

construe such affiliations as stemming from direct interaction between individuals. They place 

importance upon language as a signifier of the presence of identification.   

            [W]e see actual, hypothesized, or even retrospectively examined interaction as being 

essential to the development of identification. Our “accounts of personhood” (Shotter, 

1984) necessarily involve other actors (individuals and groups) and our relations with 

them. It is through communication with others that we express our belongingness to 

various collectives, that we assess the reputation and image (Dutton, Dukerich & 

Harquail, 1994) of that collective, and that the social costs and rewards of maintaining 

various identities are revealed (Scott et al., 1998, p. 305). 

Arguing that storytelling is the very heart of one’s attachment, Scott et al. point that we are 

constantly telling or enacting stories of our identifications. 

 Scott et al. (1998) contend that the communicative literature has not attended to the 

manner in which identification and communication are intertwined, with a few notable exceptions 

(see Cheney, 1991; DiSanza & Bullis, 1999). Key to this relationship is the idea of the “other,” as 

identification represents a “dynamic social process” (p. 306) that functions to forge identities that 

act as anchors of the self, acting as a guide of sorts for the individual. The authors construed 

identification as socially expressed in behaviors both implicit and explicit that serve to illustrate a 

linkage to a particular target, typically some type of collective. They further argued that the 

nature of the communicative activity (behavior in a network, for example) can serve to structure 

the type of identification as well as the target of attachment. In related work, Scott pursued 

research from a multiple targets of identification perspective (Scott, 1997, 1999; Scott et al., 

1999; Scott & Fontenot, 1999; Scott & Timmerman, 1999), especially among dispersed virtual 

workers and via various communication technology channels. His work has incorporated 
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communication with identification, but primarily as a separate variable than interaction with one 

another (Scott, 1999; Scott & Fontenot, 1999). 

Communicative Organizational Identification (C-OI) 

Throughout this chapter I have shown that various theorists have articulated several 

different conceptualizations of OI.  I have also argued that despite the plethora of research 

concerning the variable, organizational communication theorists lack an adequate definition of 

the construct. Often, it is difficult to determine if OI is conceived in communicative terms or if it 

has merely been tied to other organizational communicative variables. Because there are so many 

confusing notions of identification, most of which do not conceptualize this communicative 

construct in communicative terms, it is important to elucidate communication’s role within the 

construct by rearticulating its role, hence staking a claim for the value of the C-OI measure. In the 

following section, I will present an overview of this conceptualization of OI from a 

communicative perspective. I am not simply labeling this “identification” because there already 

exist so many other studies purporting to study the construct that to do so would only further 

compound the problem; additionally, this is not being offered as a superior replacement to other 

measures of OI, but as a more communicatively-focused measure that may serve certain needs 

and/or nicely complement some existing measures. 

Recalling the comment by Sanford (1955) cited earlier, that identification had become all 

but meaningless, attaching the modifier communication before the noun identification is in part 

an answer to Sanford’s complaints. When we are describing social behavior and have the impulse 

to say ‘identification’ we must in any case specify ‘what kind’ (p. 107). Admittedly, rhetoricians 

like Burke (1966) crafted the initial approach to the idea, but communicatively speaking, 

organizational communication scholars have too often divorced it from its communicative roots. 

Existing research has examined such variables as channels of communication, multiple targets of 

identification, the use of technology and its impact upon levels of identification, the impact of 

mentor relationships, and even the relationship between OI and communication satisfaction with 

 33 
 



a supervisor. Yet OI in these studies has not itself been viewed in especially communicative 

terms.   

Recognizing that some studies have focused upon the very nature of identification itself 

(e.g. Cheney, 1982, 1983a, 1983b, 1991; Scott et al, 1999), the general trend in organizational 

communication has been to examine the variable of OI in relationship to a set of other variables.  

Although this does add to the body of knowledge concerning identification, it also raises 

important questions about the extent to which identification is fundamentally communicative. 

Turning to a new appropriately operationalized construct would not help to ameliorate the past 

disparity concerning the communicative nature of OI, but it will help to clarify identification’s 

role in the future. 

Defining C-OI 

C-OI is defined as the manifestation of solidarity with the values of a collective through 

verbal and nonverbal behaviors. It is seen as both a process (in creating identities) and a product 

(resulting in identification). These resulting communicative behaviors have both an internal and 

external dimension on the individual level, because individuals interact both with others who 

belong to the organization and with those who are outside of its boundaries. Although I am 

defining it with the organization as the object of attachment for purposes of focus in this 

dissertation, this is not to suggest that communicative identification should be restricted to one 

particular target only. Additionally, the notion of C-OI should be considered as a form of 

behavioral identification.  

Solidarity. Following a range of scholars (Albert & Whetten, 1985; Dutton, Dukerich, & 

Harquail, 1994; Hendrick, 1947; F. Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Patchen, 1970; Pratt, 1998; Scott, 

Corman, & Cheney, 1998) OI is expressed primarily as solidarity. This is appropriate as the idea 

of solidarity stands as a unifying element in several of the most commonly cited definitions of 

identification. At the very basis of our identifications stands the notion of an identity. This idea of 

an identity functions to steer our behaviors, creating the atmosphere of solidarity. Dutton et al. 
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(1994) contend that individuals are attracted to organizations that match their self-concepts, 

because such collectives facilitate self-expression (p. 244).   

C-OI refers to expression of and receptions of expressions indicating solidarity or a 

connection to an organization. This embodies the side of Social Identity Theory that suggests the 

human need to belong and to be similar. Patchen (1970) had an initial dimension of solidarity in 

his conceptualization of identification. He defined solidarity as, “feelings of belonging to, of 

oneness with, of really being part of, some group” (pp. 155-156). Patchen argued that individuals 

tend to make self-referential, or self-labeling statements when identifying with organizations.   

Dimensions of C-OI. Establishing a communicative view of OI as solidarity could be 

done in several ways.  However, this goal can be met most directly by applying a very basic 

model of communication behavior, such as that advocated by Berlo (1960). The idea of this 

model involves sources sending messages to individuals who receive these signals. Taking it one 

step further in organizational communication theory, this involves communicating between 

internal and external audiences from the organization’s perspective. Employees who are 

identified communicate with their families and other outsiders in positive ways about their 

attachments. Such interactions represent communication external to the organization. It stands to 

reason that identified employees would also communicate such affiliations to their co-workers as 

well, signifying communication internal to the organization. The internal-external distinction 

seems especially important in issues of identification. Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 

1979) argues that individuals view their group affiliations in terms that can be described as 

relative at best because they constantly compare their memberships in groups in order to ascertain 

their comparative worth. Ashforth and Mael (1989) adapted SIT to an organizational context, and 

claimed that people like to be associated with prestigious institutions that hold distinctive values. 

The primary means for people to discover those values is through communication with others.2 

Bartel (2001) argues that comparisons that members of groups within an organization make aid in 

forging identification. In an organizational context, the primary means that organizations 
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communicate is through both internal and external channels. Dutton et al. (1994) showed the 

impact of individuals’ identification with their employing organizations based upon contact with 

external parties. Similarly, from a SIT perspective, by coming into contact with influential people 

who hold views about an employee’s organization—views they communicate to that employee—

they serve to illustrate the audience dimension of C-OI and thus the importance of both external 

and internal communication. 

C-OI can be divided into another dimension, that of Verbal-Nonverbal. The Verbal 

element is constructed of three components:  sending, interacting, and receiving. From the 

sending perspective, individuals within organizations impart messages to others concerning their 

identifications on a day-to-day basis. Scott et al. (1998) argue that the story we tell about 

ourselves to others while sending messages to them represents the “essence of our identification” 

(p. 305). Cheney refers to individuals tendency to “talk up,” organizations. Rousseau (1998) 

describe this ‘sense of linkage’ that individuals possess as often typified in “pronoun” tests.  

Swann refers to this process in social psychology as self-verification (Swann, 1987; Swann & 

Ely, 1984; Swann & Hill, 1982). Self-verification involves the sending of messages to individuals 

in order to receive confirmation from them of existing identities. By receiving positive feedback, 

this self-verification would be expressed in statements where people would talk about their jobs 

in order to receive confirmation from conversational others that confirms their self-notions. From 

a C-OI perspective, this would be expressed in statements where people would talk about their 

jobs to strangers to elicit reactions, or to confirm their initial ideas about their own identities. It 

might not be so much the reaction of others as the need to say the information that is important to 

the identification process. The articulation of an identity could function to make it more salient to 

the individual.   

A corresponding component of C-OI’s verbal dimension would be a receiving aspect. 

Translated into an identification perspective, this aspect would necessitate activities such as 

listening to messages concerning the organization and the employee’s relationship to it. A 
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receiving perspective might also include the information received as a result of information- 

seeking strategies. For example, Miller and Jablin (1991) use the tactic of surveillance as an 

information seeking technique, and the same idea could be applied to the simple reception of 

messages over time concerning identities. Social identity theory suggests that individuals 

constantly scan the environment to learn about the status of salient identities in order to ascertain 

whether or not they desire to maintain their membership within these groups. It could include 

listening to conversations about one’s workplace, or scanning the environment for messages 

concerning the image or identity of the organization. Individuals partaking in everyday 

communicative activities in the course of organizational life, according to SIT constantly attend 

to cues that offer information about salient groups. Hearing a co-worker introduce you as a 

member of the organization would be one example. Listening to your family proudly talk about 

your connection to the organization would represent another. 

C-OI’s verbal dimension would also include a more interactive notion, which is 

consistent with communication models moving beyond sharp sender/receiver distinctions 

(Schramm, 1954). Schramm’s conceptualization of the process of communication allows for the 

speaker to act as simultaneous encoders and decoders during the transmission of messages.  

Consequently, our everyday interactions with organizational members could serve to reinforce 

existing identifications, or ironically tear them down (Dukerich, Kramer, & Parks, 1998; Dutton, 

Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994). This differs from sending and receiving messages of solidarity in 

that they are considered to be more of a one-way interaction. Examples of this on the internal 

dimension would be if the employee enjoyed talking to his or her co-workers about where they fit 

in with the company. On the external dimension, an example would be whether or not the 

employee enjoys sharing stories about the organization with his or her family. Scott et al. (1998) 

posit that stories represent the hallmark of individual’s identifications with their organizations. 

The extent that they are willing to share them with their families could be an indicator of their 

overall attachment to the organization.   
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The other half of the verbal dichotomy lay in the nonverbal dimension. This requires the 

encoding of messages through means other than words (i.e., gestures, haptics, proxemics, attire) 

that display one’s attachment to the overall organization. Examples of internal nonverbal C-OI 

would be wearing company t-shirts on casual dress days to having organizational logos on one’s 

personal automobile. Studies of nonverbal behavior have also shown that individuals in close 

relationships that feel attachment toward one another tend to engage in matching nonverbal 

behaviors (Guerrero & Burgoon, 1996). The manner in which employees dress has been the 

subject of identification research from an organizational culture perspective, and one that shows 

employees use clothing as expressions of organizational roles (Rafaeli & Pratt; Rafaeli, Dutton, 

Harquail & Mackie-Lewis, 1997). In addition to this, another manner in which we show our 

attachment occurs in our emotional displays. An example might be if an employee smiles while 

telling a story about the organization to his or her family. As stories are seen as hallmarks of 

identification, it would make sense that telling them effectively requires nonverbal displays. Such 

indicators of affect could serve to illustrate the degree to which employees are engaged with the 

target of identification. Past research has shown our connections to organizations are not 

necessarily displayed through positive displays (Dukerich, Kramer, & Parks, 1998; Hamilton & 

Sanders, 1992), and negatively-valenced nonverbals could indicate a form of disidentification or 

reduced identification. It seems apt, therefore, to attempt to tap into whether or not people display 

positive or negative affect while communicating about their connections to an organization. Table 

2.1 contains a breakdown of each section of this model.  Fundamentally, this model possesses two 

dimensions related to audience (internal and external) and channel (verbal and nonverbal). This 

forms the theoretical basis that will guide subsequent operationalization of C-OI. 

Summary 

The preceding chapter has traced the development of the construct of identification.  

Identification began in psychology, and fractured as the conceptualization of Freud failed to 

adequately explain the behavior psychologists observed in young children. This lack of coherence 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 2.1  

Types of Messages Focused on Solidarity with the Organization 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Audience Channel 

Internal External 

Verbal Messages of solidarity sent, 
received, and shared with others 
internal to the organization (IV) 

Messages of solidarity sent, 
received, and shared with others 
external to the organization (EV) 

Nonverbal Nonverbal (e.g., emotional 
displays, dress) displays of 
solidarity to others internal to the 
organization (INV) 

Nonverbal (e.g., emotional 
displays, dress) displays of 
solidarity to others external to the 
organization (ENV) 

 

____________________________________________________________________________ 
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in the definition continued from psychology and became particularly salient when the role of 

communication started top be questioned. From the work of Burke (1969), Patchen (1970), 

Kaufman (1960), and Cheney (1982, 1983a, 1983b, 1991), we have seen the evolution of 

organizational identification and the way that communication has been considered. Further, I 

have explained the differences between the conceptualizations in organizational communication 

and organizational behavior. Most importantly, I outlined a conceptualization of communicative 

OI, or C-OI, and argued that it manifests itself with both internal and external audiences as well 

as through both verbal and nonverbal channels.    

 

Pratt (1998) makes an effective argument for the distinction between the constructs of OI and 
Person-Organization (PO) fit. OI is conceptualized as a fundamental linkage between an individual and 
their employing organization, whereby the person attempts to orient him or herself by understanding that 
connection. Pratt uses Kristoff’s (1996) definition as a basis for arguing the distinctiveness of the two 
constructs. Kristoff conceptualizes person-organization fit as, “the compatibility between people and 
organizations that occurs when (a) at least one entity provides what the other needs, or (b) they share 
similar fundamental characteristics, or (c), both “ (pp. 4-5). According to Pratt, the distinction between the 
two lies in the breadth of the conceptualization of person-organization fit. Although identification 
necessarily involves a person and a target of attachment, PO fit ascertains whether an individual can benefit 
the overall organization. OI and person organization fit have been studied by researchers as separate 
constructs (Chatman, 1991; Edwards, 1998; Kristoff, 1996; O'Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell, 1991; Pratt, 
1998; Saks & Ashforth, 1997; Schneider, Smith, Taylor, & Fleenor, 1998; Teplitsky, 1991). 

Loyalty represents another term often confused with OI.  It has not helped matters that 
many have often used the terms interchangeably. The two concepts, however, are distinct. Mael 
and Ashforth (2001) see one as causing the other, “Identification has its most direct emotional and 
behavior expression in loyalty . . . In turn, loyalty toward different focal entities may be described 
more specifically as devotion, commitment, or patriotism “ (p. 198). Patchen (1970) depicts loyalty 
 

1 Interpersonal solidarity becomes illustrated in relationships when, “closeness derived from ‘similarity’ 
finds expression in sentiments, behaviors, and symbols of that closeness” (Wheeless, 1976, p. 48). OI, on 
the other hand, is depicted as “the forging, maintenance, and alteration of linkages between persons and 
groups” (Scott, et al., 1998, p. 304). Interpersonal solidarity appears to be limited to dyads, in its 
conceptualization. OI allows for multiple targets of attachment (Scott, 1997) including dyadic relationships.  
Interpersonal solidarity emphasizes relationship between individuals, whereas OI allows for attachments 
between individuals and entities. 

Since the organizational commitment literature (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979; Porter, Steers, 
Mowday, & Boulian, 1974) conceptualizes OI as a component of commitment, the argument exists as to 
whether or not the two variables are conceptually distinct. Cheney and Tompkins (1987) conceptualized 
identification as the beliefs one holds about the organization and commitment as the actions one takes on its 
behalf.  Ashforth and Mael (1989) argue the conceptualizations are distinct because the OCQ questionnaire 
does not measure the individual’s “feeling of oneness” with the organization. Pratt (1998) contends OI 
stands conceptually unique from commitment, noting that identification has not been linked as a precursor 
to related notions of commitment (“side-bet”, continuance, and calculative). Additionally, he made a link 
between identity and the organizational relationship that does not exist for organizational commitment.  
Whereas organizational commitment, he contends, is often involved with whether or not one is content with 
the organization, OI is concerned with the person-organization relationship in respect to the self-concept.  
Namely, how that individual sees him or herself in regards to their employing organization. 
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as both attitudes and behaviors that represent an offshoot of identification. He gives the example 
of offering to work overtime without pay and defending the organization to outside parties as 
exemplars of loyalty.  

Another construct that is confused with identification is intent to quit. Perhaps dating 
back to works like Hirschman (1972), the idea of leaving the organization has been linked to the 
lessening of identification. It should be seen, however as an outcome, rather than one and the 
same. Confusing separate constructs like intent to quit and identification can only add to the 
perplexity surrounding both.  
 
2 Another means of examining this could have been through task-social-innovation messages, a common 
theme in organizational communication, but not as central to the internal-external dimension.  
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CHAPTER THREE:  THE OPERATIONALIZATION OF COMMUNICATIVE 

ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTIFICATION (C-OI) 

The previous chapters of this dissertation have traced the history of the conceptualization 

of organizational identification and laid the groundwork for a more communicative-centered 

approach to the construct. The next logical step would be to examine the way in which 

researchers have operationalized OI historically, which can contribute directly to the main goal of 

this chapter: an overview of what a measure of C-OI might entail. Babbie (1995) defines the term 

operationalization as “the construction of actual, concrete measurement techniques” (p. 5). It is 

the contention of this dissertation that many scholars interested in a communication-based view 

of identification have utilized existing measures without perhaps active consideration of the basis 

of the measure and whether it really tapped identification in a desirable way. This chapter will 

focus on the differing approaches used to operationalize the construct of OI. It will offer a 

rationale for how those efforts contribute to a new possible measure of C-OI. The chapter will 

begin by reviewing the early attempts in psychology, and move to a more organizational 

perspective in which the leading measures of organizational identification will be described. I will 

conclude the chapter with proposed items for an initial measure of C-OI. 

Early Operationalization of Identification 

A natural part of the research process is to conceptualize a construct and then attempt to 

measure the same idea. Freud’s (1965) theory of identification, as described in chapter 2, gained 

wide acceptance in the psychology and sociology fields. Yet with that came unwelcome baggage 

in the form of two main problems. First, identification from its very inception, has suffered from 

a lack of a clear conceptualization. Second, the early studies that did attempt to utilize measures 

of identification relied upon methodologies that were flawed due at least in part to discrepancies 

between operational and theoretical definitions (Bronfenbrenner, 1958). 

Early identification researchers relied upon a variety of means to measure the presence or 

absence of the construct. For example, Lazowick (1955) used a revised version of the Taylor 
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(1952) Manifest Anxiety Scale and contrasted a normal population against a neurotic sample to 

test parental identification--reasoning that highly anxious people would be less likely to identify 

with the same-sex parent than would less anxious individuals. Lynn (1961) tracked the rate of 

admissions by gender to mental health institutions as a rather simplistic indicator of sex-role 

identification. Bronfenbrenner (1958) described the typical parental identification study as asking 

a child to fill out a questionnaire (usually the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory) three 

times:  once for him/her, and once for each parent; to the extent that the answers correlated with 

either the mother or the father, researchers concluded that the child identified with that parent.  

Bronfenbrenner questioned the validity of this approach, arguing “ . . .Regardless of how the 

phenomenon is defined, the use of conventional indices of real or assumed similarity between 

parent and child for measuring identification leads to results which are highly ambiguous at best, 

and at worst, spurious” (p. 128).   

Another early technique of measuring identification came from scenarios presented to 

subjects in experiments. This technique differed from previous research because it did not have to 

do with parental identification, but was based more upon the idea of identification as modeling 

after another. Stotland and Dunn (1962) divided their subjects into three groups, each of which 

heard a different description of a fictitious person, and how he or she performed on a task. 

Subjects were asked to indicate, on a five-point scale, how much they would like to meet and talk 

with the model, assuming they could talk about any subject except the experiment. The subjects 

took an examination similar to one they had been told the model had taken and either performed 

excellently or poorly, and prior to it, they were asked to predict their chances of success on an 

eight-point scale.    

Early identification measures clearly reflected the confusion of the post-Freudian era.  

The lack of a clear conceptualization and operationalized fueled further attempts, however, to 

capture the meaning of the construct in a coherent manner in everyday life, so people turned to 

the workplace as a means of capturing the bonds between parents and children that become 
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transferred to other entities (e.g., the workplace) as we grow older. Stotland and Dunn (1962) 

used Likert-type scales and multiple items to gauge the degree of identification between a target 

and the individual. They also refrained from the reliance upon tests between parents and children 

used by their colleagues, and instead sought to measure the connection between respondents and 

an imaginary person that had only been described to them by a researcher.    

Measurement of OI 

As outlined in Chapter 2, the early work on identification focused upon parental-child 

interaction exclusively, but around the 1970s there began to be a shift in the focus toward more 

research that focused upon employee-organization relations. With this change also appeared a 

shift in measurement. This section will trace the evolution of the measures used to capture 

identification during that transition. Although OI represents an immense field of research, the 

number of scales relied upon by the majority of researchers can be reduced to a relatively small 

number.1 The results of a recent meta-analysis (Fontenot & Scott, 2001) found the measures most 

commonly used in quantitative analysis of organizational identification. This section will discuss 

the manner in which these scales operationalized the variable. 

Patchen’s Scale   

Patchen (1970) and his cohort (Brown, 1969) mark the beginning of an era that reflected 

a switch from examining identification in the guise of parental-child interaction on the familial 

level and moving it to a employer-employee framework. In his work with the Tennessee Valley 

Authority (TVA), Patchen conceptualized identification in three parts: “(1) feelings of solidarity 

with the organization; (2) support of the organization; and (3) perception of shared characteristics 

with other organizational members” (p. 155).   

It should be noted that the tri-partite conceptualization of identification did not bear the 

same names as the tripartite operationalization in the measure, although each of its sections had 
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similar titles to the three areas in the definition. To measure what he called “perceptions of 

common interest”, Patchen (1970, p. 172) asked: 

“Following are two somewhat different statements about the relations between management and 

employees at TVA [Tennessee Valley Authority]: 

A. The relations between management and employees at TVA are much different than in 

private industry, because in TVA both are working together toward the same goal of 

building the Valley. 

B. Relations between management and employees at TVA are not really very different than 

in private industry; management is looking out for the organization’s interests, and 

employees have to look out for their own interests. 

Which of the two statements above comes closer to your own opinion? 

(5) ___________Agree completely with A 

(4)____________Agree more with A than with B 

(2)____________Agree more with B than with A 

(1)____________Agree completely with B”  

Patchen’s scale represented a unique approach to the measurement of identification at that 

time because he utilized more sophisticated wording in his items. Instead of flatly asking the 

extent to which the employees identified with the TVA, he phrased the query in two statements to 

gauge the degree to which the respondent agreed or disagreed. The manner that Patchen asked 

this item, however, forced the respondent to agree with one of the statements, rather than giving 

the individual the option, “agree with neither A nor B” or “agree with both A and B.” Also, it is 

possible to agree with statement A and agree with statement A more than with B at the same time, 

leading one to question the appropriateness of the item.  

 Further, reliability cannot be adequately assessed because respondents only answered one 

question at one point in time. It should also be noted that this only tapped into one dimension of 

identification. Another interesting aspect of this question is the coding to the side of the question.  
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At first glance it appears to be the 5-point Likert-type scale format. An examination of later items 

in the measure, however, reveals inconsistencies (e.g. some have zero points, others lack a 

midpoint, item 2 has no numbers to the side) which suggest this to be more of a coding format 

rather than a Likert-type scale.  

For the second aspect of identification, a section he entitled “Self-Image,” Patchen (1970, 

p. 173) asked the following:  

 “If someone asked you to describe yourself, and you could tell only one thing about 

yourself, which of the following answers would you be most likely to give? (Put a number 1 next 

to that item.) 

_______________I come from (my home state) 

_______________I work for TVA 

_______________I am a (my occupation or type of work) 

_______________I am a (my church membership or preference) 

_______________I am a graduate of (my school) 

If you could give two answers, which one of the items above would you choose second?  (Put a 

number 2 next to that item.) 

If you could give three answers, which one of the items would you choose third? (Put a number 3 

next to that item.)”  

His technique represented an advance in the development of the operationalization of the 

construct because it did not force the individual to compare him or herself to an imaginary other 

like that of Stotland and Dunn (1962). Rather it gave the person a real-life scenario and offered 

him/her a series of typical responses, asking the organizational member to rank order his/her 

preference in order to establish the presence of identification. In this case, the presence of OI is 

indicated by selecting the item, “I work for TVA.”   

In order to tap into the third dimension of identification, which Patchen operationalized 

as a section called “Association with and support of organization,” he asked six additional 
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questions beyond the previous two. Item 3 asked whether, if employees had to choose again, they 

would select TVA as a place of employment. They were given five possible responses to select 

from, and each response had a code by it, numbered 1 through 5. The 4th item queried how 

subjects felt when they heard someone criticizing TVA, and gave them six responses to choose 

from. Interestingly, Patchen only coded the first five responses, leaving the sixth blank. We can 

assume that code was meant to be a zero. In item 5, Patchen asked the frequency with which the 

respondent discussed TVA projects with his/her immediate family. Like the previous item, it had 

six responses, but the first five were coded with the last left blank. Subjects were asked to report 

the frequency they had the same discussion with someone outside of their immediate family in 

the 6th item. All five responses were coded. Seventh, subjects were asked how many times in the 

last two years their part of TVA had thrown a social event outside of social hours. Like items 4 

and 5, the first five responses were reverse coded beginning with the number 5, leaving the sixth 

response empty. Finally, Patchen asked the employee to report the frequency of attendance at 

social events if they did occur. There were six possible responses to select, and six codes ranging 

from 5 to 0 put in parenthesis to the left of the answers. Patchen averaged the mean response for 

the eight items as an indication of the level of identification felt by each respondent.  

Though his use of multiple scale items is laudable, he did not report any reliability 

estimates, so the internal consistency of these items was not ascertained. It could be confusing 

including an item like number 3 that seems to hint toward intent to quit, as this is not initially 

conceptualized as part of identification. Rather, Patchen sees the possibility of leaving the 

organization as something that could act as a determinant of OI, but does not include it in the 

description of the three dimensions of identification. Conceptually, this could serve to cause 

confusion. Either intent to quit is a part of identification, and should be included in the initial 

conceptualization or it is not, and should be left out entirely. To date, there have not been studies 

carried out to validate Patchen’s research.  Although his scale has been modified and used by 

other researchers in their work (e.g., Patchen’s scale served as a basis for Cheney’s [1982] OIQ).  
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No one researcher, however, has focused exclusively upon his measure in an attempt to validate 

his scale.   

It is interesting to note that in Patchen’s explanation of his conceptualization of 

identification we see room for communication’s presence. This occurs particularly in the way he 

explains solidarity as expressed in “I am” statements that people use in self-labeling references 

during conversation. Patchen also taps into this by asking people how it makes them feel when 

they receive messages from others that contain negative messages concerning their employing 

organization. Further, employees are asked to report the frequency with which they discuss their 

projects or the works of the TVA with both family members and others as indicators of their 

attachment. These reports seem noteworthy as they indicate communicative elements in the 

identification scale, as well as recognition of external audiences.     

Since Patchen’s (1970) initial publication, several researchers have used his scale, or 

modified versions of it, to measure identification (Brown, 1969; Efraty & Wolfe, 1988; Gould & 

Werbel, 1983; McNeil, 1979; Prakash & Misra, 1986; Stroh, Brett, & Reilly, 1994).  Stroh et al. 

collected two data points with a modified version of Patchen’s scale and reported two high 

Chronbach’s alpha coefficients of .86 and .89, respectively. Efraty and Wolfe (1988) reported a 

Chronbach’s alpha of .76. Although Patchen’s conceptualization is one of the more popular ones 

of identification, his measure has not been widely used in more recent times.  

Hall, Schneider, and Nygren’s Measure  

 The work of Hall, Schneider, and Nygren (1970) followed in Kaufman’s (1960) wake of 

studying U.S. Forest Service employees. Hall et al. created four items to measure the construct, 

using a seven-point Likert-type scale. The items were phrased as statements with which the 

subjects were to either express disagreement (strongly disagree = 7) or agreement (strongly agree 

= 1) with concerning their OI with the Forest Service. Low scores on this scale would therefore 

indicate high levels of identification with the organization.   
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1. The feeling that the Forest Service is a large family in which the  

      employees feel a sense of belonging. 

2.  The feeling of a strong sense of identification with the Forest Service. 

3.  The feeling of pride in being part of the Forest Service. 

4.  The feeling that the Forest Service is recognized as a leader in applying          

           good land-management principles. (p. 179)  

The authors did not report a Chronbach’s alpha for the identification scale. Hall et al. did 

not say whether they told their respondents what they meant by the term “identification” in item 

2. Not providing a definition of the term, could lead to multiple interpretations by the subjects. 

Also, although the authors conceptualize OI as linked with internalization (Kelman, 1960), “the 

process by which the goals of the organization and the goals of the individual become 

increasingly integrated or congruent” (p.176-177), it is interesting to note that this 

conceptualization does not appear in the operationalization of the construct. A few other 

researchers have used this measure (Hall & Schneider, 1972; Ramage, 1971; Salmon, 1975, 

Schneider, Hall, & Nygren, 1971). Ramage commented that Hall et al. did not report reliability or 

validity data for their scale, but justified its use because, “their references do allow one to review 

each individual instrument as developed and tested by the originator of the specific instrument” 

(p. 43). These four items all center on the feelings of the individual employee, rather than any 

communication, either direct or indirect.   

Rosenstein and French’s Measure of Organizational Identification 

 The authors designed this measure for a study examining attitudes towards unionization. 

Their scale consisted of five items, to be answered using a 5-point Likert-type scale. The authors 

do not specify the anchors of the Likert-type scales in the methods section.  The initial items are 

as follows: 

1. Attitude toward leaving the company for a slight pay increase,  
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2. Recognition of ‘family feeling’ in the company;  

3. ‘What is good for the company is good for me’;  

4. Feeling of being an ‘important member’ of the company;  

5. Confidence in the way company policies are made.  

This 5-item measure of organizational identification contains an intent to quit item. The other 

four items seem to tap into Patchen’s conceptualized dimensions of organizational identification.  

Items 2, 3, and 4 indicate feelings of solidarity, whereas item 5 reflects support for the 

organization. Again, however, the problem of construct validity exists because of the intent to 

quit item included in the scale. The authors do indicate that the Chronbach’s alpha was .74 for the 

measure. Item 3 taps into the idea that links the welfare of the individual to the overall welfare of 

the organization, for some a key idea in organizational identification (Albert & Whetten, 1985; 

Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Rosenstein and French’s scale is not particularly popular, but merits 

consideration because of its simplicity. Additionally, it illustrates an attention to the notion of 

solidarity, an appropriate focus for identification. If the intent to quit item were thrown out, the 

scale would be much stronger in terms of validity. 

Mael and Ashforth Measure   

Mael and Ashforth (1989; 1992) argued that the operationalization of OI in past research 

was inconsistent, and created a measure. This tool emerged from Mael’s (1988) dissertation work 

on alumni and their dedication to their alma mater. Inspired by SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), the 

author intentionally crafted the items to be conceptually and operationally distinct from 

organizational commitment (Edwards, 1998). Instead, Mael’s dissertation contrasted the 

identification measure with organizational commitment and ran a confirmatory factor analysis of 

the 6-item measure against the 15-item OCQ. Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) results showed that the 

scales were highly correlated, r = 0.69, p < .001. Despite that, they contended the Chi-square 

results showing the superior fit of the two-factor model supported the theory that identification 

and commitment are two separate constructs.  
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Mael (1988) originally started with a 10-item measure, called Identification with a 

Psychological Group (IDPG). His dissertation used the measure in two studies, and it was also 

used by Mael and Tetrick (1992). The number of items was later dropped to six as Mael and 

Ashforth (1992) used a version that contained the following items:  

1. When someone criticizes _________it feels like a personal insult. 

2. I am very interested in what others think about _____________. 

3. When I talk about ___________, I usually say “we” rather than “they.” 

4. This ___________’s successes are my successes. 

5. When someone praises ____________, it feels like a personal compliment. 

6. If a story in the media criticized _____________, I would feel embarrassed. 

The Mael and Ashforth (1992) measure has been used often in the organizational 

behavior field (Ashforth, Saks, & Lee, 1998; Bhattacharya, Rao, & Glynn, 1995; St. Clair, 1994; 

Wan-Huggins, Riordan, & Griffeth, 1998). The ease with which it could be modified made it 

even more attractive (Barsness, 1996; Becker, 1992; Edwards, 1998; Iyer, Bamber, & Barefield, 

1997; Mael & Alderks, 1996; Mael & Tetrick, 1992; Thomas, 1994). Most modified the 

sentences by inserting the name of the target of identification on the blank line in order to alter 

the scale to suit their needs. Furthermore, researchers consistently reported high Chronbach’s 

alpha levels ranging from .80 (Ashforth & Saks, 1996) to .92 (Becker, 1992), even using 

modified versions of the instrument. 

The measure is scored using a 5-point Likert-type scale, with 1 meaning “Strongly 

Agree” and 5 meaning “Strongly Disagree.” The lower the numbers, the higher the identification 

in the respondent. By summing the six responses an OI score is reached for the Mael and 

Ashforth scale.  In this case a 6 would be a perfect score, and a sum of 30 would represent the 

lowest levels of OI.     
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The Mael and Ashforth measure has four items that at least touch on communication.  

Items 1, 5, and 6 all involve receiving behaviors on the part of the identified employee and his or 

her reactions to the incoming message. The first and fifth items are opposites of one another in 

that the employee is hearing someone either praise or insult the organization and indicating 

whether or not he or she feel personally insulted by such statements. Item 6 asks the degree to 

which the employee would feel embarrassed if he or she read a disparaging story in the media 

about the organization. The third item in the scale asks the employee to agree or disagree to the 

extent to which he or she usually uses the word “we” instead of “they” when referring to the 

organization.   We only see two communicative activities mentioned, however, and they are 

rather limited by context. Only one of the communication items appears to focus directly on 

behaviors, that being the third item with the frequency of “we” versus “they” used in speech. The 

Mael and Ashforth scale is clearly reliable; however, it does not capture the full scope of 

communicative behavior. For example, Ashforth and Mael’s items do not tap into interaction 

between people.  Nor do the items address nonverbal communication. Moreover, the scale does 

not address interaction between internal and external organizational audiences specifically. 

Although there are items that a researcher could modify, such as items 1, 2, and 5 to put in the 

names of alternate identification targets, the scale was not intended to be used in this manner. 

Modifying it in such a way could raise validity issues. This scale was intended to tap into OI from 

a social identity perspective, but not from a communicative perspective, and while it does contain 

some items that do address elements of sending and receiving, the scale seems incomplete from 

an organizational communication point of view.   

Cheney’s Organizational Identification Questionnaire (OIQ) 

The Organizational Identification Questionnaire (OIQ) emerged out of a master’s thesis 

(Cheney, 1982) that attempted to update Patchen’s original dimensions. These items were parsed 

from six different measures of job involvement, identification, and organizational commitment 

(Brown, 1969; Buchanan, 1976; Lodahl & Kejner, 1965; Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979; 
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Patchen, 1970; Schneider et al., 1971). Cheney took items that he and his advisor found similar to 

the initial tri-part  conceptualization of the construct (loyalty, similarity, and membership) by 

Patchen. His factor analysis revealed four factors, and an internal consistency of .95, although the 

preponderance of the strength of that reliability coefficient emerged from 11 of the 25 items 

(Miller, et al., p. 630). Cheney (1983) depicted OI as “an active process by which individuals link 

themselves to elements in the social scene” (p. 342). His initial use of the OIQ was as part of the 

quantitative methodological approach of analysis employed in his research. He utilized a 25-item 

version, tested with 178 participants, using a 7-point Likert-type scale with seven indicating very 

strong agreement. It is important to realize that Cheney designed his scale to be used as a tool 

along with two other methods of analysis: extended interviews with employees accompanied by 

the study of internal documents called house organs. Thus, it was never intended to be used alone. 

Yet, by the late 1990s, Johnson, Johnson and Heimberg (1999) described the OIQ as “the most 

widely used instrument today for the assessment of organizational identification” (p. 159). Fairly 

infrequently was it used as anything more than an isolated instrument.   

 The Cheney scale appears in Table 3.1. As originally intended, the author inserted the 

blanks in each sentence to be for the researcher to substitute the name of the organization. With 

the use of multiple targets of identification, researchers have used this space to fulfill the needs of 

their particular target of identification. Like Patchen, Cheney designed the scale around three 

components of identification: loyalty (items = 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 20, and 22), similarity 

(items = 2, 4, 6, 7, 10, 17, 18, 19, 21, 23, and 24) and membership (items = 1, 3, 5, 15, and 25) 

(Johnson et al., 1999, p. 162).  

Researchers found a scale that worked in the OIQ. Cheney (1983a) reported a Chronbach 

alpha of .95 using the full scale.  Further, it proved easy to modify, as in the case of researchers 

examining multiple targets of identification in the workplace. When altered, the scale’s  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 3.1:   
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Cheney’s Organizational Identification Questionnaire (OIQ) 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

1. I would probably continue working for [the organization] even if I did not need the money. 

2. In general, the people employed by [the organization] are working toward the same goals. 

3. I am proud to be the employee of [the organization]. 

4. I often describe myself to others by saying, “I work for [the organization]” or “I am from [the 

organization].” 

5. [The organization]’s image in the community represents me well. 

6. I try to make on-the-job decisions by considering the consequences of my actions for [the 

organization]. 

7. We at [the organization] are different from others in our field. 

8. I am glad I chose to work for [the organization] rather than another company. 

9. I talk up [the organization] to my friends as a great company to work for. 

10. In general, I view [the organization]’s problems as my problems. 

11. I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected to help [the 

organization] be successful. 

12. I become irritated when I hear others outside [the organization] criticize the company. 

13.  I have warm feelings toward [the organization] as a great place to work. 

14.  I would be willing to spend the rest of my career with [the organization]. 

15.  I feel that [the organization] cares about me. 

16.  The record of [the organization] is an example of what dedicated people can achieve. 

17.  I have a lot in common with others employed by [the organization]. 

 

         (Table 3.1 continues) 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 3.1: (Continued) 

 Cheney’s Organizational Identification Questionnaire (OIQ) 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

18.  I find it difficult to agree with [the organization]’s policies on important matters relating to 

me. 

19.  My association with [the organization] is only a small part of who I am.  

20.  I tell others about projects that [the organization]is working on. 

21.  I find that my values and the values of [the organization] are very similar. 

22.  I feel very little loyalty toward [the organization].  

23.  I would describe [the organization] as a large “family” in which members feel a sense of 

belonging. 

24.  I find it easy to identify myself with [the organization]. 

25.  I really care about the fate of [the organization]. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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reliabilities did not plummet, making it seem like a robust measure. Barker and Tompkins (1994) 

reported reliabilities of .94 with a modified version of the scale. Scott (1999) reported reliabilities 

ranging from .71 to .86 using a modified-OIQ measure assessing four targets of identification.  

Scott and Fontenot (1999) reported reliabilities ranging from .75 to .82 using a modified OIQ 

assessing four targets of OI.   

 Problems with the OIQ. Although the OIQ tended to have moderate (Cheney, 1982) to 

high reliability levels in published studies (Barker & Tompkins, 1994), not everyone was 

enchanted by the measure itself. Sass and Canary (1991) were among the first to voice concern.  

They used a reduced-form of the OIQ to test the difference between organizational commitment 

and organizational identification as measured by the OIQ and found the two were confounded. 

Since the review and operationalizations were derived from the most widely accepted 

conceptualizations of commitment and identification, it appears valid at least to infer that the 

product form of identification is not distinct from attitudinal commitment. They each 

conceptually reference employee goals and values, effort, and membership (Sass & Canary, p. 

288).   

This, however, is not the only problem with the scale. The items of the OIQ attempted to 

tap into identification, yet managed to tap into other ideas as well (Cheney, 1982).  The scale 

contains items from other constructs. Item 11, for example, “I am willing to put in a great deal of 

effort beyond that normally expected to help [the organization] be successful,” could serve to 

measure organizational commitment. Scales are supposed to be mutually exclusive, so including 

items from other constructs that are not operationalized to be key components of the scale in 

question tends to be confusing. Item 1, “I would probably continue working for [the organization] 

even if I did not need the money,” sounds suspiciously like an intent to remain item. Cheney did 

not conceptualize intent to remain as an inherent part of identification, which makes the inclusion 

of this item especially confusing. It was used because it came from a commitment scale. The use 

of such items represents a threat to construct validity (Cook, Campbell, & Peracchio, 1990).   
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Further, having commitment items presents another problem of high correlations with other 

instruments. Potvin (1991) reported high Pearson’s correlations between the total composite 

scores of the OIQ and the Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1979) measure of organizational 

commitment (r = .86) as well as the Cook and Wall (1980) measure of the same construct (.83).   

 Results of factor analyses of the OIQ have been mixed. Johnson et al. (1999) found a 

four-factor solution, but had to throw out two factors as they consisted of single items each, 

resulting in an ultimate two-factor solution of 19 usable items. Miller et al. (1990), on the other 

hand, found only 12 of the 25 OIQ items contributed in a meaningful way to the overall measure.  

They also contended that the scale assessed commitment, not identification. In later work, Miller 

et al.(2000) argued that few had bothered to consider the validity of the OIQ when reporting 

results.   

 Miller et al.’s criticism also includes the modifications that many authors have taken to 

the OIQ measure, arguing many have excluded items without providing adequate reasons for 

doing so. They question whether the high reliability scores of the OIQ on the modified item 

studies could be misrepresentations of the “internal properties” of the measure (p. 633). Last, they 

posit that it is possible for an instrument to possess high reliability scores, but not to be valid or 

unidimensional at the same time (Miller et al., 2000). These authors concluded that the scale, 

because of the way it was operationalized, “provided a broad measure of commitment” (p. 648). 

This occurs, they argue, because too few of the items that were conceptualized along Burke’s 

(1950) line of thinking remained, and those that did tapped into the affective nature of OC. The 

results left the authors with the conclusion that a moratorium should be called on the use of the 

OIQ as a measure (p. 648).   

 Of the 25 items in the OIQ only five directly concern communication. Four of these items 

represent sending behaviors and the last a receiving behavior. Item 5 asks the respondent to 

indicate whether or not he or she agree with the statement that he or she often describes 
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him/herself to others as an employee of the organization. Item 9 asks the subject to report his/her 

agreement with how often s/he “talks up” the organization to friends as a “great” company. 

Similar to Patchen’s item, number 20 asks the respondents to report their agreement with whether 

they tell others about projects their organization currently undertakes. In item 23, respondents are 

asked if they would describe their organization as a family to which they belong. Lastly, item 12, 

the receiving behavior, asks subjects whether they become irritated when they hear outsiders 

criticize their organization. This item is similar to one posed by Mael and Ashforth (1992), 

although their item did not stipulate that the critic was external to the organization. It is 

noteworthy that only a few items directly concern communication on a scale grounded in the 

communication discipline and built on the basis of Burke’s writing about identification and 

rhetoric.  

Operationalization of OI and Communication 

Most measures of identification do not contain specific communicative references (Hall, 

Schneider, & Nygren, 1970; Rosenstein & French, 1985). Those that do, usually have 

communication as only a small focus. Patchen’s measure, for example, shows room for 

communication with an emphasis on how often the individual discusses TVA projects with 

family members or acquaintances. The measure created by Mael and Ashforth (1992), has one 

item in which the individual indicates the frequency that they say “we” rather than “they” when 

talking about his/her organization. Other items in that measure, however, involve having 

individuals receive information about their organization and ask them how hearing critical 

remarks makes them feel. So there are some scale items measuring the construct from a 

communication perspective, but most items across existing scales tap into identification in a 

distinctly different manner.   

Cheney (1982) has four items in the OIQ that directly relate to the individual’s efforts to 

talk to others along with one items about passive receptance of information and the feelings that 

invokes. If OI is fundamentally communicative, it does not follow why the OIQ has only four or 
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possibly five items that concern communication directly. At first glance, one might think the Mael 

and Ashforth (1992) tool represents a convenient answer to the OIQ’s problems. Only one item, 

however, actually points to initiated conversation on the part of the respondent. Items from this 

measure could be used in building a new scale, as they represent a step in the right direction.  

However, this scale was developed without communication in mind, which is consistent with 

some extreme views about social identity theory, in which identification is possible without 

communication. By not addressing communication in a systematic manner, this leaves 

organizational communication theorists and other scholars with an interest in communication 

with a scale that measures identification, but not in a way that taps into the communicative 

aspects of it.   

The C-OI Measure 
 
 At the end of chapter 2, I presented a conceptualization of an alternate way of measuring 

OI called communicative organizational identification (C-OI). C-OI is a type of behavioral 

identification that is defined as the manifestation of solidarity with the values of a collective 

through verbal and nonverbal behaviors. These various forms of communication occur with two 

audiences: internal member of the organization and others external to it. Communication internal 

to the organization could include conversations with co-workers, supervisors, or subordinates that 

act to facilitate the formation of C-OI. Communication external to the organization embodies 

interactions with friends, family members, or individuals who do not work for the organization.  

Such encounters would all possess potential to impact upon C-OI. Additionally, just as important 

as verbal communication, is the nonverbal element with individuals both internal and external to 

the organizational boundaries. Now that we have an understanding of the major OI scales, and a 

justification for a communication-centered framework, the manner in which C-OI should be 

measured can now be discussed. Tables 3.2 and 3.3 offer examples of tentative questionnaire 

items developed from both existing measures as well as the conceptual framework for C-OI.  

Each table represents a 2 x 2 communicative framework:  verbal and nonverbal, 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 3.2   
 
Potential Scale Items for Verbal C-OI Measure 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Internal Verbal Items 
I let others who work here know how important this organization is to me  
I often describe myself to newcomers by saying, “I am from (organization’s name).”  
I like saying to others who work here that we belong to one of the best organizations in the field  
I like to describe what we’ve accomplished in this organization to newcomers  
I am very interested in what my co-workers say about our organization  
I am very interested in what people in other departments say about where I work  
When I hear other employees praise my organization it reminds me why I joined this company 
When I hear myself introduced as a part of this organization, I cringe inside (Reverse) 
I enjoy hearing my supervisor say what an important part of this company I am  
When another employee says something unflattering about our company, I defend the  
    organization 
I rarely talk about the organization in conversations with co-workers away from the office 
(Reverse) 
My workplace is where I feel I can converse with people who are like me  

 
External Verbal Items 
If I met someone on a plane, the organization I work for is one of the first things I’d mention  
I rarely tell people where I work (Reverse)  
I like mentioning to other people where I work  
I let others outside the organization know how important this organization is to me  
I dislike describing where I work to others outside of the organization (Reverse)  
I often monitor the news for information about my organization  
I enjoy hearing my friends say what an important part of this company I am  
I like it when friends introduce me as someone who works for my organization  
I like hearing others who don’t work here say my organization is one of the best in the field  
I often talk about my connection to this organization in conversation with strangers  
I enjoy sharing stories with others outside the organization about my experiences at work  
I regularly discuss where I fit in with this company with others outside the organization  

 
Note. Others outside the organization can include friends, family or colleagues in other 
organizations. 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 
Table 3.3 
 
Potential Scale Items for Nonverbal C-OI Measure 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Internal Nonverbal  
I tend to mumble when others at work ask me how I feel about the organization (Reverse) 
I wear t-shirts with company logos at work 
At work, I use a coffee mug or other similar items with the company logo on it 
I think it is important that my work attire be similar to that of other employees 
I decorate my office area with items valued by the organization (e.g., mission statements,  
    company photos) 
When I talk to other employees about our company, I sit a little taller in my chair 
When I talk about my organization to other employees, I talk with more animation 
It is easy to make eye contact with people at work when I am talking about my organization 
I have a hard time looking in the eye of others I work with when saying how important this 
     organization is to me (Reverse) 
I smile when I tell other employees what a great company this is 
 
External Nonverbal  

I tend to mumble the name of my organization when strangers ask me where I work (Reverse) 
I wear t-shirts with company logos at home or around town 
I have a company logo/bumper sticker on my car 
When representing my company to others, I think it is important that my clothing presents the 
     right image 
When I talk to people outside work about my company, I sit a little taller in my chair 
When I talk about my organization to others outside of the organization, I talk with more 
     animation 
It is easy to make eye contact with people who don’t work here when I am talking about my 
     organization 
I have a hard time looking at someone in the eye when I tell them where I work (Reverse) 
I smile when I tell people who don’t work here about where I work 
When I talk about my organization to others who don’t work here, I talk with more animation 
 

 

Note. Internal refers to members within the organizational boundaries such as co-workers, superiors, 
subordinates. External refers to others outside the organization, and can include friends, family or 
professional colleagues in other organizations. 
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subdivided by Internal and External dimensions within each of these.  Within each portion of the 

proposed items, an effort has been made to do the following: (a) provide multiple possible items 

for each cell so as to aid refinement of items during the scale development process, (b) emphasize 

actions the respondent may have made, rather than phrasing questions to talk about what some 

generalized other might do, (c) highlight the organization as the target of identification, and (d) 

generally focus on either “positively” valenced talk about one’s solidarity as indicating 

identification or on more frequent interaction about such topics as indicating identification (with 

“negative” forms of communication or infrequent/rare interaction considered a reverse coded 

item). I have consciously chosen not to focus on specific channel options (e.g., email, face-to-

face, reports), but assume that the items discussed here could be relevant to any channel the 

communicators might use. Ultimately, each of these items could be assessed on a five- or seven-

point Likert-type scale with anchors of very strongly disagree and very strongly agree. In this 

case low values represent low levels of C-OI. 

Table 3.2 contains a combination of three elements of Verbal Communication:  sending, 

receiving, and interacting. The aspect of sending messages could be operationalized in several 

ways. Primarily, it would consist of the employee telling others of his or her attachment to the 

overall organization in some way. For example, “I talk up the organization to people I encounter 

in other companies,” represents a communication to an external audience. “I regularly describe 

the organization to new employees as a large ‘family’ to which I feel a sense of belonging,” 

would embody an item directed at an internal constituency. 

Another aspect of C-OI involves the reception of or seeking out of messages from other 

sources. This would be exemplified by actively listening to a remark given by a supervisor about 

the nature of the organization.  Hearing friends praise the organization, and feeling like it is a 

personal compliment would represent an example of this operationalization. “I like it when 

friends introduce me as someone who works for this organization,” represents as example of this 

operationalization. The idea of enjoyment tied to hearing someone make a connection between 
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the employee and the organization is meant to tap into the notion of solidarity. With internal 

others, “When I hear newcomers talk up my organization, it reminds me why I joined this 

company,” represents an example of how to capture this idea. In interacting with others external 

to the organization the idea can be measured with an item such as, “I enjoy hearing my family say 

what an important part of this company I am.” 

A third aspect of C-OI concerns the interaction that occurs during conversations, or other 

communicative exchanges. This taps into the idea of identification as both a process and a 

product. The way that this would be operationalized would be a conversation between two or 

more people. Discussing where an employee fits within an organization with his/her friends, for 

example, embodies an example of this operationalization. With internal others a representative 

item is “I enjoy talking with my co-workers about where I fit in with this organization.” With an 

external audience an example of an item would be, “When a stranger says something unflattering 

about my company, I defend my organization.”   

In addition to verbal channels of identification, there is also nonverbal communication 

that indicates identification (see Table 3.3). The frequency or degree to which individuals utilize 

nonverbal behaviors may be an indicator of the extent of their C-OI level.  Wearing attire of a 

certain style that follows socially acceptable company norms (Rafaeli & Pratt, 1993), or using 

company coffee mugs at the desk could indicate attachment.  But this would also include 

nonverbals related to speech behavior as well, “I tend to mumble the name of my organization 

when strangers ask me where I work,” represents an example of how this would be measured 

(reverse coded) with external audiences. With internal audiences this could be measured with an 

item such as, “When talking about the organization with my supervisor, I talk with more 

animation.” 

The preceding has been a description of what the operationalization of C-OI might 

involve.  The items presented in Tables 3.2 through 3.3 represent examples from a tentative 
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measure.  It should be noted that such items are exploratory and subject to change during the test 

of these items to follow. 

Comparing C-OI to Other Current Measures of OI 

 In the following section, five research questions will be proposed that are aimed at 

validating a measure of C-OI. In order to justify using any new measure, it is helpful to show that 

this measure has predictive power above and beyond that of alternate measures of the same 

construct. Copies of each of the compared measures described here appear in Appendix A. 

External Nonverbal and Organization-Based Self-Esteem 

 The first research question examines the relationship between the external nonverbal 

(ENV) subscale and organization-based self-esteem (OBSE). The construct is defined by Pierce, 

Gardner, Cummings, and Dunham (1989) as:  

The degree to which organizational members believe that they can satisfy their needs by 

participating in roles within the context of an organization. People with high OBSE have 

a sense of personal adequacy as organizational members and a sense of having satisfied 

needs from their organizational roles in the past.  Thus, organization-based self-esteem 

reflects the self-perceived value that individuals have of themselves as organization 

members acting within an organizational context. (p. 625) 

Self-esteem as a construct is shaped by our communicative interactions with others.  

Research has demonstrated qualitative differences between the ways that individuals with high 

and low self-esteems communicate. According to Hamachek (1982) those with positive self-

esteems do not shrink when confronted with criticism, generally think well of others, anticipate 

acceptance from those they encounter, rate their own performances higher than others, exert more 

effort for supervisors who are exacting, and do not feel threatened around people with higher 

status. Individuals with negative self-esteem on the other hand, have the tendency to not like 

those they encounter, and to anticipate being rejected by them. They do not take criticism well, 

having trouble defending themselves from it, and perform poorly while being watched by others.  
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They will expend more effort for supervisors who do not criticize them, and feel threatened by 

those they perceive to be of superior status (Adler, 2001).  

Pierce et al (1989) argue that an individual’s interactions shape OBSE, which in turn acts 

to shape both attitudes and actions in relation to the organization. The term they use is “structural 

features” (p. 645) to describe those aspects of organizations that work to foster perceptions in 

employees concerning their value. Lee (2003) found a correlation between OBSE and 

organizational tenure, r = .23, n = 910, p = .0001, and a significant correlation between positive 

affectivity, r = .43, n = 910, p = .0001. He makes the argument that OBSE has been connected in 

the literature to several positive organizational outcomes: 

. . . OBSE has been shown to be positively related to job-related affect and job 

performance (Gardner & Pierce, 1998), job satisfaction (Wei & Albright, 1998), 

organizational commitment (Tang and Gilbert, 1994). It is also reported that OBSE has a 

negative relation with intention to leave (Wei & Albright, 1998). Moreover, Hui and Lee 

(2000) study shows that OBSE acts as a buffer against organizational uncertainty (job 

insecurity and anticipation of organizational change). (Lee, 2003, p. 1047) 

Using Giddens’ (1984) structuration perspective, Carson, Carson, Lanford, and Roe (1997) found 

a significant difference between the levels of organizational commitment by levels of OBSE,  

F(1,44) = 11.59, p < .01. As OI has been correlated (Fontenot & Scott, 2001) with several of the 

above constructs (i.e. job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intent to quit) it would not be 

out of bounds to suggest that a connection could be made between OBSE and OI. Now that the 

case has been made for a potential link between these two constructs, the role of communication 

becomes necessary to flesh out how this happens. 

A structurational (Giddens, 1984) view of identification (Scott et al. 1998) would suggest 

that the communication one experiences on a day-to-day basis in organizational life impacts one’s 

identification. One area that has received little attention in research is the connection between 

nonverbal communication in organizations and OI. It has been acknowledged that a connection 

 65 
 



exists (Mael & Ashforth, 1984), there exists a lack of information on the “how and why” 

nonverbal communication relates to OI. Many scholars make a direct link between the self 

concept and OI in individuals (Albert & Whetton, 1985; Dutton et al., 1994). In particular we see 

the impact of interacting with external others in a negative context as having deleterious effects 

on levels of OI (Dutton et al., 1994; Ellemers et al., 1999; Elsbach & Bhattacharya, 2001). 

Although theory points to a connection between OI and nonverbal communication, as well as OI 

and OBSE, we do not have a complete understanding of how these ideas interrelate.  

RQ1:  Does either the C-OI external nonverbal subscale or its composite measure 

 better predict OBSE than do alternate measures of OI? 

External Verbal and Intent to Quit 

 Mael and Ashforth (1992) posit that an individual’s connection to a group is founded on 

the attractiveness of that group to the person’s existing social identity (Tajfel and Turner, 1979). 

Dutton, Dukerich, and Harquail (1994) argue employees’ organizational identification, to a great 

extent is impacted by their perception of how others outside of their workplace view its image. 

They cite the example of one man who worked for the Port Authority, an organization which was 

undergoing a public relations crisis at the time due to the large number of homeless persons in 

one of the facilities. One employee, when asked what he did for a living, reported receiving the 

following response, “How can you stand that Bus Terminal, what can you do?” (p. 241) What 

made this individual so angry was that although he was employed by the Port Authority, he did 

not personally work at the area discussed so much by the public, yet encountered hostility from 

others. Dutton et al. argue that outsiders judge organizations based upon their reputations and the 

employees interacting with others gain an understanding of how others perceive their employing 

organization. If the interactions with others are extremely negative to the point where employees 

believe the organization’s image to be unfavorable, then ultimately, the employee will leave 

(Dutton et al.).   
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Mael and Ashforth (1992) argue identified individuals link their well-being to that of the 

organization, and both they, and scholars like Dutton and Dukerich (1991) and Dutton, et al. 

(1994) contend identified individuals construe attacks on the organization as having a negative 

impact on their OI levels. Employees who, for whatever reason, experience lessened levels of OI 

are more likely to quit. Just as Patchen (1970) depicted a link between one’s OI and talking about 

one’s work at an organization, we also see that a link exists in how one communicates with others 

about the organization in regards to their intent to quit. Scott et al. (1999) also demonstrate a 

connection between OI, communication and an employee’s intent to quit,  

 “Oh, I guess very loyal. I would leave if I got a better job, like a big promotion or that 

kind of thing. I wouldn’t stay here just because—but if I heard something bad about the 

agency, I’d probably say, you know, try to defend it, that kind of thing” (p. 421).   

In this situation, an employee is describing to an organizational outsider (the interviewer) his/her 

concept of his/her identification with the organization, which does not seem to be a strongly 

rooted notion in this individual. We see the tension between an employee wanting to leave, yet at 

the same time willing to defend it if his workplace is criticized. Gossett (2002) depicts identified 

workers as possessing a level of “interpersonal importance to each other that might normally be 

reserved for close personal relationships” (p. 398). She argues this bond works to reduce turnover 

and increase morale, making it more difficult to get rid of highly identified employees should the 

need arise.   

The results of a meta-analysis (Fontenot & Scott, 2001) show an average negative 

correlation of -.47 between intent to quit and organizational identification (this is somewhat 

muddled by the fact that some of the scales, like the OIQ, in this analysis have an intent to quit 

item contained in the OI measure). Employees that are alienated from organizations often follow 

with their feet. It stands to reason that a measure that taps into C-OI would have a pulse on an 

employee’s intent to leave the workplace. .  
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RQ2:  Do either the C-OI external verbal subscale or the composite measure better 

 predict intent to quit than do alternate measures of OI? 

Internal Nonverbal and Communication Satisfaction 

 The INV aspect of C-OI concerns the ways that employees dress and the animation that 

characterizes someone’s speech when s/he discusses his/her membership in the organization with 

others members of that organization. The next research question explores the link between the 

INV subscale and the outcome of communication satisfaction. Both Myers and Kassing (1998) 

and Potvin (1991) explored the relationship between communication satisfaction and OI. Myers 

and Kassing in particular argued that supervisors who are perceived to be involved during 

interactions could positively impact employee levels of identification. Their results of a stepwise 

multiple regression supported this assertion, F(1,134) = 66.39, p < .001, explaining 58 percent of 

the variance in the equation. They argue that highly involved supervisors relate better with more 

considerate supervisors, increasing the opportunities for more informal communication between 

and among hierarchical levels of the organization. Some ways we perceive individuals to be open 

are through nonverbal communication. Gossett (2002) lists particular examples of how temporary 

employees felt alienated and ultimately dissatisfied through nonverbal expressions on the part of 

their employing companies that showed how they did not belong (lack of a nameplate, not having 

keys to the building, not being allowed to know the security key to get in a building, not having a 

desk). Additionally, the way that an office environment is shaped or designed can also contribute 

to effective communication (McElroy & Morrow, 1981). The INV subscale, because it measures 

nonverbal communication in relation to identification, may be a better predictor of 

communication satisfaction than other measures of OI. 

 RQ3:  Do either the C-OI internal nonverbal subscale or its composite measure 

 better predict communication satisfaction than do alternate measures? 

 68 
 



Internal Verbal and Information Seeking 

 The internal verbal element of C-OI involves the sending, receiving, or transaction of 

messages with individuals inside the boundaries of an organization. More specifically, such 

persons include co-workers, supervisors, subordinates, and other employees of the organization. 

We know from the organizational socialization literature that the way that one interacts with 

others during organizational entry impacts levels of OI (Chao, O'Leary-Kelly, Wolf, Klein, & 

Gardner, 1994). Ashforth and Saks (1996) correlated OI with seven different socialization tactics 

at four and ten months of employment in an organization. Depending on the socialization tactic 

employed, they reported small to moderate significant correlations with OI for six of the seven 

socialization tactics. Pearson product moment correlations ranged from a low of .20 (n = 222, p ≤ 

.05) for formal socialization tactics to a high of .32 (n = 222, p ≤ .05) for investiture. A key part 

of the socialization process was access to information about the organization.  

Miller and Jablin (1991) document a taxonomy of communicative behaviors that 

individuals use upon entry into organizations to gain information. These actions range from overt 

to covert in nature: from asking direct questions, testing limits, observation, to simply observing. 

Teboul’s (1994) operationalization of their taxonomy revealed new hires prefer the more overt 

strategies to the covert. What is interesting about the taxonomy depicted by Miller and Jablin is 

that each behavior involves a risk to the newcomer in revealing his or her ignorance.  Mignerey, 

Rubin, and Gorden (1995) found that newcomers that were more assertive in obtaining 

information, such as engaging in feedback seeking, had a small, but significant correlation with 

organizational commitment. r = .17, n = 306, p < .01. With a measure such as C-OI that actively 

and completely measures one’s communicative identification with internal parties, it would seem 

that it might be better be able to predict information seeking than would less complete measures. 

It seems reasonable that one high in communicative identification might also show an increased 

tendency to engage in information seeking tactics.  
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 RQ4:  Do either the C-OI internal verbal subscale or the composite measure better 

 predict information-seeking than do alternate OI measures? 

C-OI Composite and Tenure 

 Last but not least, the connection between tenure and OI is one that has been noted in 

several studies—though sometimes only in a correlation table or description of a sample (Barker 

& Tompkins, 1994; Bhattacharya, Rao, & Glynn, 1995; Chao, 1990; French & Rosenstein, 1984; 

Gent, 1978; Gould & Werbel, 1983; Hall & Schneider, 1972; Hall, Schneider, & Nygren, 1970; 

Iyer, Bamber, & Barefield, 1997; Johnson, Bernhagen, Miller, & Allen, 1996; Mael & Tetrick, 

1992; Salmon, 1975; Sass & Canary, 1991; Scott et al., 1999; Scott & Fontenot, 1999; Woodard, 

1992). Scott et al. (1998) argued that the length of organizational tenure aided in the formation of 

identities. Meta-analyses by Mathiew and Zajac’s (1990) and Cohen (1993) linked tenure and 

organizational commitment. In a meta-analysis of OI, Fontenot and Scott (2001) reported a mean 

weighted correlation of .12. Theory suggests that identified workers reify such notions through 

daily interaction (Scott et al., 1998). If as Scott et al. suggest, that a relationship does exist 

between organizational tenure and identity formation, it begs the question of the role that 

communication plays in this. One could assume from the literature that positive interactions aid in 

fostering affiliation with others, and ultimately OI, as there is a connection between variables 

such as employee attitudes and performance, motivation, OI (Cheney, 1983a, 1983b, Roach, 

1998). If this is true, then a measure that taps into OI from a communicative perspective might 

explain more about the relationship between OI and organizational tenure.  

 RQ5:  Does the C-OI composite measure better predict organizational tenure than 

 do alternate measures of OI? 

Summary 

This chapter has traced the manner in which organizational identification has been 

operationalized in the literature of organizational communication, psychology, and organizational 

behavior. The most popular scales have been described in detail, and then critiqued in light of 
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their strengths and weaknesses. More importantly, the role of communication or lack thereof in 

contemporary measures of organizational identification has been outlined. Additionally, the 

groundwork has been laid for what a measure of communicative organizational identification may 

look like, as well as the dimensions that this measure would attempt to illustrate. Specifically, 

drawing on previous measures and conceptualization for a measure of C-OI, 80 potential scale 

items have been listed (see Tables 3.2 and 3.3) that reflect verbal (sending, receiving, interaction)  

and nonverbal channels as well as both internal and external audiences. Lastly, research questions 

were proposed to aid in the validation of the measure.  Before we can answer those questions, 

however, we first need to have an idea of how the measure performs, which will be the subject of 

the following chapter. 

 
1 For the purposes of this dissertation, the scope of this research does not permit the author to do an 
exhaustive review of each and every measure ever devised to measure organizational identification 
quantitatively.  Instead, I’ve elected to focus upon the most popular ones ascertained during research 
conducted for a meta-analysis of OI. It seemed the most logical decision to make, as these were the scales 
that had the most impact upon theorists of OI.    
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CHAPTER FOUR:  ROUND ONE METHOD AND RESULTS 
 

 In Chapters 2 and 3, I presented a review of literature on the conceptualization and 

operationalization of OI that suggested the creation of a new instrument capturing the construct 

from a more communicative perspective. At the end of Chapter 3, I presented a series of research 

questions concerning the C-OI measure. The following chapter will contain the methodology 

used to begin creating and validating an initial measure of communicative organizational 

identification (C-OI). It will describe the first of a three-round process to develop a measure of C-

OI focusing on questionnaire respondents, procedures, and analytic techniques. I will describe the 

procedures used to analyze the scale items and the subsequent results from this first round of 

scale development. Next, I will offer a discussion of the statistical tests run on the data. The first 

round of data collection and analysis aimed to narrow the initial set of C-OI items down to those 

that most reliably assess the measure along each of the four subscales and that are appropriately 

distinct from other existing scales used to evaluate general organizational identification. 

Method 
 

Participants 
 
 A total of 243 people responded to this survey. Two entries were unusable because the 

respondents failed to complete them, so they were eliminated, which dropped the number of 

participants to 241.This represents an estimated response rate of 59%. This appeared to surpass 

the minimum number needed for the scale development issues described later (based on the 46 

initial scale items, 230 respondents were needed to establish a 5:1 ratio of items to respondents, 

which is considered an appropriate level (Lemke & Wiersma, 1976; Nunnally, 1970; Stevens, 

1996).1 

In terms of those responding, there existed a relatively even gender split with 53% 

women, 47% men, and one person not responding. The average age was 39.26 (SD = 12.6). 

Organizational tenure ranged from 3 months to 33 years, with a reported average of 7.94 (SD = 

8.11) years. Organizational size ranged from 2-200,000, with a mean of 7,940 (SD = 26,330.99). 
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Due to the range in organizational size, the mode (1,000) represents perhaps a more useful way to 

illustrate this information. When asked whether they worked in a supervisory position, 51% 

indicated they did, 48% did not, and 2 people left that item blank.  

One item in the questionnaire asked each person to write in a blank space his/her 

profession and offered the individual several categories as examples:  manufacturing, media, 

healthcare, human services, military, and technology. Most chose to use the terms used by the 

survey, but a few wrote their own description of their profession. I then divided their responses 

into separate categories. Respondents represented a variety of vocations, but the majority worked 

in the following fields: advertising (n = 3), automobile dealership  (n = 5), construction (n = 3), 

consulting (n = 5), education (n = 31), energy (n = 4), financial services (n = 14), government (n 

= 20), health care (n = 17), hotel industry (n = 3), human resources (n = 3), human services (n = 

13), insurance (n = 5), law (n = 8), manufacturing (n = 12), military (n = 2), nonprofit (n = 4), oil 

and gas company (n = 4), other (n = 23), publishing (n = 3), real estate (n = 12), religious (n = 3), 

restaurant (n = 5), retail (n = 10), technology (n = 21), and utilities (n = 3). 

Procedure 
 
 The respondents in the initial round of this study were solicited by undergraduate 

students at a large university in the southwestern United States. Students enrolled in two upper 

division communication classes (enrollment of 205 across three sections) were approached for 

participation. With the incentive of extra credit points, each student was asked to recruit two 

volunteers to participate in the study. Scott and Timmerman (1999) and Scott and Rains (2005) 

have had successful response rates of over 80% using student recruiting such as this to gather 

respondents from a range of organizations. In order to qualify for participation, a respondent had 

to be working full time in an organization for at least the past six months, and could not be an 

employee of the educational institution. The researcher explained the parameters of the study 

through a brief appearance in each class as well as posting a detailed note on each course website. 

Using such a procedure to gather participants allows for the recruitment of a more diverse sample, 
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as the students must rely on contacts outside of their academic community. Further, it is doubtful 

that acquaintances of these students all work for the same organization. These factors together 

make this a desirable recruitment approach.   

 The students asked friends, family members, or acquaintances to complete the survey by 

going to a web site provided to them by the researcher. Once they entered a password provided to 

them from the researcher, the participants were directed to a page that contained a standard 

consent letter (See Appendix A) and explained the requirements for inclusion in the study. It also 

offered those who elected to complete the questionnaire a means of contacting the researcher 

should they have any questions. The last line of the letter asked them to click on a button if they 

agreed to participate and understood the requirements of the study. The online version of the 

questionnaire allowed each respondent to read the items, and indicate his/her response by clicking 

on a radio button at the right. Each Likert-type scale was carefully labeled and boldfaced at the 

top of every page, and directions were given at the beginning of each section, just as in a paper 

and pen version. When they were finished, the respondents electronically sent their answers. 

These responses were collected in a database to be downloaded at a later date. 

Making the questionnaire available online seemed acceptable considering the working 

organizational population being assessed, though this does mean that organizational members 

who did not have web access at home or work would not have been able to complete the 

questionnaire. The survey offered an option that allowed the student to print the entire 

questionnaire, give it to the respondent, and return this to the researcher. Only two completed 

surveys, however, were returned in this manner.  

The validity of online distributing of questionnaires, although a relatively recent 

technique, has also been established. Dillman (2000) claimed that increases in technology have 

made moving to electronic means of administering surveys increasingly popular. He argued that 

research using e-mail (with a pre-notice and three follow-up letters including questionnaires) had 

the same response rate of 58% as one using an identical design with paper as a medium. 
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Donovan, Drasgow, and Probst (2000) found support for the equivalency of computer 

administered surveys with traditional pen and paper measures for two subscales of the JDI. 

Knapp and Kirk (2003) surveyed 352 undergraduates who were randomly assigned to one of 

three survey types:  traditional paper that they had to mail in their completed questionnaire, a 

telephone administered automated survey, and a survey taken on the Internet. Each version of the 

survey asked 68 closed questions requiring a yes/no response on subjects that varied in sensitivity 

from cheating in school, to alcohol consumption, and sexual activity. Their results indicated no 

significant difference in their respondents’ answers by any of the three methods. 

Another relevant issue for online research is the accuracy of the responses. Fricker, 

Galesic, Tourangeau, and Yan (2005) compared telephone and web versions of a questionnaire. 

They found those taking the online surveys answered more items than did the telephone 

administered group. Further, those taking the web-based survey had a higher degree of accuracy 

than did those who utilized the telephone. A survey of pediatricians using fax, mail, and e-mail 

reported a higher rate of accuracy of responses for those who used the Internet to take the survey 

(McMahon et al., 2003, p. e302). Best, Krueger, Hubbard, and Smith (2001) surveyed 

respondents on their political decisions using both the Internet and a telephone sample. They 

concluded that their answers did not differ based upon the technique used to gather the data.  

An additional concern for researchers who utilize the Internet is the availability access by 

their population of interest. The Pew Internet & American Life Project offers support for the 

growth of the use of this medium in the United States. In a longitudinal survey of 1,501 people, 

Horrigan and Rainie (2002, March 3) reported 44% of their sample indicated they had Internet 

access from their jobs and that the use of this technology improved their ability to perform their 

job duties. Horrigan and Rainie also claimed in data gathered in January of 2002, 55 million 

people reported using the Internet at work (p. 6). This number has increased exponentially every 

year. “As of May-June 2005, 68% of American adults, or about 137 million people, use the 

Internet, up from 63% one year ago” (Fox, 2005, October 5, p. 1). Now the Internet is described 
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as the “new normal” (Rainie & Horrigan, 2005, January 25, p. 59) for the average American, as 

the number of regular users grows.2  In a report released in March of 2006, the Pew Internet & 

American Life Project offered new figures. They now have evidence that 70% of all adult 

Americans use the Internet.  Seventy-four million Americans now have home broadband 

(Horrigan, 2006).  

To guard against any problems, steps were taken to verify subject participation. Each 

respondent was asked to give the full name of the student who had recruited him or her. The final 

page of the survey had an item that requested an e-mail address and a phone number where the 

respondent could be contacted, and explained that the information was required in order to ensure 

the student received his/her extra credit. To validate participation in the first round, an e-mail was 

sent out to all the respondents who had participated restating the qualifications needed for 

participation, and asking them to contact the researcher if they did not participate in this study, 

did participate in the study and failed to meet the criteria, or had further questions. There were no 

problems reported. 

Instruments 
 
 For a copy of the measures used in this dissertation, please see Appendix A.  

Measures of OI. For this study, I measured OI in three different ways. First, I used the 

measure of C-OI. The initial 46-item version had four subscales, formed via the combinations of 

the internal-external and verbal-nonverbal dimensions. In order to distinguish between the entire 

measure and the four subscales, from henceforth when referring to the entire measure, the term C-

OI composite will be used. In the first round initial C-OI composite, 12 items assessed the 

internal-verbal subscale, 10 items comprised the internal-nonverbal subscale, 13 initial items 

were found on the external-verbal subscale, and the external-nonverbal subscale contained 11 

items. All items in this measure were on a 7-point Likert-type scale that ranged from 1 (very 

strongly disagree) to 7 (very strongly agree). Following the initial C-OI items, the questionnaire 

included the 25-item OIQ (Cheney, 1982), which, like the previous measure, was administered on 
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a 7-point Likert-type scale. The OIQ has demonstrated an acceptable level of reliability in past 

research with Chronbach alphas ranging from .80 (Corman, 1990) to .95 (Bullis & Tompkins, 

1989). The Mael and Ashforth (1992) 6–item scale was the third measure of OI used in this study. 

This measure used a 5-point Likert-type scale. As with the OIQ, the anchors were arranged so 

that low numbers represented low levels of OI, and ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 

(strongly agree). It has reported coefficient alphas that are acceptable from .81 (Mael, 1988) to 

.87 (1992).  

Demographic variables. Finally, respondents were asked to report demographic items 

such as their age, gender, tenure with the organization, organization size and organizational type. 

Analysis 
 
 Descriptives. Using SPSS 12.0 means and standard deviations were calculated for the 

main variables. Reliabilities were calculated for the C-OI composite measure and its four 

subscales as well as for the other OI measures. Frequencies were tabulated for the variables of 

gender and whether the employee held a supervisory position.  

 Correlations. Bivariate correlations were run internally on the C-OI items against one 

another in order to check for uniqueness. The C-OI composite, its individual items, and subscales, 

were systematically correlated with the OIQ as well as Mael and Ashforth’s measure.  

 Exploratory Factor Analysis. Several factor analyses were performed on this measure as 

well as its subscales. First, a factor analysis was carried out on the 46-item C-OI composite using 

the principle axis factoring extraction method and a varimax rotation. It was followed by another 

factor analysis which used the same extraction technique but a direct oblimin rotation. This test 

was also performed for each of the four subscales with the principal axis factoring extraction 

method using a varimax rotation, followed by another identical one using direct oblimin rotation. 

Principal axis factoring was selected as the best choice because it employs only that variance that 

each item shares with the others, excluding error and unique variance (Tabachnick & Fidell, 
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2007). Both forms of rotation were recommended due to the intercorrelation of the subscales in 

the construct (Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991). In order to determine that the factors can indeed be 

differentiated from one another, an eigenvalue minimum of 1 was implemented in the factor 

analysis (Kaiser, 1960). Additionally, the scree plots were examined for each factor analysis since 

it was recommended for sample sizes of 200 or more (Stevens, 1996, p. 367) provided the 

communalities were not low. An item is said to load cleanly on a factor if it loads .60 or above on 

a single factor and not above .40 on any other factor. Those items that meet the preceding criteria 

were then considered as items for each potential subscale. Once items have been pared from the 

measure as indicated by the results, the internal reliability of each subscale was calculated using 

Chronbach’s alpha (Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991). According to Nunnally (1978), alphas that 

exceed .70 are deemed appropriate.  If necessary, Pearson’s correlation were also calculated to 

ensure that an item not correlate too highly with another subscale when making the decision of 

which items to retain. 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Because the initial C-OI composite model has four 

hypothesized subscales, a confirmatory factor analysis was run using AMOS 4.0 (Arbuckle, 

1999) software. This model had 46 items, and four hypothesized factors. Each factor was 

correlated with the others.  

Due to the intercorrelation of the subscales, two additional CFA’s were run that tested 

competing two factor models.  One sought to discover if loading all the internal and external 

items on separate factors (and correlating those factors) represented a better fit. The other 

theorized that loading the verbal and nonverbal items (also correlated with one another) on 

different factors would be a good fit.  
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Results 

Descriptives 

The means, standard deviations, and Chronbach’s alphas for each variable appear in 

Table 4.1. All measures used in this round had reliabilities that were acceptable, ranging from .79 

to .96. The initial means reflect differences between the ways the subjects are answering the 

Cheney (1982) OIQ (M = 5.00, SD = 1.06), the Mael and Ashforth (1992) (M = 3.83, SD = .84), 

and the C-OI composite measure (M = 4.70, SD = .94). Both the OIQ and the C-OI are measured 

on a 7-point Likert-type scale, so that should be taken into account when comparing the means 

between those two instruments and the Mael and Ashforth, which is measured on a 5-point Likert 

type scale.  

Round One Initial Intercorrelations. When the composite C-OI measure, its four 

subscales, the OIQ (Cheney, 1982) and the Mael and Ashforth (1992) measures were correlated, 

every r-value was significant at the p < .001 level. The initial composite version of the C-OI scale 

was highly correlated with the Cheney OIQ (r = .85) and the Mael and Ashforth (1992) measure 

(r = .74). Additionally, the C-OI subscales were also highly correlated with the OIQ measure, 

with values ranging from .77 to .81 respectively. If you were to divide the C-OI subscales along 

the verbal and nonverbal dimension, the C-OI verbal (external and internal) subscales had 

identical correlations of .81 with the OIQ. The C-OI nonverbal (external r = .78, and internal r = 

.77) with the OIQ were only slightly smaller. Although they were strongly correlated with the 

Mael and Ashforth measure, the r values for the C-OI subscales were lower than they were when 

correlated with the Cheney OIQ, with values ranging from .61 to .68. The OIQ was strongly 

correlated with the Mael and Ashforth measure, r = .74. The initial correlations between the OI 

variables in this round appear in Table 4.1. 
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7. Cheney OIQ Measure   5.00  1.06        (.95) 

5. Rd 1 IComposite C-OI Measure  4.70   .94      (.96) .70 .85 

6. Mael and Ashforth Measure   3.82   .84       (.87) .74 

3. Rd 1 IC-OI External Verbal Subscale 4.96   .99    (.89) .88 .95 .68 .81 

Subscale     Mean  SD  1 2 3 4 5  6 7 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Rd 1 IC-OI Internal Nonverbal Subscale 4.76   .93   (.79) .77 .78 .90 .62 .77 

1. Rd 1 IC-OI Internal Verbal Subscale  5.09   .91  (.86) .83 .85 .77 .93 .67 .81 

4. Rd 1 IC-OI External Nonverbal Subscale 4.85   .94     (.84) .93 .61 .78 

Note:  All correlations are significant at p < .001. Chronbach’s alphas appear on the diagonal in parenthesis. Rd 1IC-OI = Round One Initial C-OI. N = 198-232. 

Round One Initial Intercorrelations, Means, Standard Deviations, and Chronbach’s Alphas for Various Measures of OI  

Table 4.1  

 



Exploratory Factor Analysis 
 
 A series of factor analyses were performed in order to ascertain underlying dimensions of 

the C-OI measure. In all ten EFA’s were done, two on the entire C-OI measure, and eight on the 4  

C-OI subscales, using the principal axis factoring extraction method, and a varimax followed by a 

direct oblimin rotation. Because Pearson’s r results for the subscales reflected a correlation 

among them, the direct oblimin rotation was appropriate. However, for purposes of parsimony, 

the results of the varimax rotation yielded a smaller number of items, and these proved more  

useful in selecting which items to retain. The following section will contain the results of the 

factor analysis of the four subscales using the varimax rotation. In Appendix B, I have included 

the write up of the results of the direct oblimin factor analyses of the subscales. 

C-OI Composite Measure with Varimax Rotation. The KMO measure of sampling 

adequacy tests whether the data would be appropriate for factor analysis, with scores near 1.0 

considered best. The KMO measure of sampling adequacy here was .92. Bartlett’s test of 

sphericity, which tests the extent to which the variables are related to one another, was 

significant, χ2(1035, N = 198) = 6099, p = .001. An EFA using principal axis formation and the 

varimax rotation was performed on the composite version of the C-OI. The scree plot was 

examined to aid in determining the number of factors to be extracted. Using the Kaiser (1960) 

criteria, nine factors had eigenvalues over 1. The scree plot, on the other hand, indicated that four 

factors should be extracted. Following Steven’s (1996) recommendation I chose to follow the 

scree plot. The four eigenvalues prior to rotation explained 53% of the cumulative variance. On 

the direct oblimin rotation, however, the solution failed to converge in 25 iterations. Because of 

the high intercorrelation between the subscales, I elected to perform EFA’s on each individual 

subscale to ascertain their underlying dimensions. 

C-OI Internal Verbal Factor Analysis with Varimax Rotation. The KMO measure of 

sampling adequacy for the internal verbal subscale’s score was .89. Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

was significant, χ2 (66, N = 198) = 1017, p = .001. The results of the EFA using principle axis 
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factoring with a varimax rotation (See Table 4.2) revealed a solution that initially explained 61%  

of the variance. Three factors emerged that held eigenvalues greater than 1. An examination of 

the scree plot concurred with this number of factors. Only those six items from the first factor 

were retained for the second round. Those that loaded on the first factor appear in boldface type. 

A Chronbach’s alpha was calculated for those six items, and the result was .85. The items that 

loaded on the first factor addressed the strength of one’s identification in terms of the frequency 

of expression, or the tendency of the individual to verbalize a connection to the overall values of 

the organization. 

C-OI External Verbal Subscale with Varimax Rotation. The external verbal (EV) 

subscale contained thirteen items initially with an overall Chronbach’s alpha of .89. The KMO  

measure of sampling adequacy was .90. Bartlett’s test of sphericity was χ2(78,  N = 198) =  

1264, p = .001. The results suggested a two factor solution that initially explained a cumulative 

variance of 55%. There was a large disparity between the two eigenvalues, with an initial 

eigenvalue of 5.5 (representing 45.6% of the variance), and the other of 1.08, representing 9.0% 

of the variance. The cumulative variance explained by both factors was 55%. Table 4.3 shows the 

items and factor loadings. All items that loaded on the first factor (EV1, EV4, EV6, EV7, EV9, 

EV10, EV11, and EV12) were considered as candidates for the second round. Due to the lack of 

reverse-coded items, I elected to retain EV3 despite its loading on the second factor. The item 

tried to capture the way one felt when telling external others where he/she worked, and as this is 

an important way that we express our identification, and in turn have it shaped by the reaction of 

others (Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994), I considered it one worth keeping. 

C-OI Internal Nonverbal Subscale with Varimax Rotation. The KMO measure of 

sampling adequacy was .85. Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2(45, N = 198) = 660.16, 

p = .001. The results of the factor analysis indicated a two factor solution that prior to rotation,  
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Table 4.2 

Summary of Items and Factor Loadings for Varimax Three-Factor Solution for the Round One C-

OI Internal Verbal Subscale and Communalities After Rotation  

Factor Loading 

Item 1 2 3 

 

Communality 

IV1: I let others who work here know how important this 
organization is to me 

.74 .24 .10 .61 

IV2:  I like saying to others who work here that we 
belong to one of the best organizations in the field 

.85 .17 .14 .76 

IV3:  I like to describe who we are as an organization to 
newcomers 

.65 .26 .16 .52 

IV4: I make a point to say "we", when referring to my 
organization with people who work here 

.61 .39 .10 .53 

IV5: I am very interested in what my coworkers say 
about our organization 

.47 .38 .06 .37 

IV6: When I hear other employees praise my 
organization, it reminds me of why I decided to join 
in the first place 

.42 .55 .12 .49 

IV7: I enjoy hearing others in this organization say what 
an important part of this organization I am 

.28 .71 .01 .59 

IV8: When another employee says something unflattering 
about our company, I defend the organization 

.56 .31 -.11 .41 

IV9: I rarely talk about the organization in conversations 
with coworkers away from the office (Reverse) 

.12 .04 .83 .71 

IV10: I enjoy discussing with others at work how well I 
fit in with this organization 

.32 .53 .11 .40 

IV11:  I do not enjoy sharing stories with other 
employees about my experiences at work (Reverse) 

 

.04 

 

.36 

 

.34 
.25 

IV12:  My workplace is where I feel I can converse with 
people who are like me 

.39 .39 .13 .32 

Initial Eigenvalue 5.1 1.2 1.0  
Percentage of Cumulative Variance 42 53 61  
Percentage of Cumulative Variance After 
Rotation 38 45 50  

Chronbach’s alpha of remaining items .85 .72   
Note. Boldface indicates highest factor loadings. 
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Table 4.3 

Summary of Items and Factor Loadings for Varimax Three-Factor Solution for the Round One C-OI 

External Verbal Subscale and Communalities After Rotation  

Factor Loading  

Item 1 2 

 

Communality

EV1:If I met someone on a plane, the organization I work for is one of 

the first things I’d mention  
.59 .30 .44 

EV2: I make a point to say “we” when referring to my organization 

with people in other organizations  
.45 .47 .42 

EV3: I dislike mentioning to other people where I work (Reverse) .18 .66 .47 

EV4: I let others outside the organization know how important this 

organization is to me  
.51 .45 .46 

EV5: I often monitor the news for information about my organization  .35 .19 .16 

EV6: I enjoy hearing my non-work friends say what an important part 

of this company I am  
.64 .30 .49 

EV7: I like it when my non-work friends or my family introduce me as 

someone who works for this organization  
.59 .49 .59 

EV8: I like hearing others who don’t work here say my organization is 

one of the best in the field 
.44 .60 .56 

EV9: I often talk about my connection to this organization in 

conversation with strangers  
.70 .22 .53 

EV10: I enjoy sharing stories with others outside the organization 

about my experiences at work  
.69 .26 .54 

EV11: I regularly discuss how well I fit in with this company with 

others outside the organization 
.69 .01 .48 

EV12:  When someone who doesn’t work here says something 

unflattering about my organization, I defend my workplace. 
.42 .39 .33 

EV13:  I don’t enjoy being introduced as a member of this 

organization to outsiders (Reverse) 
.08 .73 .54 

      Initial Eigenvalue 5.7 1.3  

      Percentage of Cumulative Variance 44 54  

      Percentage of Cumulative Variance After Rotation 40 46  

      Chronbach’s alpha of remaining items .87 .77  

Note. Boldface indicates highest factor loadings. 

 84



explained 53.22% of the cumulative variance. The first eigenvalue was 3.84, and explained 

38.40% of the variance prior to rotation. The second eigenvalue was 1.48 and explained 14.84% 

of the variance prior to rotation. The rotated solution explained 42.08% of the variance. Table 4.4 

lists the items retained for the second round, as they accounted for the most variance. Two of the 

items dropped from the scale entirely, as INV2 was split between factors and INV6 failed to load 

on either factor. Chronbach’s alpha of the remaining items was .76. The majority of the items that 

loaded on the first factor had to do with nonverbal artifacts, such as t-shirts, or mission 

statements, that people use to display connections to organizations. 

External Nonverbal C-OI Subscale with Varimax Rotation. The KMO measure of 

sampling adequacy value was .86. Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2(55,  N = 198) = 

1265, p = .001. Table 4.5 shows the results of the factor analysis using the varimax rotation. In 

this rotation, the items initially loaded on three factors, which accounted for 44%, 16%, and 9.7% 

of the variance respectively. Seven items (boldfaced in column one below) loaded on the first 

factor. The remaining four items were equally divided between the remaining two factors. A close 

analysis suggested that the two items that loaded on the third factor, ENV6 and ENV8 seemed to 

be the most representative of the way that the external nonverbal idea was ideally conceptualized 

in the literature (Fortenberry, MacLean, Morris, & O'Connell, 1978; Harquail, 2006; Pratt & 

Rafaeli, 1997; Rafaeli, Dutton, Harquail, & Mackie-Lewis, 1997; Rafaeli & Pratt, 1993, 2006; 

Rafaeli & Vilnai-Yavetz, 2004). A decision, therefore, was made to keep the items that loaded in 

the third factor and write new items to create a complete scale, as a minimum of three are 

required in order for the construction of a variable to be feasible.  

Confirmatory Factor Analysis. As part of the effort to validate the four theorized 

subscales, confirmatory factor analysis was utilized (see Kline, 1994) in this study using the  
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Table 4.4 

Summary of Items and Factor Loadings for Varimax Two-Factor Solution for the Round One C-OI Internal 

Nonverbal Subscale and Communalities After Rotation  

Factor Loading 

Item 1 2 Communality 

INV1: It is easy to make eye contact with people at work when I 

am talking about how important this organization is to me 
.33 .62 .50 

INV2: When I talk about being a member of this organization to 

other employees I talk with more animation 
.53 .53 .56 

INV3: When I talk to other employees about my connection to this 

organization, I sit a little taller in my chair 
.60 .38 .50 

INV4: I decorate my office area with items valued by the 

organization (e.g., mission statements, company photos, banners) 
.71 .17 .54 

INV5: I have a hard time looking in the eye of others I work with 

when saying how important the organization is to me (Reverse) 
-.00 .65 .42 

INV6: I try to make my work attire similar to that of other 

employees at my organization 
.23 -.05 .06 

INV7: At work, I use a coffee mug of other similar items with the 

company logo on it. 
.52 .05 .27 

INV8: I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at work .54 .14 .31 

INV9: I tend to mumble a bit when others at work ask me why I'm 

with the organization (Reverse) 
-.00 .67 .45 

INV10: I smile when I tell other employees what a great company 

we belong to 
.58 .51 .59 

      Initial Eigenvalue 3.8 1.5  

      Percentage of Cumulative Variance 38 52  

      Percentage of Cumulative Variance After Rotation 22 43  

      Chronbach’s alpha of remaining items .76 .70  

Note. Boldface indicates highest factor loadings. 
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Table 4.5 

Summary of Items and Factor Loadings for Varimax Three-Factor Solution for the Round One C-

OI External Nonverbal Subscale and Communalities After Rotation  

Factor Loading 

Item 1 2 3 

 

Communality 

ENV1: When I talk about my organization to others who don’t 

work here, I talk with more animation 
.78 .09 .15 .64 

ENV2:  I have a hard time looking at someone in the eye when I 

tell them where I work (Reverse) 
.12 .87 .01 .77 

ENV3: When I talk to people outside work about my connection 

to this organization, I sit a little taller in my chair 
.71 .11 .16 .55 

ENV4: When I talk about my membership in the organization to 

others outside of the organization, I talk with more animation 
.89 .08 .18 .83 

ENV5: When representing my company to others, I try to make 

my clothing present the right image 
.61 .24 .01 .43 

ENV6: I have a company logo bumper sticker on my car .07 -.14 .52 .30 

ENV7:  It is easy to make eye contact with people who don’t 

work here when I am talking about my connection to this 

organization 

.47 .36 -.02 .35 

ENV8:  I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at home or 

around town 
.22 .04 .70 .55 

ENV9:  I tend to mumble a bit the name of my organization when 

strangers ask me where I work (Reverse) 
.17 .70 -.16 .55 

ENV10:  I smile when I tell people who don't work here about 

where I work 
.80 .17 .19 .70 

ENV11:  When I talk about my organization to others who don't 

work here, I talk with more animation 
.89 .08 .14 .81 

Initial Eigenvalue 4.9 1.8 1.1  

Percentage of  Cumulative Variance 44 60 70  

Percentage of Cumulative Variance After Rotation 41 53 59  

Chronbach’s alpha .90    

Note. Boldface indicates highest factor loadings. 
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AMOS 4.0 program. In order to ascertain the goodness-of-fit of the hypothesized factors, the chi-

square goodness-of-fit index was incorporated. According to Stevens (1996), the chi-square 

statistic is implemented by researchers to evaluate the extent to which the “model fits, or is 

consistent with, the pattern of covariation among the observed variables”(p. 397). Due to this, the 

chi-square statistic should not be significant in CFA. Since the chi-square statistic is sensitive to 

sample size, AMOS evaluates the prospective model using several other goodness of fit statistics. 

In order to understand which statistic was used in this study, it is important to understand how 

AMOS reports data. This program’s output contains data on three models in every CFA 

performed:  the hypothesized model, the saturated model, and the independence model. Byrne 

(2001) explains each: 

. . . Think of these three models as representing points on a continuum, with the 

independence model at one extreme, the saturated model at the other extreme, and the 

hypothesized model somewhere in between. The independence model is one of complete 

independence of all variables in the model (i.e., in which all correlations among variables 

are zero) and is the most restricted.  The saturated model, on the other hand, is one in 

which the number of estimated parameters equals the number of data points (i.e., 

variances and covariances of the observed variables, as in the case of the just-identified 

model), and is the least restricted (p. 79).  

The normed fit index (NFI) compares the suitability of the hypothesized model comparable to the 

null model. Because it has been known to be inaccurate with small samples, Bentler (1990) 

revised this to create the comparative fit index (CFI). Both of these fit indices return numbers that 

range from 0 to 1.0. In the past values above .90 were considered good, but this has recently 

changed.  Hu and Bentler (1999) argue that the cutoff should now be .95. Although the NFI 

remains a popular one in CFA research, Bentler (1990) argues for the superiority of the CFI over 

the NFI. The incremental fit index (IFI), developed by Bollen (1989) is similar to the NFI, except 

it uses degrees of freedom in its equation. Like the other indices, it ranges from 0 to 1.0, with 
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values above .95 being preferred. The Tucker-Lewis index (Tucker & Lewis, 1973) is another fit 

index that ranges from 0 to 1, with values at or above .95 used as a cutoff in large samples 

(Byrne, 2001).  

Last, the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) is considered to be one of 

the most important fit indexes (Byrne, 2001). It is structured in such a way as to be sensitive to 

the complexity of the model. Ideally, any result below .05 means that the model is a good fit.  The 

concept of a “close fit” is one that Browne and Cudeck (1993) advocate. They argue that 

achieving a model with a root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) of 0 is improbable 

for most researchers:  

Practical experience has made us feel that a value of the RMSEA of about 0.05 or less 

would indicate a close fit of the model in relation to the degrees of freedom. This figure is 

based on subjective judgment. It cannot be regarded as infallible or correct but it is more 

reasonable than the requirement of exact fit with the RMSEA = 0.0. We are also of the 

opinion that a value of about 0.08 or less for the RMSEA would indicate a reasonable 

error of approximation and would not want to employ a model with a RMSEA greater 

than 0.l. (p. 144)  

Essentially they argue that RMSEA’s lower than .05 are ideal, between .05 and .08 suggests a 

model that is acceptable given errors of approximation, between .08 and .10 means the model has 

a marginal fit, and above .10 means the model does not work. AMOS also returns a 90% 

confidence interval with the RMSEA, and a PCLOSE which tests for the closeness of the model 

fit. The p-value for this particular test ideally, should be above .50 (Byrne, 2001, p. 85). The last 

statistic of interest is the expected cross-validation index (ECVI). This statistic tests the potential 

for the model to cross-validate on a similarly sized sample. An index is computed for the three 

models that AMOS analyzes with each CFA (the hypothesized, the independence, and the 

saturated). These results for this particular test can be any number, so a cutoff does not exist.  

What is important here is that the ECVI for the hypothesized model be smaller than the other two 
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in order to argue that the sample can be cross-validated. Now that the criterion for an acceptable 

model has been explained, let us turn to the results for the initial C-OI composite. 

AMOS 4.0 reported the solution was not admissible, and did not report a chi-square 

statistic in the output. The round one initial four-factor C-OI composite model appears in Figure 

4.1. The large circles represent each factor. The small boxes indicate each individual item 

hypothesized to load on a subscale, and the small circles immediately above them signify the 

error terms. The double-headed arrows reaching from one factor to another are signs that they are 

correlated. Additionally, the squared multiple correlations (which appear near the error terms for 

each item), standardized regression weights (which appear immediately below each individual 

item in the model), and correlations between factors (which appear to the right of each double-

headed arrow indicator of a correlation) are also depicted in the figure. All four factors were 

highly intercorrelated with Pearson values ranging from .83 (Factor 1 and Factor 2) to 1.01 

(Factor 1 and Factor 4). The results indicated that the regression weight for INV6 was not 

significant, p = .065. All others were significant.  

The results of the goodness of fit indices were poor: the NFI was .62. The CFI was .72. 

The TLI was .72. The IFI was .72. The RMSEA was .09 with a 90% confidence interval falling 

between .086 and .094. The PCLOSE value (the p value for the test of model fit) which should 

have been .50 or above, is .000. The ECVI for the hypothesized model, at 14.41 was larger than 

the saturated model (11.44), but smaller than the independence model (34.66), which did not 

suggest the potential for cross-validation. Essentially, this was a marginally fitting model.  
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Figure 4.1  

Round One Four Factor Model C-OI Composite CFA Standardized Regression Weights, 

Correlation Between Factors, and Squared Multiple Correlations
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Due to the high intercorrelations among the factors, another CFA was performed to see 

results if the four subscales were collapsed into a verbal-nonverbal model. The chi-square was 

significant, χ2 (988) = 2725, p = .001. Factor one and factor two correlated at .96. The tests of 

model fit indices were indicative of a poor model fit. The CFI was .69, the TLI was .67, the IFI 

was .69, and the NFI was .59. The RMSEA was .094 with a 90% confidence interval falling 

between .09 and .099. The PCLOSE value was .000. The ECVI was 15.25, which was higher than 

it was for the saturated model (11.44), but smaller than the independence model (34.66). Again, 

this is a marginally fitting model. The output model of this CFA appears in Figure 4.2. A similar 

lack of fit was found when collapsing into and internal-external model.1 As in the previous figure, 

the squared multiple correlations (appearing to the right of the error terms), the correlation 

between factors (shown at the bottom of the figure) and the standardized regression weights 

(appearing to the right of the items) are depicted. 

Round One Final Intercorrelations  

 As a way to identify the most distinctive items in the C-OI, each subscale item was next 

correlated with the other existing measures of OI (see Table 4.6). As a general rule, any item that 

had a strong correlation, r = .70 or above, was automatically eliminated unless I could make a 

case for its inclusion based on other grounds, which happened in the case of three variables (IV2, 

EV4, and INV10). Although these three were strongly correlated with the OIQ, removing each 

from the subscale would have lowered the Chronbach’s alpha markedly. Additionally, a last set of 

bivariate correlations was performed in order to ascertain the difference between the initial 

version of the C-OI composite measure and its subscales that I had when I began this round, and 

the ones that resulted from the factor analysis. An analysis of the intercorrelations between the C-

OI subscales and the OIQ shows that two of them, the C-OI nonverbal subscale, r = .68, p = .001, 

and the C-OI external verbal subscale, r = .73, p = .001, have been reduced in terms of magnitude  
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Figure 4.2  

Round One Two-Factor Verbal-Nonverbal CFA Standardized Regression Weights, Correlation 

Between Factors, and Squared Multiple Correlations 

 
 



5. Mael and Ashforth Measure  3.82   .84      (.87) .74   

4. Composite C-OI* Measure   4.70   .94     (.92) .70 .82   

2. C-OI Internal Nonverbal Subscale  4.28  1.21   (.76) .65 .87 .57 .68   

3. C-OI External Verbal Subscale  4.78  1.09    (.87) .90 .62 .73   

1. C-OI Internal Verbal Subscale  5.19  1.07  (.85) .71 .69 .87 .68 .81   
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Table 4.6  

Round One Final Intercorrelations, Means, Standard Deviations, and Chronbach’s Alphas for the C-OI Composite, its Subscales, and other 

Measures of OI  

 

6. Cheney OIQ Measure   5.00  1.06       (.95)  

Measure     Mean  Std. Dev. 1 2 3 4 5 6  

Note:  All correlations are significant at the p = .001 level. * This version of the C-OI is minus the 3 items that will be written for round 

two. N = 240-241. 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 



from their initial correlation at the beginning of the round. The C-OI internal verbal subscale, 

despite losing several items, remains strongly correlated with the Cheney OIQ at r = .81, p =  

.001. The internal verbal, r = .68, p = .001, and external verbal, r = .62, p = .001, C-OI subscales 

were strongly correlated with the Mael and Ashforth (1992) measure, and the internal nonverbal 

subscale was moderately correlated, r = .57, p = .001.Because I intend on adding three items to 

the measure, the composite C-OI minus those items was correlated, although its results are 

incomplete with the absence of these three items to be added. 

Discussion 
 

When the C-OI measure was initially designed, it employed items that measured OI in 

both within and outside the organizational setting, on a verbal and nonverbal level. It seemed 

logical to separate the items into four subscales. While this may have made sense theoretically, 

from a methodological perspective, it created its own set of issues. First, several of the subscales 

were highly intercorrelated. This was most likely due to the items that measured similar ideas in 

and out of organizational settings. The correlations, therefore, could have been inflated. But 

inflated or not, having such strong correlations among the subscales made evaluating the 

composite C-OI a challenge, and underscored the need to shed items from the measure.  

Performing EFAs on the subscales proved to be a fruitful option. This option, combined with 

correlating C-OI subscale items against one another, aided in lowering the correlations to help 

stave off the problem of multicollinearity in the next round. The items that remain in the internal 

verbal (IV) subscale are as follows: IV1, IV2, IV3, IV4, IV5, and IV8. The second subscale, C-OI 

internal nonverbal (INV) had five items:  INV3, INV4, INV7, INV8, and INV10. The third 

subscale, C-OI external verbal (EV), had seven items:  EV1, EV4, EV6, EV7, EV9, EV10, and 

EV11. The fourth subscale, C-OI external nonverbal (ENV) has two items from round one,  items 

ENV6, ENV8, and three new items that will be included in the next round (ENV14, ENV15, and 
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ENV16) . This leaves 24 items on the C-OI instrument using the varimax rotation.1  Table 4.7 

lists those items selected to be utilized in the second round. 

Additionally, the results for the external nonverbal subscale were not quite as useful in 

selecting which items to retain. Items ENV6 and ENV8, which loaded on the third factor, were 

retained even though not part of the most prominent factor. Not only does this make the ENV 

subscale more consistent with what is assessed by the INV subscale, but the literature on 

organizational symbolism and identity in particular also support this move (Rafaeli & Pratt, 1993, 

2006a, 2006b). Since the ENV subscale required more items, I opted to add ones that had been 

theoretically linked to identification or social expression (Endersby & Towle, 1996). Just as we 

adorn our bodies in a manner that aligns with company ideals (Harquail, 2006), we also might 

attach symbols to our private property. Political communication is filled with examples such as 

the following:  

Campaign committees, citizens’ groups, and businesses seek to persuade potential voters, 

members, and consumers to support their interests. The mass media, from television to 

direct mail, are the most frequently used transmitters of information, yet individuals also 

transmit public information to others by willingly displaying messages that benefit 

organizations and interests. Indeed, one common form of individual social and political 

expression occurs through the use of such objects as T-shirts, lapel pins, placards, and 

bumper stickers (Endersby and Towle, p. 307). 

These two items, “I have a company logo/bumper sticker on my car,“ and, “I enjoy wearing t-

shirts with company logos at home or around town,” both deal with nonverbal displays of 

solidarity and were significantly correlated, r = .39, p = .001, with one another. Three new items 

were written along similar themes to make a complete scale and were added to the subscale.  
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Table 4.7   

C-OI Items Remaining After Round 1 of Testing 

 
 
IV1: I let others who work here know how important this organization is to me 
IV2:  I like saying to others who work here that we belong to one of the best organizations in the 
field 
IV3:  I like to describe who we are as an organization to newcomers 
IV4: I make a point to say "we": when referring to my organization with people who work here 
IV5: I am very interested in what my coworkers say about our organization 
IV8: When another employee says something unflattering about our company, I defend the 
organization 
INV3: When I talk to other employees about my connection to this organization, I sit a little 
taller in my chair 
INV4: I decorate my office area with items valued by the organization (e.g., mission statements, 
company photos, banners) 
INV7: At work, I use a coffee mug of other similar items with the company logo on it. 
INV8: I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at work 
INV10: I smile when I tell other employees what a great company we belong to 
EV1:  If I met someone on a plane, the organization I work for is one of the first things I'd 
mention 
EV3: I dislike mentioning to other people where I work (Reverse) 
EV4: I let others outside the organization know how important this organization is to me 
EV6:  I enjoy hearing my non-work friends say what an important part of this company I am 
EV7: I like it when my non-work friends or my family introduce me as someone who works for 
this organization 
EV9:  I often talk about my connection to this organization in conversation with strangers 
EV10:  I enjoy sharing stories with others outside the organization about my experiences at 
work. 
EV11:  I regularly discuss how well I fit in with this company with others outside the 
organization 
ENV6:  I have a company logo bumper sticker on my car 
ENV8:  I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at home or around town 
ENV14:  I wear clothes (caps, t-shirts, etc.) with the organization’s name when out in public 
ENV15:  I display pictures of coworkers in my home or on my personal website 
ENV16:  I match the company dress code when I represent it outside of the office 
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ENV14 addresses whether or not individuals wear clothing with company logos when they are 

out in public. It is one thing to display affiliation with a workplace when an individual is on the 

job, and quite another to willingly adorn oneself outside of company hours. ENV15 asks whether 

subjects display pictures of coworkers at their home or on a personal website. This item is 

intended to address how much the individual has instilled the values of the organization in his or 

her everyday life. One way is by decorating, and if employees are displaying attachment to others 

in such manners this could represent a further sign of identification with the workplace. The last 

item added concerns the dress code. To the extent that an individual attempts to fit in with the 

dress code of an organization when they are interacting with others outside of the organization, 

such as professional colleagues, it could be taken as a sign of identification. 

In regards to the initial C-OI composite’s CFA, for several reasons, this model proved to 

be a poor fit. First and foremost, multicollinearity was most likely an issue here, as indicated by 

the extremely large correlation between Factor 1 and Factor 4. According to Byrne (2001), 

“Multicollinearity is often the major contributing factor to the formulation of a nonpositive 

definite matrix. This condition arises from the situation where two or more variables are so highly 

correlated that they both, essentially, represent the same underlying construct”(p.150). This, taken 

in combination with the poor results from the goodness-of-fit indices, supported the need to cut 

items from the measure. The TLI, which needs to be above .95, scored a 0.62. The RMSEA was 

0.09, and therefore not a good fit. The NFI was .63. The CFI was .72. The two-factor models 

examined did not add any clarity or better fit either. Due to the decision to add more items to the 

C-OI measure, it was not possible to perform a CFA on the C-OI items retained for the next 

round of testing. What can be reasonably assumed from the CFAs performed in this round is that 

the subscales are in dire need of trimming in order to have each one represent a unique 

contribution to the overall measure, while still correlating with the other measures of OI.   
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Table 4.6 shows the correlations that were run after the elements of each subscale had 

been determined through factor analysis. Since the ENV subscale at present only consists of two 

items, this subscale could not be correlated with the others. Correlating the initial and final 

versions of the C-OI with the other measures of OI is an important way of establishing 

convergent validity. In order to argue that this measure does capture OI (albeit in a slightly 

different manner) there must exist an appropriate correlation between the C-OI and alternate 

measures of OI such as the Cheney (1982) OIQ and the Mael and Ashforth (1992) measures. 

Ideally, one is hoping for a moderate to strong correlation between the C-OI composite and the 

other measures of OI. Possessing the results that support convergent validity is but one step in 

establishing the construct validity of this measure (Schwab, 2005).  

While the C-OI internal verbal and C-OI composite correlations with the Cheney (1982) 

OIQ are higher than is perhaps desirable, the results indicate that things are on the right track. The 

final correlations in this round between the C-OI subscales in particular are lower than they were 

when all 46 of the items were included, with correlational differences ranging from ten to 

seventeen percent. This change will help in the factor analysis in the following round. Second, the 

correlations of the subscales for the C-OI are lower than the intercorrelations of the components 

of the OIQ are to one another. The similarity component of the OIQ strongly correlated, r = .88, n 

= 241, p = .0001, with the loyalty portion. Likewise, there was a strong, r = .88, n = 241, p = 

.0001, correlation between the membership and loyalty components of the OIQ. The membership 

and similarity components were also strongly correlated, r = .87, n = 241, p = .0001.  

Summary 

This chapter described the gathering of the first round of a three part effort to test and validate a 

new measure of OI from a communicative perspective. It described the recruitment of subjects, 

administration of a questionnaire, and the characteristics of the responding sample. The use of 
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factor analysis using two different techniques was outlined. I described the procedures used to 

narrow the number of items in each subscale of the C-OI. I listed the items that would be utilized 

in the next round of data collection. Finally, I discussed the initial findings concerning convergent 

validity. The next round will explore that issue in further detail. 

 

 
 
1 The range of ratios considered appropriate for survey items to respondents, when factor analysis is the 
method of data reduction employed ranges from 10:1 to as low as 2:1 (Kline, 1994). 
Several respondents had missing data on the C-OI measure. The version of SPSS used at the time would 
not calculate a composite score if one item was missing. Further, AMOS 4.0 would not work with missing 
data unless a dummy coded variable was created to separate those respondents from the overall analysis. 
This dropped the number of participants whose surveys could be used in the factor analysis of the C-OI 
measure to 198. 
 
2 One issue which arises with Internet research is whether or not the subject is actually who he/she claims 
to be (Konstan, Rosser, Ross, Stanton, & Edwards, 2005). Additionally, because students were used to 
solicit respondents it raises the question as to whether the students did in fact recruit individuals who met 
the survey requirements, or if they faked the data. Recently, the research of a criminal justice professor 
whose class required undergraduate students to administer telephone surveys was found to have validity 
issues. The problem emerged when anonymous students, reading in the local newspaper that the study had 
been utilized in the trial of Scott Peterson, informed the local newspaper that they had faked the data they 
had submitted to him (Turner, 2004, April 30, 2005, January 25). In listing the reasons why certain students 
cheated on this assignment, several complained that they were required to make long distance phone calls, 
which they could not afford either monetarily or in terms of time. Further, they claimed the twenty percent 
of the semester grade value for the successful completion of the assignment also motivated their behavior. 
This particular case of faked data garnered significant media attention to the woe of the particular professor 
involved (Anderson, 2006; Stapley, 2005). I would suspect, however, having such a case happen in this 
research although possible, is doubtful. First, the points offered in exchange for the students recruiting 
subjects were minimal (less than 2% of their overall grade for the course). Second, completing several 
questionnaires that have over 80 items would be onerous for a conniving student. When verbally warned 
that in order to receive course credit verifiable respondents had to complete the measure, many commented 
to me that recruiting someone to do the study was much easier than filling it out themselves. Third, 
regardless of whether the researcher implements a survey dispersed through the postal service, the 
telephone, or the Internet, all channels bear the same risk of whether the individuals who elect to participate 
are: a) who they claim to be, and b) meet the criteria for inclusion. 
 
3 The third CFA in this round hypothesized that the internal-external division could be a better fit. The chi-
square was significant, χ2 (988) = 2617, p = .001.  The RMSEA was .091, the NFI was .61, the CFI was 
.71, and the TLI was .70.  Additionally, the internal and external factors were strongly correlated at .90. 
 
4 Varimax rotations are used widely in social science research because of its ability to “clean up” the factors 
(Kieffer, 1998). Although I ran EFA’s using both the varimax and direct oblimin rotations, I elected to 
follow the varimax results as they were more parsimonious. With the high interfactor correlations, it seems 
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prudent to eliminate as many items as possible from the first round. Additionally the varimax rotation 
allows for less error variance and a higher chance of replicability on the part of future researchers (Kieffer, 
1998). 
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CHAPTER FIVE:  ROUND TWO METHOD AND RESULTS 
 

Chapter 4 presented the initial 46-item version of the C-OI instrument; and the 

subsequent efforts through both EFA and CFA, as well as correlations and scale reliability 

assessments, to ascertain the underlying dimensions of the measure and begin refining the scale. 

As a result, a scaled down 24-item version was proposed. This chapter will outline the process 

involved in gathering participants, administering the questionnaire, and analyzing the data for the 

second out of three rounds of scale development and validation in this dissertation. The second 

round of data collection aims to establish further the internal consistency of the C-OI measure—

seeking on one hand to establish support for the factor structure suggested by the previous 

round’s data, and illustrate on the other hand that this measure does tap into the construct of OI 

through correlations with other more established measures. I will describe how EFA, CFA, and 

other statistical procedures were used to eliminate problematic items from the round two initial C-

OI composite measure and assess the underlying dimensions of the construct. Further, I will 

address the issue of incremental validity and examine earlier research questions by comparing the 

resulting 16-item measure against the Cheney (1982) OIQ and the Mael and Ashforth (1992) 

measure as predictors of organization-based self-esteem (OBSE), intent to quit (ITQ), 

communication satisfaction (Comm. Sat.), information-seeking (INF), and organizational tenure 

(Org. Ten.). Lastly, I will present the results of these analyses and discuss their significance and 

importance to the development of this measure. The issue of validity is one that will occupy much 

of this chapter, because in addition to finding the best items that represent the scale for each 

factor, it is important to ensure that these items are indeed indicative of OI from a communicative 

perspective. As I am arguing that this measure captures a different side of OI than do existing 

measures, correlations will be run at two points in this round to ascertain convergent validity. At 

the same time, it is important to establish that this proposed measure is as useful as are other 

measures of OI.  
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Method 
 

Participants 

All participants in the second round of data collection were again recruited by 

undergraduate students from two schools in exchange for extra credit. One group of students (n = 

119) were from a large research university in the Southwestern United States. A second came 

from a local community college (n = 44). In all, 188 individuals completed the questionnaires in 

this round, 59 recruited by the community college students and 129 from the research university 

students. Two surveys were excluded because they failed to meet the parameters of the study, 

leaving 186 participants, a 58% response rate across both groups. As 24 items on the C-OI 

measure being validated/developed were used in this round of data collection, having this many 

respondents gives higher than a 7:1 item to subject ratio for factor analysis. The gender of the 

participants was almost evenly split with 92 women and 94 men answering the survey. The 

sample consisted of an equitable split between employees who worked in supervisory positions (n 

= 94) and those who did not (n = 91) with one person not reporting on this item. Participants 

average 41 years in age with a standard deviation of 12 years and a range of 18 to 62. The median 

organizational size was 100, with sizes ranging from 3 to 1,000,000 members. Organization 

tenure averaged 8.12 years (SD = 8.03). One item in the questionnaire asked each person to write 

in a blank space his/her profession, and offered the individual six examples (manufacturing, 

media, healthcare, human services, military, and technology) to guide him/her. I took the 

responses and divided them into categories. The participants worked in a variety of professions: 

education (n = 24), healthcare (n = 15), energy (n = 14), technology (n = 17), other (n = 14), 

financial services (n = 13), sales (n = 13), real estate (n = 10), manufacturing (n = 10), human 

services (n = 10), government (n = 5), nonprofit (n = 5), consulting (n = 4), hospitality (n = 3) 

transportation (n =3), legal (n = 3), advertising (n = 2), agriculture/livestock (n = 2), military (n = 

1), and insurance (n = 4). 
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Procedure 
 
 In order to gain access to more individuals, this survey was administered through paper, 

rather than the Internet. Students were offered a limited number of extra credit points in exchange 

for recruiting friends, family members and acquaintances to complete two surveys. The students 

were given two copies of the survey and two pre-addressed 9 x 12 envelopes in order to ensure 

the confidentiality of the responses. The survey and its consent letter can be found in Appendix 

A. The front page of the survey contained a standard consent letter, explaining the purpose of the 

study, ensuring that participation was purely voluntary; outlining the parameters for participation, 

and offering contact information for the researcher should any questions arise. In order to qualify 

for participation, an individual had to be at least 18 years of age, work full-time for an 

organization for at least six months, and could not be employed by either the university or the 

college that the students attended. The students were told to request the participants seal their 

questionnaires in the provided envelopes prior to returning them to the students. The students 

were instructed to return the surveys in sealed envelopes to a conveniently located campus office 

within two weeks. The respondents were also given the option of mailing their results to the 

researcher as each envelope had been pre-addressed. To help validate respondent eligibility and to 

award student recruiters with extra credit, the last page of the survey asked the participants to list 

the full name of the student who had recruited him/her for the survey. Respondents were also 

asked to give their first name, an e-mail address, and a phone number, with the explanation that I 

needed this information in order to verify their participation and ensure that the student received 

course credit. Follow-up e-mails were sent out to the respondents to ensure that they met the 

criteria for the study. Other than the two previously mentioned surveys that were excluded, there 

were no problems reported. 
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Instruments 
 
With the exception of one measure (Mael & Ashforth, 1992) I used a 7-point Likert-type scale 

with every measure used in this study, where 1 meant, very strongly disagree, and 7 signified 

very strongly agree.  

Organizational Identification (OI). The scaled down 24-item version of the C-OI 

instrument was utilized in this study. OI was also measured with the 25-item Cheney OIQ (1982), 

and the 6-item Mael and Ashforth (1992) measure. As previously mentioned, the Mael and 

Ashforth measure relied on a 5-point Likert-type scale with 1 meaning strongly disagree and 5 

representing strongly agree. Both measures had excellent Chronbach’s alpha levels in the first 

round. The Cheney OIQ scored a .95, and the Mael and Ashforth had a .87.   

Communication Satisfaction (ComSat). A modified19-item measure by Hecht (1978) was 

used in this study. Its initial Chronbach’s alpha was reported by Hecht to be .97 in the actual 

treatment. Bethea (2002) used this instrument on two samples at two different times, and reported 

reliabilities of .88 and .91. Hecht’s (1978) directions asked respondents to answer the 19 items by 

thinking of a conversation they had just had. In the current study, the measure was changed by 

asking the respondents to recall the last conversation they had with a co-worker, to make it more 

survey specific rather than experimental based. The items in the survey varied from, “I felt I 

could talk about anything with the other person, “to “I was very dissatisfied with the 

conversation.”  

 Information-Seeking (INF). This was measured with a modified 12-item version of 

Miller’s (1996) Information-Seeking Scale. I used 4 of the 5 dimensions of the scale: overt 

questions, third parties, observation, and indirect because the items in those dimensions were 

complimentary with the C-OI model without being redundant. Casey, Miller, and Johnson (1997) 

reported Chronbach’s alphas for each subscale at two points: overt questions (α1 = .67, α2 = .90), 

third parties (α1 = .72, α2 = .78), observation (α1 = .66, α2 = .70), and indirect (α1 = .71, α2 = 

.76). 
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Organization-Based Self-Esteem (OBSE).  This was measured using a 10-item scale 

(Pierce, Gardner, Cummings, & Dunham, 1989) where respondents were asked to indicate their 

agreement/disagreement with ten statements. Every statement in the scale ended with the words 

“around here.” Respondents were instructed that the words “around here” referred to the 

organization at which they worked. Some of the items are as follows: “I count around here,” and 

“I am trusted around here,” McAllister and Bigley (2002) report a Chronbach’s alpha of .92, and 

Pierce et al.’s use of the measure across eight studies resulted in reliabilities that ranged from .87 

to .96.  

Intent to Quit (ITQ). This variable was measured using a 4-item scale based upon work 

by O’Reilly, Chatman, and Caldwell (1991). Scott et al. (1999) reported a reliability of .83 using 

these scale items  Respondents were asked to indicate their agreement/disagreement with items 

such as, “I would prefer another more ideal job than the one I now work in” or “I have thought 

seriously about changing agencies since I began working here.”  

Demographic Variables: Last, each respondent was asked to complete a short section that 

inquired into demographic data. Each participant was asked to indicate his/her gender, 

organizational tenure, organizational size, whether or not he/she worked as a supervisor, and 

occupation. 

Analysis 
 
 Descriptives. Means, standard deviations, and Chronbach’s alpha were calculated for 

each of the scales and demographic variables. Frequencies were tabulated for gender, and 

whether the respondent worked as a supervisor.  

 Initial Intercorrelations. In order to see what items on the C-OI were distinctive, bivariate 

correlations were run between the initial round two C-OI composite and the Cheney OIQ and the 

Mael and Ashforth (1992) scores to see which items had excessively large or especially small 

correlations. Bivariate Pearson’s correlations were also run for each of the 24 individual items in 

the initial round two C-OI and the composite scores for both the OIQ (1982), and Mael and 
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Ashforth (1992). Because the factors were so highly correlated in round one, each individual C-

OI item was correlated with the C-OI subscales to identify items that correlated too higly with a 

subscale other than the one to which they belonged.  

 Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Three separate confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were 

run using AMOS 4.0 (Arbuckle, 1999) in order to find the best model fit. The first tested the 

round two initial C-OI composite model. This model divided the items into four factors, and 

correlated each with one another. Additionally, two and three factor intercorrelated CFAs were 

run as possible alternate models. Based upon the results of the EFA, more than one model was 

attempted in order to see which best explained the relationship among the items. For each CFA, 

AMOS 4.0 calculates a chi-square value and tests of model fit.  

 Exploratory Factor Analysis. A series of factor analyses were performed on the C-OI 

composite measure as well as its four subscales using the principle axis factoring extraction 

method, and both varimax and direct oblimin rotations. Because the results for the varimax 

rotation were selected as the ones to follow due to parsimony, only the varimax rotation results 

will be reported. The direct oblimin results can be found in Appendix B. Both the Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity were run for each 

individual factor analysis.  

Round Two Final Intercorrelations. Once the C-OI Composite and its subscales were 

created for round three, they were correlated again with the other variables in this study 

(Communication satisfaction, intent to quit, information-seeking, organizational-based self-

esteem, organizational tenure, the Cheney OIQ, and the Mael and Ashforth measure) to help 

ascertain convergent and divergent validity. Chronbach’s alphas were calculated to ensure 

internal consistency of the remaining items as well.  

 Multiple Hierarchical Regressions. The round two final versions of the C-OI composite, 

The C-OI subscales, the Cheney OIQ (1982), and the Mael and Ashforth (1992) will be used as 

independent variables in multiple regression equations intended to establish incremental validity. 
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Hunsley and Meyer (2003) define incremental validity as essentially a type of validity that 

elucidates the capability of a particular measure in predicting any variable of interest to the 

researcher above and beyond what would be possible if another measure (or technique) was 

implemented. In an evaluation of articles in the field of psychology that attempted to measure 

incremental validity, Hunsley and Meyer found that typically this was established through 

hierarchical multiple regression.  

Thus, to evaluate the incremental validity of test B in predicting a given variable, data 

from test A are entered into the first step of the regression analysis, and data from test B 

are entered in the second step. This strategy makes for a stringent test of validity because 

any shared variance between A and B that predicts the criterion is assigned to only A in 

such an analysis (p. 450). 

This technique they argue, “may provide evidence of either concurrent validity or predictive 

validity” (p. 448).  

To establish incremental validity and to answer research questions, hierarchical 

regressions were performed. Hunsley and Meyer (2003) argue that hierarchical regressions should 

be implemented rather than stepwise. They assert stepwise regression tends to capitalize on 

sampling error, and could possibly offer results that are not generalizable to the population, or 

capable of being replicated, and cite Thompson (1995) in support of this view. Stevens (1996) 

argues that the sequence in which the predictors in a regression equation are entered can 

potentially impact the amount of variance of the dependent variable they represent, especially in 

the case of moderately to strongly correlated independent variables (p. 101). Cohen (1988, 1992) 

has recommended that r = .30 represents the average size of relationships found among 

independently measured IV and DV’s in the behavioral sciences. Furthermore, Nunnally and 

Bernstein (1994) caution that increases in R are generally quite small by the time a third IV is 

added to an equation. Hunsley and Meyer, therefore, recommend that, “a semipartial r of .15 to 

.20 on the third step would indicate a reasonable contribution to the existing equation” (p. 451).  
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In order to get the appropriate effect size, it is necessary to ensure that the study 

possesses enough statistical power to do so, and that requires a sufficiently sized sample to carry 

out the analysis. Tabachinick and Fidell (2007) recommend the formula for sample size in 

multiple regression, N ≥ 50 + 8m, with m signifying the number of independent variables (p. 123). 

In this round each regression equation had 7 independent variables, so the sample size had to be ≥ 

106 respondents. Since 186 individuals participated, this indicates that multiple regression using 7 

independent variables is appropriate.  

Each regression was run using the demographic variable of gender that was dummy 

coded to indicate the presence of women (coded women as 1 and men as 0). A second dummy 

coded demographic variable was called supervisory status (supervisors were coded as 1, and non-

supervisors as 0). The other demographic variables were as follows: organizational tenure, 

organizational size, and age. All were entered together in the first block. In the second block was 

one of the more established measures of OI (the Cheney (1982) OIQ or the Mael and Ashforth  

(1992) measure), followed by either one of the C-OI subscales in the third step or the C-OI 

composite measure. Because of the high correlation between the OI variables, entering one 

alternate OI measure at a time on the second step, followed by the C-OI composite or its subscale 

in the third was recommended, rather than putting two OI measures in the second block, in order 

to prevent multicollinearity. If any of the demographic variables significantly predicted the 

dependent variable, they were retained, and the regression equation was performed again, with 

the significant demographic predictor(s) in the first block, followed by either the Cheney OIQ or 

the Mael and Ashforth measure, and concluded with either the C-OI composite measure or one of 

its subscales. If these results showed no difference between the regression equation run with all 

the demographic variables, and the regression equation run with only the significant demographic 

variables, they were mentioned in an endnote. 
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Results 
 
 

Descriptives  
 
 All of the scales, except for INF, had reliabilities above .70 when they were initially 

calculated. One item from the INF measure (“I would not beat around the bush in asking for 

information”) had to be removed in order to raise the alpha from α = .67 to α = .72. Table 5.1 

presents the initial means, standard deviations, and Chronbach’s alphas for the main variables in 

this round.  

 Round Two Initial Intercorrelations. The results of Pearson’s bivariate correlations for 

the round two initial C-OI composite and its subscales, the alternate measures of OI, and the 

variables used to establish incremental validity appear in Table 5.1. At first glance, the C-OI 

measure appears to hold together well, in terms of convergent validity, which requires the factors 

be at least moderately correlated with one another (Garson, 2006). All the subscales are 

significantly correlated with one another, with the smallest being a moderate correlation between 

the initial C-OI external nonverbal subscale and the C-OI internal verbal subscale, r = .37, n = 

186, p = .0001. Both the initial versions of the C-OI internal verbal and the C-OI external verbal 

subscales were strongly correlated, r = .74, n = 186, p = .0001, and this result represented the 

strongest internal correlation between the subscales. In terms of how the initial C-OI composite or 

its initial subscales compared to more established measures of OI, the results were promising. The 

initial C-OI internal verbal subscale strongly correlated with both the Cheney OIQ (1982), r = 

.82, n = 186, p = .0001, and the Mael and Ashforth (1992) measure, r = .71, n = 186, p = .0001. 

The C-OI composite measure had a stronger correlation with the Cheney OIQ, r = .80, n = 186, p 

= .01, than with the Mael and Ashforth, r = .64, p = .0001. The Mael and Ashforth measure 

correlated with the OIQ at r = .75, n = 186, p = .0001.  

Table 5.1 reveals a variety of correlations relevant to the research questions posed 

previously, but those most interesting initially involve intent to quit (ITQ). ITQ has a negative 
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, and Chronbach’s Alphas for variables in Round Two 

 

Subscale   Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

 

1. Round 2 IC-OI IV 5.24 1.16 (.88) .68**** .74**** .37**** .84**** .82**** .71**** -.60**** .31**** .63**** -.10 .29**** 

 .

   * * 02 * 

 

 

2. Round 2 IC-OI INV 4.25  1.23  (.75) .64**** .63**** .86**** .66**** .52**** -.57**** .22** .42**** -.06 .33**** 

3. Round 2 IC-OI EV 4.65 1.08   (.86) .55**** .89**** .78**** .62**** -.59**** .32**** 56**** -.02 .33**** 

4. Round 2 IC-OI ENV 3.34 1.36    (.79) .75**** .40**** .27**** -.33**** .09 .12 .008 .31**** 

5. IC-OI Composite 4.44 1.00     (.93) .80**** .64**** -.63**** .28***  .53***  -. .37***

6. Cheney OIQ  4.87 1.09      (.95) .75**** -.76**** .38**** .64**** -.16* .36**** 

7. Mael and Ashforth 3.77  .82       (.85) -.53**** .33**** .58**** -.03 .33**** 

8. Intent to Quit  3.42 1.79        (.89) -.22** -.41**** .14 -.38**** 

9. Comm.  Satisfaction 5.22  .90         (.92) .49**** -.12 .12 

10. OBSE  5.92 1.00          (.96) -.05 .15* 

11. Information  Seeking 4.09 .79           (.70) -.02 

12. Organizational  Tenure 8.12 8.03            -- 

 

 

Table 5.1 

Initial Intercorrelations, Means, Standard Deviations

Note:  This C-OI version (IC-OI) is the initial version used in this round, prior to the elimination of items. * p = .05,  ** p = .01, *** p = .001, **** p = .0001. (N = 186). IV = Internal 

Verbal, INV = Internal Nonverbal, EV = External Verbal, ENV = External Nonverbal, Comm. = Communication, OBSE = Organization-Based Self-Esteem.
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correlation with the OIQ, r = -.76, n = 186, p = .0001, and a moderate but negative correlation 

with the Mael and Ashforth measure, r = -.53, n = 186, p = .0001. Additionally, the initial C-OI 

composite has a stronger negative correlation with ITQ, r = -.63, n = 186, p = .0001, than the 

Mael and Ashforth did. For that matter, three of the initial C-OI subscales, had stronger negative 

correlations with ITQ than the Mael and Ashforth measure. The round two initial C-OI internal 

verbal correlated strongly with ITQ, r = -.60, n = 186, p = .0001, followed by the moderate 

correlations of the initial C-OI internal nonverbal subscale, r = -.57, n = 186, p = .0001, and the 

initial C-OI external verbal subscale r = -.59, n = 186, p = .0001. The negative correlation 

between ITQ and OI was anticipated as it reinforced the results of a meta analysis (Fontenot & 

Scott, 2001) of 15 studies (N = 4167) that correlated OI and ITQ. The correlations ranged from -

.27 to -.72 and averaged -.47. The Pearson’s r values in this round of the dissertation indicated 

that in general, the initial version of the C-OI composite and its subscales had a larger than 

average correlation with ITQ, based on the average correlations reported in the meta-analysis.  

 In order to show that construct validity exists for this measure, one should offer evidence 

of both convergent and discriminant validity (Schwab, 2005). The initial results indicate that the 

C-OI measure with its intercorrelations among the subscales and its moderate to strong 

correlations with alternate measures of OI (evidence of convergent validity) performs well.   

Exploratory Factor Analysis 
 

Exploratory factor analysis on the initial C-OI composite using a variamax rotation. An 

exploratory factor analysis using principal axis factoring and a varimax rotation was run on all of 

the 24 initial C-OI items. This resulted in a five-factor solution. A factor was retained only if 

prior to rotation it had an eigenvalue greater than 1.0. Items with factor loadings above .40 were 

retained. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was .91. Values of this 

test over .50 indicate that a factor analysis would be useful on the data, and the closer to 1 the 
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result of this test is, the better. Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2 (276, N = 184) = 

2518, p < .001. A significant test indicates that a relationship exists among the items.   

Five factors initially loaded with eigenvalues greater than one (9.70, 2.52, 1.30, 1.24, 

1.01), the first of which, before rotation, accounted for 40% of the cumulative variance. All five 

factors together initially explained 66% of the cumulative variance. The rotated factor solution 

explained 56% of the cumulative variance. Table 5.2 below shows the factor loadings of the items 

in this factor analysis. For the most part, the internal verbal subscale held together, as most of its 

items loaded onto the first factor. The majority of the items that loaded onto this factor dealt with 

how individuals discuss their attachment to the organization with coworkers. Three items from 

other subscales (INV4, EV4, and EV7) also loaded on the first factor. In terms of content, they 

did not have a similar theme to those items in the internal verbal subscale that also loaded on this 

factor. Interestingly, six items from both nonverbal subscales (INV7, INV8, ENV6, ENV8, 

ENV14, and ENV15) loaded onto the second factor, which prior to rotation, explained 10.5% of 

the variance. Items that loaded on the third factor (EV6 and EV10) had the common theme of 

dealing with the enjoyment one felt when discussing or hearing about his/her connection to the 

organization. The items that loaded on the fourth factor (IV1 and INV3) had the common theme 

of how important one felt their connection to the organization was. The final factor’s items (EV1, 

EV3, and EV9) all had to do with how one expressed his/her connection to the organization with 

external others. Two items, INV10 and ENV16 failed to load on any factor. The rotated factor 

loadings appear in Table 5.2. 

 Exploratory factor analysis of initial C-OI internal verbal (IV) subscale. The KMO 

measure of sampling adequacy was .86. Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2 (15, N = 

184) = 559.75, p < .001. The initial eigenvalue was 3.81 prior to rotation, and explained 63.57% 

of the variance. All the items loaded onto a single factor, which meant the solution could not be 
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rotated. Almost all the items in this subscale were retained for the next round with two 

exceptions. IV8, “When another employee says something unflattering about our company, I 

defend the organization,” and IV1, “I let others who work here know how important this 

organization is to me,” were dropped from the measure due to high correlations. IV8 stood out 

from the internal verbal subscale as having the highest correlations with the other Cheney (1982) 

OIQ, r = .79, n = 186, p = .001) measure, the Mael and Ashforth (1992), r = .66, n = 186, p = 

.001, the C-OI nonverbal, r = .62, n = 186, p = .001, and C-OI external verbal (r = .68, p = .001). 

The correlation with the Mael and Ashforth measure, although strong, was not as much as a cause 

for concern as the high correlation between IV8 and the external verbal subscale, as well as the 

OIQ. IV1 had a high correlation with the Cheney (1982) OIQ, r = .62, n = 186, p = .0001, and a 

moderate correlation with the initial C-OI external verbal subscale, r = .58, n = 186, p = .0001. 

Table 5.3 summarizes the results of this factor analysis. Dropping these two items from the 

internal verbal subscale would only lower the Chronbach’s alpha from .88 to .83. 

Exploratory factor analysis of initial C-OI internal nonverbal (INV) subscale. The round 

two initial version of the C-OI internal nonverbal subscale had a KMO measure of sampling 

adequacy of .73. Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2(10, N = 184) = 246.40, p < .001. 

This subscale initially loaded on two factors, that when combined explained 72% of the 

cumulative variance. All of the items loaded on a single factor except for INV7, “At work, I use a 

coffee mug or other similar items with the company log on it”, and INV8, “I enjoy wearing t-

shirts with company logos at work.” Both items had to do with how employees use organizational 

artifacts to express their attachment. Those items that loaded on the first factor (INV3, INV4, and 

INV10) did not have a unified theme, aside from having to do with nonverbal behaviors 

expressed that were emblematic of group membership. Because of this, they were dropped from  
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Table 5.2 

Summary of Items, Factor Loadings, and Communalities for Varimax Five Factor Solution for 

the Round Two Initial C-OI Composite Measure  

 

 

 Factor Loadings  

Items 1 2 3 4 5 Communality 

IV1:  I let others who work here know how important 
this organization is to me .43 .14 .25 .60 .14 .65 

IV2:  I like saying to others who work here that we 
belong to one of the best organizations in the field .66 .18 .09 .35 .30 .70 

IV3: I like to describe who we are as an organization to 
newcomers .64 .09 .25 .34 .12 .62 

IV4:  I make a point to say, “we” when referring to my 
organization with people who work here .70 .08 .19 .05 .04 .53 

IV5: I am very interested in what my coworkers say 
about our organization .59 .05 .38 .16 .13 .54 

IV8:  When another employee says something 
unflattering about our company, I defend the 
organization 

.62 .11 .25 .39 .31 .71 

INV3:  When I talk to other employees about my 
connection to this organization, I sit a little taller in my 
chair 

.24 .16 .12 .76 .16 .71 

INV4:  I decorate my office are with items valued by the 
organization (mission statements, company photos, 
banners) 

.50 .22 .14 .32 -.02 .42 

INV7:  At work, I use a coffee mug or other similar 
items with the company logo on it .26 .57 -.00 .17 .03 .42 

INV8:  I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at 
work .13 .69 .11 .04 .12 .53 

INV10:  I smile when I tell other employees what a 
great company we belong to .50 .29 .19 .50 .35 .74 

EV1:  If I met someone on a plane, the organization I 
work for is one of the first things I'd mention .25 .32 .37 .25 .40 .53 

EV3:  I dislike mentioning to other people where I work  
(R) .12 -.01 .06 .12 .57 .36 

        (Table 5.2 continues)
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Table 5.2 (continued) 
 
Summary of Items, Factor Loadings and Communalities or Varimax Five Factor Solution for the 

Round  Two Initial C-OI Composite Measure and Communalities After Rotation  

 

 
 Factor Loading  
Item 1 2 3 4 5 Communality 
EV4:  I let others outside the organization know 
how important this organization is to me .57 .26 .33 .23 .37 .70 

EV6:  I enjoy hearing my non-work friends say 
what an important part of the organization I am .28 .16 .59 .27 .14 .55 

EV7:  I like it when my non-work friends or my 
family introduce me as someone who works for 
this organization 

.43 .29 .38 -.01 .27 .49 

EV9: I often talk about my connection to this 
organization in conversations with strangers .29 .25 .45 .14 .52 .64 

EV10:  I enjoy sharing stories with others 
outside the organization about my experiences 
at work 

.42 .16 .53 -.04 .13 .50 

EV11:  I regularly discuss how well I fit in with 
this company with others outside of the 
organization 

.21 .26 .61 .28 .18 .60 

ENV6:  I have a company logo bumper sticker 
on my car 
 

.09 .56 .19 .14 -.09 .38 

ENV8:  I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company 
logos at home or around town -.08 .81 .23 .10 .20 .77 

ENV14:  I wear clothes (caps, t-shirt, etc.) with 
the organization's name on it when out in public .13 .83 .12 -.03 .23 .77 

ENV15:  I display pictures of coworkers in my 
home or on my personal website .12 .54 .29 .15 -.13 .42 

ENV16:  I match the company dress code when 
I represent it outside of the office .20 .27 .42 .07 -.01 .30 

     Initial Eigenvalue 
 9.70 2.52 1.30 1.24 1.01  

     Percentage of Cumulative Variance 
 40.4 50.9 56.3 61.5  65.7  

     Percentage of Cumulative Variance After  
     Rotation 
 

16.5 31.1 41.2 50.0 56.6  

     Chronbach’s alpha of remaining items 
 .65 .85 .76 -- .70  

Note. Boldfaced indicates highest factor loadings        
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 the measure, and the decision was made to retain INV7 and INV8. These two items explained 

23% of the cumulative variance after extraction. Table 5.4 summarizes this factor analysis. 

 Exploratory factor analysis of C-OI External Verbal Subscale. The KMO measure of 

sampling adequacy was .90. Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2(28, N = 184) = 567.86, 

p < .001. Table 5.5 contains the results of this factor analysis. The C-OI external verbal subscale 

loaded on a single factor, preventing it from being rotated, and accounted for 52% of the initial  

variance. One reverse- coded item; EV3, “I dislike mentioning to other people where I work,” had 

a low communality below .20 prior to extraction, and was eliminated from the measure. EV4, “I 

let others outside the organization know how important this organization is to me,” was also 

dropped because it had a correlation of r = .74, n = 186, p = .0001 with the OIQ. 

Exploratory factor analysis of the C-OI external nonverbal (ENV) subscale. The KMO 

measure of sampling adequacy was .75. Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2 (10, N = 

184) = 315, p < .001. A single factor explained 55% of the cumulative variance. Because all the 

items loaded on a single factor, the solution could not be rotated. One item, ENV16, “I match the 

company dress code when I represent it outside of the office,” was dropped from the subscale 

because of a low factor loading of .37, and a communality of .12 prior to extraction. Table 5.6 

presents the results of this factor analysis. 

Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Round Two Final C-OI Composite Measure. In a final 

check prior to CFA, an EFA of the remaining items was performed, using principal components 

analysis (PCA) as the extraction method and a varimax rotation. Three factors were forced 

because the previous EFA of the initial C-OI composite indicated several of the INV 

and ENV items loaded on a single factor. Table 5.7 presents these results. The KMO measure of 

sampling adequacy was .89, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2 (120, N = 184) = 

1390.36, p = .001. The three extracted factors (6.49, 2.21, and 1.02 in size) initially explained 
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ummar l 

Table 5.3 

S y of Items, Factor Loadings, and Communalities for Varimax  Round Two C-OI Internal Verba

Subscale  

 

 Factor Loading  
Item  Communality 
IV1:  I let others who work here know how important this 

organization is to me (Dropped) 
.72 .52 

IV2:  I like saying to others who work here that we belong to one 

of the best organizations in the field 
.79 .62 

IV3: I like to describe who we are as an organization to 
.78 

newcomers 
.61 

IV4:  I make a point to say, "we" when referring to my 

organization with people who work here 

.83 .68 

3.81  

.67 .45 

IV5: I am very interested in what my coworkers say about our 

organization 
.71 .51 

IV8:  When another employee says something unflattering about 

our company, I defend the organization (Dropped) 

Initial Eigenvalue 

Cumulative Variance Explained Before Rotation 63.57  

Cumulative Variance Explained After Rotation 56.48  

Chronbach’s Alpha of Remaining Items .83  

 
Note. Boldface indicates highest factor loadings. (Dropped) indicates items that were dropped from the 
subscale after EFA due to either correlational reasons or reliability issues. 
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l 

Table 5.4 

Summary of Items, Factor Loadings, and Communalities For Varimax Round Two C-OI Interna

Nonverbal Subscale 

 

   

Factor Loading 

Item  1 2 

 

Communality 
INV3:  When I talk to other employees about my 
connection to this organization, I sit a lit
chair (Dropped) 

tle taller in my .73 .13 .55 

INV4:  I decorate my office are with items valued

photos, ba

 by 
the organization (e.g., mission statements, company 

nners) (Dropped) .54 

INV7:  At work, I use a coffee mug or other similar 
.23 .77 .65 

INV8:  I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at 
.18 .63 .43 

.79 

2.56 1.02  

51.3 71.7  

iance Explained After Rotation 30.9 .9  

.24 .35 

items with the company logo on it 

work 
INV10:  I smile when I tell other employees what a 
great company we belong to (Dropped) 

Initial Eigenvalue 

.29 .71 

Cumulative Variance Explained Before 
Rotation 

Cumulative Var 53
 
Note. Bo ) indicates items tha dropped from he 
subscale after EFA due to either correlational reasons or reliability issues. Chronbach’s alpha is not shown 
for this t nd factor were retain
 
  
 

ldface indicates highest factor loadings. (Dropped t were  t

able because only the 2 items that loaded on the 2 ed. 
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actor Loadings, and Communalities For Varimax Round Two C-OI External 

Table 5.5 

Summary of Items, F

Verbal Subscale 

   

  Factor Loading    

It  Cem  

 

ommunality 

E f 
th .72 V1:  If I met someone on a plane, the organization I work for is one o

e first things I'd mention .52 

E
(D .35 .13 

E s 
o .79 .62 

E t 
of the organization I am .68 

E  introduce me as 
someone who works for this organization .68 

EV9: I ofte ion to this organization in 
conversatio .78 .61 

EV10:  I en tories with others outside the organization 
about my experiences at work .62 .38 

V11:  I regularly discuss how well I fit in with this company with 

 

Cumulative Variance Prior to Rotation 
52.0 

 

 

Chronbach’s Alpha of remaining items 
.85 

 

 

V3:  I dislike mentioning to other people where I work (Reverse) 
ropped) 

V4:  I let others outside the organization know how important thi
rganization is to me (Dropped) 

V6:  I enjoy hearing my non-work friends say what an important par .46 

V7:  I like it when my non-work friends or my family .46 

n talk about my connect
ns with strangers 

joy sharing s

E
others outside of the organization .66 .48 

Initial Eigenvalue 
4.16 

 

Note. Boldface indicates highest factor loadings. (Dropped) indicates items that were dropped from the 
subscale after EFA due to either correlational reasons or reliability issues. 



 

 

Table 5.6 

Summary of Items, Factor Loadings and Communalities For Varimax Round Two C-OI External 

Nonverbal Subscale         

Factor Loading 

Item 1 Communality 

ENV6:  I have a company logo bumper sticker on 
my car .62 .38 

ENV8:  I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company 
logos at home or around town  

ame on it when out in public  

home or on my personal website .59 .34 

any dress code when I 
represent it outside of the office .37 .14 

2.76 
 

 

e Explained Before Rotation 7% 
 

 

.86 .73

ENV14:  I wear clothes (caps, t-shirt, etc.) with 
the organization's n .84 .71

ENV15:  I display pictures of coworkers in my 

ENV16:  I match the comp

Initial Eigenvalue 

Cumulative Varianc 55.1

 
Note. Boldface indicates highest factor loadings. (Dropped) indicates items t ere dropped from he 
subscale after EFA due to either correlational reasons or reliability issues. Chronbach’s alpha is no hown 
because or were combined with items from the INV scale to form a 
new vari
  
 

hat w  t
t s

the items that loaded on the first fact
able. 

 121



 122

 

Summary of Items and Factor Loadings for Varimax Three Factor Solution for the Round 

Table 5.7 

 

Two C-OI Composite Measure and Communalities After Rotation  

 
 

Factor Loading   

Item 1 2 3 Communality 

IV2:  I like saying to others who work here that we 
belong to one of the best organizations in the field .19 .64 .29 .72 

IV3: I like to describe who we are as an organization to 
newcomers

.08 .35 .

IV4:  I m
organizat  people who work here .07 .16 .67 

IV5: I am
about ou .03 .43     .63 

EV1:  If
work for  .64 .57 

EV6:  I e
importan 3 .76 .65 

EV7:  I 
introduc
organization 

.29 .48 .51 

EV9: I o nnection to this 
organizat with strangers .26 .68 

EV10:  I enjoy sharing stories with others outside the 
organiza .10 .64 .32 .53 

1: I regularly discuss how well I fit in with this .25 .70 .21 .60 

ork .76 .13 .14 .62 

(Table 5.7 Continues) 
 

.75 68 

ake a point to say, “we” when referring to my 
ion with .80 

 very interested in what my coworkers say 
r organization .67 

 I met someone on a plane, the organization I 
 is one of the first things I'd mention .33 .23 

njoy hearing my non-work friends say what an 
t part of the organization I am .1 .21 

like it when my non-work friends or my family 
e me as someone who works for this .44 

ften talk about my co
ion in conversations .28 .61 

tion about my experiences at work 

EV1
company with others outside of the organization 

INV7:  At work, I use a coffee mug or other similar 
items with the company logo on it .69 -.08 .38 .62 

I
w
NV8:  I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at 
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Table 5.7 (Continued) 

Summary of Items and Factor Loadings for Varimax Three Factor Solution for the Round  

Two C-OI Composite Measure and Communalities After Rotation  

 

ings  

2 mmunality 

 

 Factor Load

Item 1 3 Co

ENV6:  I have a company logo bumper sticker on 
my car .64 .16 .05 .44 

ENV8:  I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos 
at home or around town .82 . -.06 .77 29 

ENV14:  I wear clothes (caps, t-shirt, etc.) with the 
organization's name on it when out in public .24 .06 .73 

 
ite .09 .44 

2 1.02  

4  54 60.  

20 52.1
 

s .85 .85 .82  

.82 

ENV15:  I display pictures of coworkers in my home
or on my personal webs .60 .26 

Initial Eigenvalue 6.49 .21 

Percentage of Cumulative Variance 0.57 .37 75 

Percentage of Cumulative Variance After 
Rotation 

.16 36.23 8 

Chronbach’s alpha of remaining item
Note. Boldface indicates highest factor loadings. 
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Figure 5.1 
 
CFA of Round Two Initial C-OI Composite Model, Squared Multiple Correlations, Regression 

Coefficients, and Factor Intercorrelations 
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1% of the cumulative variance. As expected, the INV and ENV items loaded on a single factor. 

ed to combine the items into a new subscale called the C-OI nonverbal (NV) 

 
 Using Amos 4.0 (Arbuckle, 1999) two separate confirmatory factor analysis were run. 

The first tested whether the round two initial 24-item model hypothesized by the subscales was a 

good fit. The second CFA tested if a three factor model better explained the data. Figure 5.1 

illustrates the model of the round two initial C-OI composite. The chi-square was significant, χ2 

(246, N = 184) = 601, p =.001. In order for the model to be a good fit, this should not be 

significant. Three of the factors were strongly correlated with one another. The correlations 

between the factors ranged from .59 to .93. The NFI was .77, the CFI was .85. The IFI was .85, 

and the TLI was .83. The RMSEA for this model was .089, with a 90% confidence interval that 

the score fell between.08 and .098. The PCLOSE, which tests the null hypothesis that the 

RMSEA is greater than .05 was .000. This result indicates that the RMSEA score is most likely 

higher than .05. The saturated model (648.00), rather than the hypothesized model (4.14) had the 

lowest ECVI score, although both had lower results than the independence model (14.99). In sum, 

the results indicate a marginally fitting model that would be difficult to cross validate on another 

sample. 

 The final model tested with CFA was a 16-item three factor model that appears in Figure 

5.2. Following the information suggested by the EFA, this model collapsed the internal nonverbal 

and external nonverbal subscales into a single factor. Factor one consisted of IV2, IV3, IV4, and 

IV5. Factor two was constructed out of items EV1, EV6, EV7, EV9, EV10, and EV11. INV7, 

INV8, ENV6, ENV8, ENV14, and ENV15 constituted the third factor, which was dubbed, 

“nonverbal”. The Chi-square test for the model was significant (χ2 (101, N = 184.) = 175.10, p <  

6

It was decid

subscale.  

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
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 Final CFA C-OI Composite Model, Squared Multiple Correlations, 

Figure 5.2 

Round Two  
 

ctor Intercorrelations Regression Coefficients, and Fa  
 

F1

F2

.50
EV1

e5

.71

.48
EV6

e6

.69

.48
EV7

e7

.69

.56
EV9

e8

.75

.41
EV10

e9

.64

.50
EV11

e10

.70

F3

.30
INV7

e11

.55

.54
INV8

e12

.73

.32
ENV6

e13

.57

.75
ENV8

e14

.87

.75
ENV14

e15

.87

.32
ENV15

e16

.57

.54
IV2

e1

.73

.63
IV3

e2

.80

.48
IV4

e3

.69

.55
IV5

e4

.74

.60

.79

.34

 



 127

.001). All of the regression weights were significant for this model at the p = .001 level. Figure 

d the results of this CFA. More specifically, the standardized regression weights 

h individual 

 correlated with factor two, the external 

verbal items, at r = .79, and factor two (EV) was moderately correlated with the third factor (NV) 

at r = .59. The nonverbal and internal verbal factors were modestly correlated at r = .34. The NFI 

was .88, and the IFI was .93. The TLI was .93, and the CFI was .94. The RMSEA was .06, with a 

90% confidence interval that the score fell between .047 and .079. The PCLOSE value was .08. 

This model, although it did not have an RMSEA of 0, looked promising. The goodness of fit 

indices are a little lower than they should be for a good fit, but this model was good enough to 

take into the third round, and showed promise that it could be better in the future with another 

sample. The ECVI, which tests that idea can be cross validated on a different sample of a similar  

size was 1.51 for this model, and that number was the lower than both the scores returned for the 

saturated model and the independence model. These 16 items, therefore, were selected for the 

third round. Table 5.8 gives a list of the round two final C-OI composite measure. 

Round Two Final Intercorrelations 

 
 Now that a suggested final version of the instrument was established for this round, 

discovering the correlations among the variables represents an appropriate next step. Several 

correlations were of particular interest.  First, the correlation between the Mael and Ashforth 

(1992) measure and the Cheney (1982) OIQ was strong and significant, r = .75, n = 186, p = 

.0001. Second, the correlation between the Cheney OIQ and the C-OI composite was strong, r = 

.72, n = 186, p = .0001. Third, the correlation between the Cheney OIQ and the C-OI internal  

 

5.2 illustrate

appear below each individual item and the squared multiple correlation above eac

item. Factor one, the internal verbal items, was strongly
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Table 5.8  

Round Two Final 16-item C-OI Composite Measure 

 

 

Item 

Internal Verbal Subscale 

IV2: I like saying to others who work here that we belong to one of the best organizations in the field. 

IV3: I like to describe who we are as an organization to newcomers. 

IV4: I make a point to say “we” when referring to my organization with people who work here. 

IV5: I am very interested in what my coworkers say about our organization. 

 

External Verbal Subscale 

EV1: If I met someone on a plane, the organization I work for is one of the first things I’d mention. 

EV6: I enjoy hearing my non-work friends say what an important part of this company I am. 

EV7: I like it when my non-work friends or my family introduce me as someone who works for this 

organization. 

EV9 I often talk about my connection to this organization in conversations with strangers. 

EV10 I enjoy sharing stories with others outside the organization about my experiences at work. 

in with this company with others outside the organization. 

onverb

EV11: I regularly discuss how well I fit 

 

N al Subscale 

INV7:  At work, I use a coffee mug or other similar items with the company logo on it. 
INV8:  I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at work. 

ENV8: I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at home or around town. 

ENV15: I display pictures of coworkers in my home or on my personal website. 

ENV6:  I have a company logo/bumper sticker on my car. 

ENV14: I wear clothes (caps, t-shirt, etc.) with the organization's name when out in public. 
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verbal was the most powerful one observed, r = .77, n = 186, p = .0001.  Fourth, the correlation 

 C-OI external verbal and the Cheney OIQ was strong and significant, r = .72, n = 

arily represent a problem. However, 

because these variables were intended to be used together in a regression equation, potential 

ms with multicollinearity emerge. 

 Upon examination of the correlations between this round’s final version of the C-OI 

 and the other variables in this round (ComSat, OBSE, ITQ, and INF), the 

nizational sensemaking. 

is of this measure resulted in the discovery that the INF measure 

r  

d to use the overt question information-seeking strategy subscale in lieu of the entire 

tercorrelations 

Once again, the C-OI composite and its subscales offered evidence of convergent 

IQ, r = .72, n = 

ong range for the Mael and Asforth (1992), 

in the range 

und in a previous meta-analysis (Fontenot & Scott, 2001). The C-OI composite measure had a 

slightly stronger correlation with ITQ, r = -.54, n = 186, p = .0001, than did the Mael and Asforth, 

r = -.53, n = 186, p = .001.  Both measures were overpowered by the strength of the correlation 

between the Cheney OIQ and intent to quit, r = -.76, n = 186, p = .001. This effect is illusory,  

between the

186, p = .0001. Taken individually, this would not necess

proble

composite, its subscales

C-OI composite’s Pearson product-moment correlations were similar to that of the Mael and 

Ashforth (1992) measure. INF’s correlations were not significant with any variable save the 

Cheney (1982) OIQ, which was surprising given the literature on orga

Further statistical analys

performed poorly in an EFA using principal axis factoring and varimax rotation. Of the fou

dimensions tested, only one had an acceptable Chronbach’s alpha9.  

It was decide

measure. Hereafter the measure will be referred to as INF_OQ. The results of the in

appear in Table 5.9. 

validity. The C-OI composite correlated strongly with both the Cheney (1982) O

186, p = .0001, and was associated in the moderate-str

r = .57, n = 186, p = .0001. The correlations with ITQ were again, negative, but with

fo
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Tabl

ia a n s s  V  i ip gr

e 5.9  

Round Two Final Intercorrelations, Means, Standard Dev tions, nd Chro bach’ Alpha for the ariables Used n Mult le Re ession 

 

 Subscale   Mean SD   1   4  9 12 3  5 6 7 8  10 1 12

 

*  

** 

** 

** 

**

**

**
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1)  C- ter er 5.  82 .66**** 34*** . * * 6  3 . * 1 .2 *

2)  C- te Ver 4.   (.85) 52*** . * * 5  9 . * 01 .2 *

3) C al 3.  5) . * * 2 * 10 . 3 .0 *
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rmatio -seeking strate y, (N 6). T e C- sio used h

 **p = . , = **  .0  Co Satisfaction = Com cation Sat SE ased Self- st NF_OQ = v  question 

info n g  = 18 h OI ver n ere is the m n.
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Multiple Hierarchical Regressions 
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multicollinearity10 site  one OI 
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 of the R2, and therefore did not demonstrate incremental 

erance values and the variance proportions indicated that 

ultico

erbal 

ther 

 the 

f the 

 

β = .67, 

(172) =

 step,  

the R2 ro

β 

I 

pared to the two OI 

OBSE in the second step. The round two final C-OI nonverbal subscale, β = -.02, t (172) = -.37, p

= .71, failed to increase the value

validity.12 An examination of the tol

m llinearity was not a problem. 

The second regression equation sought to test whether, when controlling for the 

demographic variables and the Cheney (1982) OIQ, the round two version of the C-OI nonv

subscale added variance to the dependent variable of OBSE above and beyond that of the o

predictors. The first step contained all of the demographic variables. This was followed by

Cheney (1982) OIQ in the second step, and the C-OI nonverbal subscale in the third. None o

demographic variables acted as significant predictors in the first step, which had a small R2 of .05.

The addition of the Cheney OIQ in the second step increased R2 to .41, and this measure, 

t  10.23, p = .0001, and organizational size, β = .13, t (172) = 2.16, p = .03, were both 

significant predictors in this step. When the C-OI nonverbal subscale was added in the third

se significantly by .01 as indicated by the F-test of incremental change statistic, F(1, 

165) = 4.31, p = .04. In this step the Cheney OIQ, β = .71, t (172) = 10.23, p = .0001, 

organizational size, β = .13, t (172) = 2.24, p = .03, and the round two C-OI nonverbal subscale, 

= -.14, t (172) = -2.08, p = .04 all had significant tests of the regression coefficient. The semi-

partial r for the round two C-OI nonverbal subscale was -.12 in the third step.13 Tolerance values 

and variance proportions indicated that multicollinearity was not an issue. The round two C-O

nonverbal demonstrated incremental validity over the Cheney OIQ, although it represented a 

small effect.14 Now that the round two C-OI nonverbal subscale has been com
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Table 5.10 

Summary of Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses of the Prediction of Organization-Based Self-

Esteem by OI Measure Controlling for Demographic Variables 

 Step Predictor Variables R2 R2∆ sr Β 
1 Woman    .124  .128 
 Supervisor    .036  .037 
 Organizational Size    .074  .075 

 Age .051   .122  .144 
      
2 Woman    .027  .028 
 Supervisor    .025  .026 

 Organizational Tenure   -.104 -.123 

n equation 
seeing if the final 
round two C-OI 

predicts OBSE 
when controlling for 
demographic 
variables and the 

 Age    .008  .009 
  Cheney OIQ .409   .358****  .598  .666**** 
       

  Supervisor    .027  .027 
 
  Organizational Tenure   -.081 -.098 
  Age    .012  .014 
  Cheney OIQ    .607  .709**** 
  Round Two Final C-OI .424      .015*  -.123 -.136* 

 Organizational Tenure    .027  .032 

 Organizational Size    .129  .131* 

Regressio

nonverbal subscale 

Cheney OIQ. 

 3 Woman    .012  .012 

 Organizational Size    .133  .135* 

Nonverbal 
       

1 Supervisor    .124  .128 
 Woman    .036  
 Organizational Size    .074  .075 

 Age    .122  .144 
      
2 Supervisor    .045  .047 
 Woman    .008  .009 

 Organizational Tenure   -.085 -.101 

Regression equation 
seeing if the final 
round two C-OI 

predicts OBSE 
when controlling for 
demographic 
variables and the 

measure. 

 Mael and Ashforth .342 .291***  .539  .579*** 
       
 3 Supervisor    .054  .057 
  Woman    .000  .000 

  Organizational Tenure   -.113 -.137 
  Age     .058  .069 

.037 

 Organizational Tenure    .027  .032 

 Organizational Size    .124  .126* 

 Age    .067  .080 

composite measure 

Mael and Ashforth 

  Organizational Size    .117  .119 

  Mael and Ashforth    .392  .484*** 
  Round two Final C-OI 

Composite .366 .024*  .155  .193* 

Note. * p = .05, **p = .01, *** p = .001, ****p = .0001.  Both Woman and Supervisor (1 = Yes, 0 = No) are dummy coded. 
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 measures, it was time to turn to the round two C-OI composite measure to see how it performed. 

e third regression equation had the demographic variables entered together in the first 

 C-

collinearity diagnostics indicated that 

 an ion. Th ographic variables contributed little 

e va nce in  none were significant predictors of OBSE. Both the 

h easure  .56, t (172) = 8.56, p , and organizational size, provided a) 

nt pr ictors nd step, increas R2 to .34. Adding ound two final 
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 the second regression equation, the demographic variables were entered in the first 
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he 

rsion 

 

re was a 

 weight, 

appropriate. The results found in Table 5.11 are those that demonstrate incremental validity when 

controlling for demographic variables and an alternate measure of OI. 

In the first regression equation, the demographic variables were entered in the first step, 

followed by the Mael and Ashforth (1992) in the second, and the final round two version of the 

C-OI external verbal subscale in the third.  Both organizational tenure and age were significant 

predictors in the first step, and the R2 was .28. The Mael and Ashforth measure was a significant 

predictor in the second step, with R2 increasing to .40. In the final step, the final round two 

version of the C-OI external verbal subscale was a significant predictor of intent to quit. The 

semipartial regression coefficient was -.20 for the final round two version of the C-OI external 

verbal subscale, indicating this did contribute significantly to the overall variance in the 

regression equation (Hunsley & Meyer, 2003). The final round two C-OI external verbal subsc

demonstrated incremental validity over the Mael and Ashforth measure.17 

In

step, followed by the Cheney OIQ (1982) in the second, and the final round two version of t

OI external verbal subscale in the third. Organizational tenure and age acted as predictors of 

intent to quit, as did the Cheney OIQ.  The final round two version of the C-OI external verbal  

subscale, however, failed to add significant explanation above and beyond that demonstrated 

the Cheney OIQ (thus failing to demonstrate incremental validity either).18 

The third regression equation regressed intent to quit on the demographic variables in t

first step, followed by the Mael and Ashforth in the second step, and the final round two ve

of the C-OI composite measure in the third. Both organizational tenure and age were significant 

predictors in the first step, although only the Mael and Ashforth measure and age were significant

predictors in the second step. The final round two version of the C-OI composite measu

significant predictor of intent to quit in the third step. Additionally, the standardized beta
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Table 5.11 

Summary of Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses that Showed Incremental Validity for the Round 

Two Final C-OI External Verbal Subscale and the Round Two Final C-OI Composite Measure in the 

Prediction of Intent to Quit While Controlling for Demographic Variables and OI Measure  

 Step Predictor Variables R2 R2∆ sr2 Β 
1 Supervisor   -.090 -.093 
 Woman   -.007 -.007 

* 
4 

2 Supervisor   -.038 -.040 

Regression equation seeing 

variables and the Mael and 

.060 
.352*** 

  Mael and Ashforth .405 .123*** -.351    -.377*** 

.036 .037 
-.025 -.030 

  Organizational Size   .057 .058 
  
 

 Organizational Tenure   -.134 -.156
 Organizational Size   .093 .09
 Age .282  -.333    -.393*** 
       

 Woman   .011 .011 

if the final round two C-OI 
external verbal measure 
predicts intent to quit when 
controlling for demographic 

Ashforth measure. 
 Organizational Tenure   -.059 -.070 

  Organizational Size   .059 
  Age   -.296    -

        
 3 Supervisor   -.043 -.045 
  Woman   
  Organizational Tenure   

 Age   -.292    -.346***
 Mael and Ashforth   -.198    -.248*** 

  Round Two Final C-OI 
External Verbal 

.446 .041*** -.202    -.252*** 

1 Supervisor   -.090 -.093 
 Woman   -.007 -.007

 Organizational Size   -.134   .094 
 Age .282  -.333      -.393*** 

Regression equation seeing 
if the final round two C-OI 

intent to quit when 
controlling for demographic 

 
 Organizational Tenure   .093 -.156 composite measure predicts 

 2 Supervisor   -.038 -.040 
.011  .011 
.059 -.070 

 
 
  Mael and Ashforth .405 .123*** -.351     -.377*** 

  Organizational Size   -.017  .070 

  Mael and Ashforth   -.199     -.246*** 

variables and the Mael and 
Ashforth measure 

       

  Woman   
  Organizational Tenure   

 Organizational Size   -.059  .060 
 Age   -.296    -.352*** 

        
 3 Supervisor   -.051  -.054 
  Woman   .022 .023 
  Organizational Tenure   .069 -.020 

  Age   -.283     -.337*** 

  Round Two Final C-OI 
composite measure 

.451 .046*** -.215    -.267*** 

Note. * p = .05, **p = .01, *** p = .001.  Both Woman and Supervisor (1 = Yes, 0 = No) are dummy coded. 
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for the final round two version of the C-OI composite measure was larger than that of  the Mael 

th, β = -.25, t (172) = -3.45, p = .0001. Finally, the semipartial regression coefficient in 

demonstrated incremental validity over the Mael and Ashforth measure.  

In the final regression equation, the demographic variables were entered in the first step, 

 O Q in th -OI co posite m asure  third

 t ure an  age were significant predictors in the first step, as were age 

OIQ in th secon the C-OI co ite m e 
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and Ashfor
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C-

. When the C-OI 

nonverb

 

, 

scale 

 

yond the Mael and Ashforth, the R2 value was small (third step R2 = 

 

the C-OI nonverbal subscale failed to add anything significant to the variance in the dependent 

variable, and therefore no incremental validity was demonstrated.  

An examination of the results for the next three regression equations indicated that the 

OI nonverbal subscale and the C-OI composite measure did not add additional explanation above 

and beyond that accounted for by the Mael and Ashforth or the Cheney OIQ

al was compared against the Mael and Ashforth measure, the R2 value was small (third 

step R2 = .12), and the tests of the regression coefficient for this C-OI subscale were not 

significant.22 The C-OI nonverbal failed to demonstrate incremental validity beyond the Cheney 

OIQ in predicting communication satisfaction. The combination of predictor variables explained

little (R2 = .19 in the third step) of the variance in the dependent variable. As a further check

ComSat was regressed on the C-OI nonverbal subscale. The R2 was .01, and the test of the 

regression coefficient, β = .10, t (172) = 1.39, p = .17, indicated that the C-OI nonverbal sub

did not even predict the dependent variable.  

When the regression was performed using the C-OI composite variable in the third step to

see if it added above and be

.13). When the C-OI composite was compared against the OIQ it failed to explain any more 

variance in the dependent variable. Taken together, the predictor variables explained little of the 

variance as the R2 was .19 in the third step. 

 Test of RQ4:  How do the C-OI composite measure and its internal verbal subscale 

compare to other measures of OI in predicting the overt questions strategy of information-

seeking? Answering this question proved to be more complex than the other research questions, 

because of the strong correlations encountered whenever the Cheney (1982) OIQ or the Mael and 

Ashforth (1992) measure were contrasted with the C-OI internal verbal subscale and the C-OI

composite measure. Although the hierarchical regression technique was implemented to guard 
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mposite measure and the C-

OI inter

d 

led for the Mael and Ashforth or the Cheney OIQ in 

predicti

 

by the C-OI measures may in part be due to the high 

ssion 

2 

against the issue of multicollinearity among the independent variables, the initial results for all 

four regression equations indicated two things: (a) both the C-OI co

nal verbal subscale failed to add any predictive power in every comparison made, and (b) 

multicollinearity occurred in each of those regression equations upon examining the condition 

indexes and the variance proportions23. In order to answer completely this research question a 

different technique was required. Prior to running any more regressions, I ran the correlations 

between the variables in this research question. 

 Four regressions were carried out entering the demographic variables in the first step, 

followed by either the Cheney OIQ or the Mael and Ashforth in the second and concluding with 

either the C-OI composite or the C-OI internal verbal subscale in the third. The results indicate

the demographic variables were not significant predictors in any model for any equation.  

Additionally, the C-OI internal verbal subscale failed to add additional variance in the dependent 

variable when the regression equation control

ng overt question information-seeking strategies. Further, multicollinearity was an issue in 

both of these regression equations, as the variance proportions showed values above .50 in both 

equations. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) no two independent variables in a 

regression equation should have a variance proportion higher than .50 in a step, as occurred here.

The lack of additional explanation provided 

intercorrelations between the OI measures.  

Due to the multicollinearity, several new regressions were performed. In each regre

only one of the OI independent variables (the Mael and Ashforth, the Cheney OIQ, the final 

round two C-OI internal verbal subscale, or the final round two C-OI composite measure) was 

used as a predictor of information seeking. In the first regression the Mael and Ashforth had a R

of .12, and a significant test of the regression coefficient, β = .35, t (172) = 5.127, p = .0001. In 
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ships with the dependent variable. The final 

und tw

 

n of 

 and the 

 of incremental validity are shown in Table 5.12.  

re 

the second regression, the Cheney OIQ had a R2 of .10, and a significant test of the regression 

coefficient, β = .31, t = 4.45, p = .0001. In the third regression equation, the final round two C-O

internal verbal subscale had a R2 of .07, and a significant test of the regression coefficient, β = 

.26, t (172) = 3.65, p = .0001. In the fourth regression equation, the final round two C-OI 

composite had a R2 of .03, and a significant test of the regression coefficient, β = .17, t (172) = 

2.33, p = .02. In sum, all four OI independent variables had significant (and similar) predictive

power, although they all had rather weak relation

ro o C-OI composite, despite being a significant predictor of overt question information-

seeking, did not have a higher R2 than the other measures. Thus, it is difficult to argue that it adds

anything above and beyond that of the Cheney OIQ or the Mael and Ashforth measure even if it 

is also safe to say that it does not perform any worse. In the end, the final round two versio

the C-OI composite measure and the final round two version of the C-OI internal verbal did not 

outperform the other measures of OI. 

 Test of RQ5: How does the C-OI composite measure compare to other measures of OI in 

predicting organizational tenure? The first equation regressed organizational tenure on the 

demographic variables, followed by the Mael and Ashforth (1992) measure in the second,

round two final version of the C-OI composite measure in the third. An examination of the 

collinearity diagnostics indicated multicollinearity was not an issue in this equation. The results 

for this research question that were indicative

The first regression equation entered the demographic variables as a block in the first 

step, followed by the Mael and Ashforth (1992) in the second, and the C-OI composite measu

in the third. The first step had an R2 of .26, which rose to .29 with the addition of the Mael and 

Ashforth measure, and .32 with the addition of the final round two C-OI composite in the third. 

The F-test of the R2 change increment statistic was significant in both the second, F(1, 167) = 
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OI 

nd 

e 

rtial regression coefficient of .14 indicating a small 

7.46, p = .01, and third, F(1, 166) = 6.23, p = .01, steps. In the final step, the final round two C-

composite measure had a semipartial regression coefficient of .16 which indicated that this had 

incremental validity above and beyond the Mael and Ashforth measure when controlling for 

demographic variables.  

 The final regression equation was answered by regressing organizational tenure on the 

demographic variables, followed by the Cheney (1982) OIQ measure in the second, and the rou

two final version of the C-OI composite measure in the third. The first step had an R2 of .26, 

which rose to .29 with the addition of the Cheney OIQ, and .31 with the addition of the final 

round two C-OI composite in the third. The F-test of the R2 change increment statistic was 

significant in both the second, F(1, 167) = 8.32, p = .004, and third, F(1, 166) = 4.62, p = .03, 

steps. The final round two C-OI composite measure, β = .20, t (172) = 2.15, p = .03, was a 

significant in the third step, however the results indicated that multicollinearity existed among th

independent variables.24 With a semipa

contribution, the final round two C-OI composite version demonstrated incremental validity over 

the Cheney OIQ.   
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Table 5.12 

Summary of Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses that Showed Incremental Validity in the Prediction 

of Organizational Tenure While Controlling for OI Measure and Demographic Variables 

 2 2 β Step Predictor Variables R  R ∆ sr 
1 Supervisor    .016 .016 
 Woman   -.061 -.063 

4 
two C-OI composite measure predicts 

 
-.011 

  Woman   -.068 -.069 
.059 

  Age    .445       .467*** 
     .187** 
 

.000 
-.075 

  Organizational Size    .049 .050 
      .440*** 

.084 

1 Supervisor    .016 .016 

 Organizational Size    .044 .04
 Age .259   .499 .510 

Regression equation seeing if the round 

organizational tenure when controlling 
for demographic variables and the Mael 
and Ashforth measure.       
 2 Supervisor   -.011 

  Organizational Size    .058 

  Mael and Ashforth .291 .032**  .178 
       
 3 Supervisor    .000 
  Woman   -.073 

  Age    .414 
  Mael and Ashforth    .068 
  Rd 2 Final C-OI CM .317 .026*  .160 .195* 
       

 Woman   -.061 
 Organizational Size    .044 
 Age .259   .499      .5

two C-OI composite measure predicts 
organizational tenure when ontrolling 
for demographic variables and the 
Cheney OIQ.        

 
 

-.063 
.044 
10*** 

Regression Equation seeing if the round 

c

 2 Supervisor   -.015 -.015 
 Woman   -.062 -.063 
 Organizational Size    .059 .059 

  Age    .412      .444*** 
  Cheney OIQ .294 .035**  .187  .204** 
        
 3 Supervisor    .002 .002 
  Woman   -.071 -.073 
  Organizational Size    .047 .048 
  Age    .406      .439*** 
  Cheney OIQ    .040 .060 
  Rd 2 Final C-OI CM .313 .019*  .138  .199* 
       

1 Age .255  .505 .505 
      
2 Age   .406 .433 

Regression equation seeing if the 
Cheney OIQ predicts organizational 
tenure when controlling for Age. 

 Cheney OIQ .292 .04** .193 .205 
1 Age .255  .505 .505 
      
2 Age   .425 .441 

Regression equation seeing if the round 
two C-OI composite measure predicts 
organizational tenure when controlling 
for Age.  Rd 2 Final C-OI CM .309 .055**** .234 .242 
Note. * p = .05, **p = .01, *** p = .001, ****p = .0001.  Both Woman and Supervisor (1 = Yes, 0 = No) are dummy 

coded. Rd 2 Final C-OI CM = Round Two Final C-OI Composite Measure
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To ensure that the multicollinear relationship suggested by the variance proportions did 

e with the results, these regressions were rerun using the demographic variable of age 
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ts. Convergent validity in this 

sense exist

te to 

. There were three 

main criteria used to decide whether or not an

individual EFAs of the subscale

er 

asure suggested that the internal nonverbal and the 

external nonverbal subscal a 

were tapping into the similar ideas internally. “A second, broader meaning of convergent validity

has to do with the convergence of related scales and instrumen

s when the researcher's proposed scale or measure of a given construct correlates with 

measures of the same construct using instruments proposed by other researchers” (Garson, 2006, 

paragraph 6). This round’s version of the C-OI composite and its subscales showed modera

strong correlations with the more established measures of OI, which reflected that although this 

operationalization of the construct was different, it still had convergent validity. Another indicator 

of construct validity was the internal consistency of the items in the new measure. The C-OI and 

its subscales all showed excellent Chronbach’s alphas prior to and following factor analysis. 

In addition to establishing validity, another goal here was to reduce the number of scale 

items to those that best captured this construct and the various subscales theorized to exist. The 

individual common factor analysis of each subscale was effective in highlighting those items that 

would best be dropped from the measure. This round began with 24 items that were theorized to 

load on four factors, and through EFA, resulted in the deletion of several items

 item remained in the measure. First, in the 

s, those items that loaded cleanly on the first factor were retained 

for the second round.  Second, those items that remained could not correlate strongly with oth

C-OI subscales.  Third, the resulting items had to have acceptable Chronbach’s alphas. Based 

upon these criteria, 8 items were deleted from the composite measure, leaving 16 in all.  

The results of an EFA of the entire me

es worked better as a single factor, so these two were collapsed into 

new factor called “nonverbal”. On the internal verbal subscale, four items were left:  IV2, IV3, 

IV4, and IV5. Five items made up the final version of the round two external verbal subscale:  

EV1, EV6, EV7, EV9, EV10, and EV11. Finally, when the external nonverbal and internal 
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coeffici

 

nonverbal subscales were collapsed into one, six items remained:  INV7, INV8, ENV6, ENV8, 

ENV14, and ENV15. The exact wording of the remaining sixteen items was shown in Table 5.8.  

The problems encountered when attempting to do a factor analysis on all 46 items in the 

previous round were most likely due to the high intercorrelations of the subscales, so focusing

learning the structure of each individual C-OI subscale rather than the whole measure, proved 

helpful. Further, collapsing the internal nonverbal and external nonverbal items into one subscale 

also showed a simpler structure, and cut down on the intercorrelations among items.  

The results of the CFA were additionally supportive of validity. Although the initial 

model’s performance was marginal at best, as evinced by Amos’ fit indices, the final model of the 

round showed a better fit with reduced items. Further, the fit indices showed the final model 

could be cross validated on another sample and obtain similar results.  

The results of the research questions indicated initial support for incremental validity 

with several qualifications. As shown in Table 5.10, the C-OI nonverbal subscale significantly 

added variance (sr = -.12) to the dependent variable above and beyond the Cheney (1982) OIQ, 

but not the Mael and Ashforth (1992). The round two final C-OI composite also had incremental 

validity over one measure, the Mael and Ashforth, but not the Cheney OIQ. When the round two 

C-OI composite measure was compared to the Mael and Ashforth, it explained 2% more o

OBSE’s variance. The semipartial regression coefficient (sr = .155) indicated that this 

represented a significant effect, that added to the literature (Hunsley & Meyer, 2003).  

 As illustrated in Table 5.11, when predicting intent to quit (ITQ), the C-OI external 

verbal subscale outperformed the Mael and Ashforth by 4%, and its semipartial regression

ent was -.20 indicating a significant effect (Hunsley & Meyer, 2003). The round two final 

C-OI composite also outperformed the Mael and Ashforth by 5%, and its semipartial regression 

coefficient was consistent with a significant effect size to indicate a contribution to the literature



 146

 

o be 

subscale

t. 

ith the 

other m

 time constraints, and it 

robabl

 

s.    

bove and 

 % to 3% 

ore of -OI 

 

(sr = -.215). Although both the round two final version of the C-OI external verbal subscale and

the C-OI composite measure failed to outperform the Cheney OIQ, this was not considered t

a serious issue. Because the Cheney OIQ contains several items drawn from an ITQ measure, it 

was not surprising that this inflated correlation outperformed the C-OI composite measure or its 

s. Additionally, the Cheney OIQ is considered to be less valid of a measure in the 

literature than is the Mael and Ashforth.  The success of the C-OI composite and its external 

verbal subscale over the predictive power of the Mael and Ashforth is therefore, more importan

When predicting communication satisfaction, the round two final C-OI composite and the 

C-OI nonverbal subscale failed to demonstrate incremental validity when contrasted w

easures of OI. I would argue that this could be due to the measure used for ComSat. 

Traditionally another measure has been used more often to measure communication satisfaction 

(Downs & Hazen, 1977), and it was this measure that correlated with the Cheney OIQ in the 

literature.  This 40-item multidimensional measure was not used due to

p y would have been a better one to use in hindsight.  

The modified instrument used to measure information-seeking strategies failed to work

due to low reliabilities and the poor factor loadings of the subscales. When reduced to the one 

subscale that did work, overt questions, the C-OI internal verbal and the C-OI composite 

measure, performed similarly to the other OI measures. They failed, however, to establish 

incremental validity because they could not add additional variance beyond existing measure

Finally, the round two final C-OI composite measure had incremental validity a

beyond other measures of OI in predicting organizational tenure. It explained between 2

m  the variance in the dependent variable. This represented the only construct that the C

outperformed consistently, regardless of the more established OI measure that was used as a

control variable.  
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Proposed Criterion Variables for Round Three 

In short, the results of the hierarchical multiple regressions indicate the C-OI composite 

and its subscales did have incremental validity, but did not demonstrate this consistently. Because

of the limited ability of the C-OI to predict distinctly a number of outcomes hypothesized in this 

research, a decision was made to examine several alternate variables in order to help ascertain 

predictive validity. Three new constructs were examined: communication competence, 

ingratiation, and perceived organizational support. Reasons for selecting each variable are 

explained in the following section. 

Communication Competence and Internal Verbal C-OI:  Parks (1994) defines 

ication competence (CC) as, “. . .the degree to which individuals satisfy and perceive that 

they have satisfied their goals within the limits of a given social situation without jeopardizing

their ability or opportunity to pursue their other subjectively more important goals” (p. 595). 

argues that this construct can be ascertained from the viewpoint of an individual or the frame of 

reference of an observer. In scenarios where the variable is conceptualized at the level of the 

individual, we see it as, “The degree to which the actor is satisfied and feels she or he has realiz

his or her own interactive objectives” (p. 590). Intrinsic with

ity, how we must acknowledge and interact with the identities of others while 

maintaining our own, all the while attempting to attain conversational goals. Myers and Kassin

(1998) linked OI and CC by means of a reference to Tompkins and Cheney (1985), who p

tentative connection between the two constructs. The results of Myers and Kassing’s (1998

supported this assertion, with a stepwise multiple regression indicating that supervisory CC 

ed for 58% of the variance in OI. Because the C-OI attempts to tap into more 

communicative aspects of OI than either the Cheney OIQ or the Mael and Ashforth measure, it 

may be even more predictive of a variable such as CC. Myers and Kassing had employees 
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evaluate their supervisor’s communication competence. Another important internal 

communication pa

The relationships we form in the workpl

g to Kram and Isabella (1985):  information peer, collegial peer, and special peer (p. 

119). An information peer is simply one an individual may come into contact with, but they do 

not elect to share personal information with him/her or extend their trust. And Kram and Isabella 

argue that the average individual typically has large networks of these acquaintances. Those pe

that are shown a more modest level of trust and self-disclosure fall into the collegial pee

They conceptualize this type of relationship as different from the information peer in regard

its boundaries and complexity. Peer

at he/she is valuable. Last but not least is what Kram and Isabella call the speci

which represents the closest form of a peer relationship. This is characterized by greater self-

disclosure and expression. Sias (2005) argues that these relationships are critical in organization

life as peers often have a special type of knowledge about the inner workings of the organization 

that non-work friends or family possess. Fritz (2002) pointed to a resurgence of literature on 

relationships as a recognition of the “relational fabric of organizational life” (Fritz, 2002, p. 41

Her interest lay in uncovering the impact of negative others in organizations:  from supervisors, to 

subordinates, to peers. She connected the impact of such toxic relationships as increasing stres

on the employee, higher rates of burnout, and a managerial loss of time due to mediatin

Her research added to that of others who argued that poor communication skills as well as 

offending others impede relationships at the office (Meyer & Sypher, 1992; Sypher & Zorn, 

1988). 

McCroskey (1988) emphasized that the notion of communication competence was b

on the communicative behavior of individuals. Since the C-OI attempts to measure ide
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tional identities are reinforced occurs through communicating with individuals who are 

from a communicative angle with internal and external others, it could be that it might be 

predictive of competence in communication. If a relationship can be established between C

the superior and OI (Myers & Kassing, 1998), it stands to follow that a similar relati

exist from a C-OI perspective between a cow

RQ6:  How does the C-OI composite, and especially its internal verbal subsca

compare to other measures of OI in predicting coworker communication 

competence? 

Perceived Organizational Support and External C-OI. Perceived organizational support 

(POS) is the belief that “aid will be available from the organization when it is needed to carry out 

one’s job effectively and to deal with stressful situations” (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002, p. 698)

Inherent in this construct is the idea that the organization takes on almost a personlike nature, 

imbued with either positive or negative attributes by the individual. Eisenberger, Huntington, 

Hutchison, and Sowa’s (1986) measure has items that reflect this conceptualization, “The 

(organization) takes pride in my accomplishments,” or “The (organization) really cares about 

well-being.” Several studies have connected affective organizational commitment to POS 

(Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Davis-LaMastro, 1990; Rhoades, Eisenberger, & Armeli, 2001; Settoon, 

Bennett, & Linden, 1996; Shore & Wayne, 1993). It has not been correlated with organization

identification by researchers, but as it has been successfully linked to other forms of attachment, 

it seems likely that such a connection is reasonable. 

Weisenfeld, Raghuram, and Garud (1998) argue that identified organizational employees

have internalized the norms and customs of their organization. By interacting with other 

organizational members, it serves to reinforce a sense of shared meaning. Swann and Hill (1

see interactions between people as a means to reinforce existing identities. Another way that 

organiza
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 to the organization. Social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) contends that 

organizational outsiders categorize people by the groups to which they belong. Further, invested 

employees (Ashforth & Mael, 1989) connect what happens to the organization as happenin

them personally. Several researchers (Caillouet & Allen, 1996; Dutton & Dukerich, 1991) argue 

that individuals connect the organization’s image with their own. Researchers have long 

contended that the way in which others construe the organization impacts OI (Dutton & 

h, 1991; Elsbach & Kramer, 1996; Iyer et al., 1997; Mael & Ashforth, 1992). Nowher

e important than in times of organizational crisis. Patchen (1970) conceptualize

not work there. It stands to reason that in order to maintain levels of OI, individuals will 

regularly scan the environment to ascertain others’ opinion of their organization. Further, 

regardless of the positivity or negativity of the outcome, the perception that the organization 

supports the individual serves to reinforce existing attachments. It could be that the C-OI meas

because of its emphasis on externally expressed identification may be a good way to predict PO

in comparison to other measures of OI. Research Question 7 asks:   

RQ7: How does the C-OI composite, and especially its external verbal subscale, 

compare to other measures of OI in predicting perceived organizational suppo

Ingratiation and nonverbal C-OI. Ingratiation, construed as a specific category of 

impression management, is conceptualized by Tedeschi and Melburg (1984) as a taxonomy of 

behaviors or strategies wielded by organizational members to attain upward influence. An end 

goal is to increase the attractiveness of the speaker in

lly these actions can be divided into four categories:  other enhancement, opinion 

conformity, rendering favors, and self-presentation (Jones, 1964; Jones & Wortman, 1973
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Schlenker (1980;1984) characterizes communication between individuals as inherently 

interdependent (p. 90). John Elway, for example, may be one of the greatest quarterbacks, but for

that reality to occur, his conversational partners must agree with that identity and image an

him accordingly. Over time, individuals have developed a variety of techniques to control others’

impressions of them. Researchers, however, have only just begun to examine this notion in 

organizational settings. Elsbach and Kramer (1996) discuss the reactions of members (and 

subsequent impression management) to threats to the organizational identity following Bu

Week rankings. 

On a nonverbal level, it seems likely that the nonverbal elements of the C-OI could be 

connected to the literature on this construct. Impression management appears in a variety of w

Research on mimicry illustrates its role in creating attachment between individuals (Chartrand & 

Bargh, 1999; Lakin, Jefferis, Cheng, & Chartrand, 2003). Individuals who get along tend to 

mirror each other’s posture more so than people who dislike one another (Bernieri, 1988; 

Chartrand & Bargh, 1999; LaFrance, 1982).  Godfrey, Jones, and Lord found people tend to s

more when engaging in ingratiatory behaviors. Whitehead and Smith (2002) examined the 

ingratiatory nonverbal behaviors exemplified by presidents in televised inaugural addresses.   

Tom and Elmer (1994) did a study that in part examined the io

n to their alma mater and the wearing of its clothing. They found a significant relations

 those who owned university insignia goods, F(4, 209) = 45.3, p < .001, and those who 

 (p. 59). The authors argue to the extent that an individual identifies with his/her alm

mater, their ownership of university insignia goods will increase. They compare this behavior to

sports fans, or individuals who are devoted to a particular musical artist. “The ownership of 

university insignia goods may be a communication of their identification with the University 
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School of Business and/or a material marker of an important period in their lives” (Tom &

1994, p. 60). 

Elsbach (2003) found a strong connection between nonverbal indicators of status and 

belonging and perceived identity of employees when doing a study of non-territorial offices. 

Individuals who no longer had places to display personal items, or symbols of their status 

perceived a threat to their workplace identities. She argued that without such accoutrements they 

no longer were permitted to show distinctiveness from one another. Pratt and Rafaeli (2001)

depict physical symbols as tools which “offer individuals and organizations access to a rich

verbal ‘language’ that can help clarify this relational complexity” (p. 2). They construe physical 

symbols in organ

remarks about how temporary employees complained about not having nameplates or ke

to the office, indicating this was another reminder that they did not belong. Therefore, research 

question 8 is as follows:   

RQ8: How does the C-OI composite and especially its nonverbal subscale, comp

to other measures of OI in predicting ingratiatory behaviors? 

Summary 

 This round began with 24 items of the C-OI which were ultimately reduced to 16. A

implementing both CFA and EFA to test models and further reduce the measure, eight items w

d. The final versions of the C-OI and its subscales were contrasted against more 

established measures of OI in predicting organization-based self-esteem, intent to quit, 

communication satisfaction, overt question strategies of information seeking, and organizational

tenure. This was done in order to ascertain the incremental predictive validity of the C-OI 

composite measure and its subscales. When compared to the Mael and Ashforth (1992) measure, 

the C-OI composite and its subscales generally had incremental validity. Finally, a further se
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9 The results for information seeking were unusual, and merited a closer examination of the variable.  In 

measure had five dimensions, with four items per dimension.  In order to prevent fatigue on the part of the 
EFA 
reater 

 
’s 

alpha of the indirect dimension was .65. Since two of the dimensions, indirect information seeking strategy 

(rather than with its appropriate dimension) they were not able to be used as well. Additionally, the 

The only dimension of this measure that performed adequately was overt question information seeking 

d 

tect multicollinearity also appears to disagree on its signs. Stevens (1996) 
points to a statistic called the variance inflation factor (VIF), which describes whether there exists a strong 
linear rel
VIF over ten indicates that one should be concerned with the possibility of multicollinearity. Others, like 
Garson (  multiple predictors is 
below .20 . Tabachnick and Fidell 
(1996) say that when correlations between the p  .70 and higher, a problem exists in 
multicollinearity when the condition index is gre  or the variance proportions for more than one 

able excee

already been done) is usually the first choice. Adding more data is another option, which was not available 

index, one that is not particularly useful for the purposes of this dissertation since I’m trying to show the 
 the 

variables so that they are not as highly correlated with one another. That, again will be done in the next 

r a given 

 

research questions for the next round was proposed in an effort to better establish the validity 

the C-OI and its subscales. These findings pave the way for what will be a final round of scale 

development a

this study, a modified version of Miller’s (1996) information seeking measure was used.  The original 

respondents, the measure was reduced to four dimensions with three items for each dimension.  An 
was run of the items using principal axis factoring and a varimax rotation. Three eigenvalues were g
than one, accounting for a cumulative variance of 58% prior to rotation. When the items were divided into 
their subscales, the factor loadings indicated that the indirect information seeking strategy dimension 
loaded onto the first factor.  It was accompanied by one item from the observation information seeking
strategy dimension, and one item from the indirect information seeking strategy dimension. Chronbach

(INF_Ind) and third party information seeking strategy (INF_TP) had one item load on the first factor 

Chronbach’s alphas for these two subscales were also below .70 (third party α = .58, observation α = .42). 

strategy (INF_OQ), with a Chronbach’s alpha of .75. The correlations with the main variables were rerun 
and INF_OQ had a weak correlation with the round two final version of the C-OI composite measure (r = 
.17, p = .02), a weak but significant correlation with the round two final version of the C-OI internal verbal 
subscale (r = .26, p = .01), and a weak but significant correlation with the final round two version of the C-
OI external verbal subscale (r = .23, p = .01). INF_OQ did not have a significant correlation with the roun
two final version of the C-OI nonverbal subscale (r = .00, p = .99). 
 
10 The literature on how to de

ationship between a predictor X1 and predictors X2 and X3. He cites Myers’ (1990) advice that a 

n.d.) suggest different criteria.  He argues that if the tolerance statistic for
 or the VIF is greater than 4.0, then multicollinearity could be a problem

redictors are
ater t an 30h

vari d .50.  
When one runs into multicollinearity, a researcher has a few options. Dropping a variable (as has 

to me at that time. A third option that has been suggested is to combine the collinear variables into an 

differences between them in predictive power. A final option is to use factor analysis to transform

round, but isn’t of much help here.  
Further, the variance proportions had more than two results that were greater than .50 fo

root number. Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) argue that when two predictors have a correlation that is greater 
than .70 error terms become inflated. The presences of high intercorrelations of the predictors, in this case 
the .75 correlation between the Cheney (1982) OIQ and the Mael and Ashforth (1992) measure, has
possibly created the condition of multicollinearity. For validity purposes, this requires entering the 
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independent variables that are OI constructs in individual blocks, but only comparing two OI measures at a 

 
 

the 
mber of respondents is still above the minimum number necessary for a 
redictors.  

Provided the variable of organizational size was not a significant predictor in the regression 
equation, the regression was rerun without the variable in the first step with the demographic variables to 
see if its absence made a difference.  The absence of this predictor in the regression equation did not 
change the end results in terms of the contribution added by the C-OI composite or its subscale in this, or 
any regression in this round. 
 
12 When this regression equation was repeated with only the significant demographic variable of 
organizational size in the first step, followed by the Mael and Ashforth in the second, and the round two 
final C-OI nonverbal subscale in the third, the results were no different. This regression equation was rerun 
to see if the nonsignificant demographic variables were removed from the first block if this would change 
the results in any way. Organizational size, although a significant predictor of OBSE in the first regression 
equation, was not a significant predictor when entered alone in the first block. The Mael and Ashforth was 
a significant predictor of OBSE, but the C-OI nonverbal was not. The results, although different for the 
demographic variable, did not change the outcome of the issue of incremental validity for the C-OI 
nonverbal subscale. 
  
13 This regression was repeated with the demographic variables that were not significant predictors of 
OBSE left out of the first step. With organizational size in the first step, the R2 was .002, and rose 
significantly when the Cheney (1982) OIQ was added in the next step (F (1,170) = 110.23, p = .001). When 
the round two final version of the C-OI nonverbal subscale was added in the last step, the R2 was 
significantly changed, (F (1,169) = 5.96, p = .02). The test of the regression coefficient indicated that 
organizational size was a significant predictor in the second (β = .12, t = 2.06, p = .04) and third step (β = 
.13, t = 2.17, p = .03). The Cheney OIQ was a significant predictor in the second (β = .63, t = 10.50, p = 
.001) and third step (β = .69, t = 10.80, p = .001). The round two final version of the C-OI nonverbal 
subscale did add to the predictive power of the equation (β = -.15, t = -2.44, p = .02) The semipartial 
regression coefficient was -.14, indicative of a small effect. Tolerance values were all near 1.0 for every 
step of the regression equation, so multicollinearity was not an issue. 
 
14 This regression was repeated with organizational size entered in the first step as a control variable, 
followed by the Cheney OIQ in the second step, and the C-OI nonverbal subscale in the third. The result 
was still significant, but the semipartial regression coefficient was -.144.  
 
15 The regression was repeated with only the demographic variable of organizational size entered in the first 
step, followed by the Mael and Ashforth measure in the second, and the C-OI composite in the third. The 
results indicated that the C-OI composite was a significant predictor (β = .16, t = 2.21, p < .03, sr = .14) in 
the second test of this equation. 
 
16 When this regression was repeated with organizational size in the first step, followed by the Cheney OIQ 
in the second, and the C-OI composite measure in the third, the results indicated that the C-OI composite 
still failed to add incremental validity.  
 
 

time. Further the Mael and Ashforth and the Cheney OIQ will not be in the same regression equation. 

11 In the correlations of the predictor variables, the N was reduced from 186 to 173. Upon examination of
the descriptives for the variables, organizational size only had 173 entries, which caused the lower n for 
regression equation. This nu
multiple regression with 7 p
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17 When the regression was performed again, this time entering only the demographic variables that had 
been predictors in the first step (age, organizational tenure, and organizational size), followed by the Mael 
and Ashforth in the second step, and the final round two version of the C-OI external verbal subscale in the 
third, the results were the same. The round two final version of the C-OI external verbal subscale had the 
same semipartial regression coefficient, and therefore, demonstrated incremental validity over the Mael and 
Ashforth measure. 
 
18When this regression equation was repeated with only the significant demographic variables included in 
the first step of the equation, the results were identical in regards to the incremental validity of the C-OI 
external verbal over the Cheney OIQ.  It still failed to add any variance above and beyond that 
demonstrated by the Cheney OIQ in predicting intent to quit.  
 
19 The results were unchanged when intent to quit was regressed on organizational tenure and age in the 
first step, followed by the Mael and Ashforth in the second, and the round two final C-OI composite 
measure in the third. The C-OI composite measure still demonstrated incremental validity over the Mael 
and Ashforth measure.  
 
20 When intent to quit was regressed on organizational tenure and age in the first step, followed by the 
Cheney OIQ in the second, and the round two final version of the C-OI composite measure in the third, the 
results were the same.  The final round two version of the C-OI composite measure failed to add to the 
variance in the dependent variable above and beyond that of the Cheney OIQ. 
 
21 Since the demographic variables were not significant in the initial equation, this regression was 
performed again, using the Mael and Ashforth in the first step, followed by the C-OI nonverbal subscale in 
the second.  The results showed the C-OI nonverbal failed to add any variance to the dependent variable. 
 
22 This regression was repeated using the demographic variable of whether or not the respondent was 
female in the first step, followed by the Mael and Ashforth measure in the second, and the C-OI composite 
in the third.  The results indicated that the C-OI composite measure failed to add any variance to the 
dependent variable above and beyond that contributed by the Mael and Ashforth. 

 
23 When the pattern of correlations was examined, the Mael and Ashforth had a higher correlation with 
overt question information-seeking strategy (r = .35, n = 186, p = .0001), than did the Cheney OIQ, r = .31, 
n = 186, p = .0001, the final round two C-OI internal verbal subscale, r = .26, n = 186, p = .0001, or the 
final round two C-OI composite, r = .17, n = 186, p = .02. Things became complicated when the 
intercorrelations were examined among the independent variables. The final round two version of the C-OI 
internal verbal subscale correlated strongly with the Cheney OIQ, r = .77, n = 186, p = .0001, as did the 
final round two version of the C-OI composite measure, r = .72, n = 186, p = .0001. Although not as strong 
in magnitude, the Mael and Ashforth and the C-OI internal verbal had a moderate correlation, r = .57, n = 
186, p = .0001. The Mael and Ashforth and the C-OI composite measure had a strong correlation, r = .68, n 
= 186, p = .0001.This raises the issue of multicollinearity among the independent variables.  
 
24 Although the tolerance values were all above .40, the condition index in the final step was 19.56, which 
suggested multicollinearity.  The variance proportions showed the OIQ and the final round two C-OI 
composite measure had loadings above .50 in the final step. 



CHAPTER SIX:  ROUND THREE METHOD AND RESULTS 
 

Thus far, the first two rounds of data have been described, analyzed, and explained. This 

chapter will depict the manner in which subjects were recruited to participate in the third round of 

the study, the design of the questionnaire, its administration, and resulting data analysis. It will 

describe the techniques used to validate a final version of the C-OI composite measure. More 

specifically, this chapter will answer research questions in the attempt to establish incremental 

validity over alternate measures of OI.   

Method 
 

Participants 
 

The third round of scale testing again used students taking an organizational 

communication class (n = 35) at a research university in the southwestern portion of the United 

States to recruit subjects in return for extra credit. The students were told that they could recruit 

as few as two and as many as five respondents for this survey. The amount of extra credit that 

they would receive in return was low (could not be worth more than 2% of the overall grade). 

Assuming each of the 35 students recruited 5 volunteers, I received a 79% response rate in this 

round.  

A total of 139 subjects agreed to take part in the survey at the students’ request. One 

survey was excluded because the respondent, under the impression he had made a mistake when 

he first submitted the survey, completed the Online survey twice. Four others were excluded 

because the respondents either failed to meet the parameters of the study, or failed to include 

verification data. This left a total of 134 respondents. When the data was analyzed, it was 

discovered that 8 participants had left an item blank on the C-OI measure, which meant that only 

a total of 126 respondents could be used in the factor analysis portion of the study. Since this 

round of the C-OI validation process utilized 16 items for the initial composite scale, having this 

many people participate yielded a 7:1 item-to-subject ratio for factor analysis.  

 156



In term  also 

consiste

ked each participant to type in a blank space his/her 

profession and offered the individual several mples: manufacturing, media, 

man services, military, technology, education or other. Although most used the 

terms of gory. The 

 

turing (n = 4), wholesale distribution (n = 4), consulting (n = 3), media and publishing (n 

= 4), hu ng 

rs 

 had to 

h 

ould receive 

credit for recruiting up to five subjects. In terms of structure and visual layout, the web-based 

s of demographics, 57% of the respondents were women. The sample

d of slightly more non-supervisors (n = 71) than supervisors (n = 62), with one person 

not reporting. The average age reported was 39 years, with a standard deviation of 12 years and 

ages ranging from 20 to 77 years. The median organizational size was 275 members with a 

minimum of 2 and a maximum of 200,000. Organizational tenure averaged 7.17 years with a 

standard deviation of 7.63.  

One item in this questionnaire as

 categories as exa

healthcare, hu

fered, some typed in the name of their organization, or created their own cate

responses to this item varied from naming their organization, “United States Air Force,” to 

creating their own categories, “Retail/Banking hardware support.” In a similar procedure to what

was used in prior rounds of scale development, the 134 responses were collapsed into the 

following categories:  technology (n = 27), education (n = 23), other (n = 13), energy (n = 9),food 

services (n = 8), sales (n = 8), insurance (n = 6), financial services (n = 6), healthcare (n = 5), 

manufac

man services (n = 3), museum (n = 3), marketing (n = 3), government (n=2), advertisi

(n = 2), and  military (n = 1).  

Procedure 

 The researcher briefed the organizational communication students about the paramete

of the study through means of an in-class presentation. It was emphasized that participants

be at least 18 years of age, must have worked for their employing organization for a minimum of 

6 months and had to hold a full-time position. Current students, faculty and staff at the researc

university were not permitted to be participants. The students were offered extra credit in 

exchange for recruiting people who met these criteria, and they were told they c
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naire was formatted like the one used in round one. The last page of the survey ask

respondents to list the name of the student who had recruited him/her for the survey, and to give

their own first name and an e-mail address in order for the researcher to verify their participation

so that the student could receive the extra credit. 

Verification of participation was done in a different manner in this round compared to

previous two. In rounds one 

 of the study, and restating the requirements for participation, and asking others to 

respond back if either a) they had never heard of this survey before, or/or b) they did not fit th

requirements for participation. In this round, participants received two emails; the initial inquiry

and a follow-up reminder sent a week later that specifically asked him/her to reply to the messag

in order to verify that he/she had (or had not) participated in the study and fit the criteria for 

inclusion. Out of 134 respondents, 89 verified their participation, a 66% response rate. The 

remaining participants did not respond (no one responded indicating they did not participa

One-way ANOVAs comparing the verified and non-verified groups on the C-OI composite 

measure, the C-OI internal subscale, the C-OI external subscale, the C-OI Nonverbal subscale,

Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) scale, and the OIQ were performed. None of the F-tests were 

significant for any of these, as shown in Table 6.1. Thus, verified and nonverified responses were

collapsed and all respondents w

Instruments
 

The complete questionnaire for this and every round is located in Appendix A. OI 

measures. The third round version of the C-OI consisted of 16 items. It possessed three subscales: 

the internal verbal (with four items), the external verbal (with six items), and the nonverbal (with 

six items). This scale used a 7-point Likert-type response format with 1 meaning very strongly 

disagree and 7 indicating very strongly agree. Like the previous two rounds, the Cheney O

(1982), measured with the same 7-point Likert-type scale as the C-OI, was included.  
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s n  at , n h’ p n ti in Variables i u h

able 6.1 

Mean , Sta dard Devi ions Chro bac s Al ha, a d Ini al Intercorrelations Between Ma n Ro nd T ree 
 

S al         8  ubsc e          Mean    SD   α 2 3 4 5 6 7  9 10   

 

1. O   0 (. .83****  **  .57**** .68**** .7 * **

2. e   1  (.90)  **  .50**** .61**** .6 * **

3. r    9  .9  .52****  .60**** .6 * 

4. R3IC-OI I     5.50    .80**** .5 * .08 

5. R3IC-OI EV   5   (.78)  .88**** .4 *  .04 

6. R3IC-OI NV   8      (.82) .87****

7.   0  4

8. i 3   (.   .42**

9. o ni  e  of Co-worker 0         (.85) 13 

1   .0          ( )  

Respondents (n=132-134) 

4.89 0.9  91)  .79**** .73* *  .51****  5***

4.95 1.4   .74**** .58* *  .51****  9***

3.89 0.8   ( 0) .61****  .45****  1***

 1.21    (.81) .64**** .53****  9***

4.59 1.2     .59****  0***

3.40 1.3    .39****

4.37 1.1        (.87) .51****

5.09 1.1       89)

3.78 0.7  

3 4 0.77 

 Cheney IQ  

 Affectiv  Commitment 

 Mael and Ashfo th

 V

  

  

 R3I C-OI CM  

 Perceived Organ zational Support  

 C mmu cation Comp tence

0. MIBOS  

.40* * .11 

.33* * .13 

 .31**** .29*** 

 .33**** 

 .22*

  .33**** .01 

 .34**** .0   

** .08 

 -.  

.87

 
eNot . MIB S = easur of ingO M e ratiatory v  a a o tt p Beha ior in n Org nizati nal Se ing. *  <  .0 , **p  5 <  .01, ** p * <  .001 **** < , p  .00 1.0

 159



 

Addition , the Mael an hforth  Likert-type 

scale (with 1 meaning stron noted in past 

chapters, these s s have vious work. Unless otherwise 

indicated, all other measure

mun tion co  scale adapted from Monge, 

Bachma illar d Eise wer ilized, co-workers and 

supervis this ertatio lua  of co-worker 

communication competenc alo udso 002) reported a reliability 

of .95 for the modified scal y supervisor” or “my coworkers,” 

followed  series of stat “can apt communication to 

changing situations.” Ite red  sca ith 1 meaning, “Strongly 

Disagre nd 5 ani  a reliability of .89 

for Monge et al.’s full 12-it

eive rga n 8  version of Eisenberger et 

al.’s (19 perce d orga rger mmings, Armeli, and 

Lynch ( ) an hoades d th -item version in their work, 

and both studies attained a 

(2004) report a reliability o on cale

atiatory Behav  of sure of ingratiatory 

behaviors in organizationa erlein, 1991). Kumar and 

Beyerlein reported a Chron rma 01) found alphas of .84 and 

.85, and Watt (1993) attain g th ll measure. To reduce 

questionnaire length, only t onstruct were measured. 
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enthusia e 

, and Smith’s 

(1993) 6 87 

nal 

 
 

n 

omposite measure, 

bivariat  

re. 

sm about his/her new idea even when you may not actually like it.” Self-presentation, th

second dimension, was embodied by items like, “Look for opportunities to let the supervisor 

know your virtues/strengths.” The modified version of the MIBOS had 11 items in total. 

Affective Commitment. To establish convergent validity, Meyer, Allen

-item measure of affective commitment was added. Meyer et al. report a reliability of .

using this scale. Examples of items are, “I do not feel a strong sense of “belonging” to this 

organization,” and “I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own.” 

 Demographics. The last page of the questionnaire asked respondents questions relating to 

demographic items. They were asked to report their gender and age. The respondents were asked 

if they worked in a supervisory capacity. They were additionally asked to indicate organizatio

size, organizational tenure, and their age. Last, I asked each respondent to indicate the type of 

profession they had and gave them one line to fill in the item.  

Analysis 

Descriptives. Using SPSS 13.0, means, standard deviations, and Chronbach’s alpha were 

calculated for each of the scales. These appear in Table 6.2. To learn about differences betwee

the C-OI subscales, paired t-tests were run. 

 Correlations. Correlations were run several times during the analysis of round three’s 

results. As a first check of the validity of the round three C-OI initial c

e Pearson’s correlations were calculated between each of the subscales of the C-OI in

order to check for uniqueness. One sign of convergent validity is whether or not the C-OI 

subscales correlated at least moderately with one another (Garson, 2006). Further correlations 

were run between each subscale and the OIQ (1982) and the Mael and Ashforth (1992) measu

Correlations were also run for each of the major variables as well as the demographics (age, 

organizational tenure, and organizational size).  
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l 

sis for 

each ind und 

 

em is 

bove .40 on any 

 

nother. Scores above .70 indicate 

e levels of this statistic. Second, bivariate correlations between the subscales add 

s of each subscale were correlated with the Mael and 

pha, 

s 

l 

 test 

e would best fit the data. Both models tested 

 Exploratory Factor Analysis. To ensure that the C-OI items were loading on the same 

factors as they did in round two, exploratory factor analysis was performed using the principa

axis factoring extraction method and a varimax rotation. Additionally, I ran a factor analy

ividual C-OI subscale using both the varimax and the direct oblimin rotation. Like ro

two, I wanted to learn more about the underlying dimension of the subscales. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin

measures of sampling adequacy were calculated as well as Bartlett’s test of sphericity. An it

said to load cleanly on a factor if it loads .60 or above on a single factor and not a

other factor. Items that failed to load with their accompanying subscale items on a factor were 

deleted as were those that failed to load on any factor, or split their loadings between factors. 

Once items had been deleted from the C-OI subscale, the internal reliability was assessed. 

 Convergent validity is established in two main ways.  First, Chronbach’s alpha is a way

of illustrating that the items of the construct are related to one a

acceptabl

support to this notion.  A third way that convergent validity is established is by correlating the 

new measure with already existing measures of the construct (Garson, 2006). After the initial 

reliability was calculated the individual item

Ashforth (1992) measure and the Cheney (1982) OIQ, as well as the other C-OI subscales in 

order to check for validity. Based upon the combination of factor loadings, Chronbach’s al

and correlations with the C-OI subscales or alternate measures of OI, the decision to drop item

was made. 

 Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Using AMOS 5.0 (Arbuckle, 2003), a CFA of the initia

16-item C-OI composite three factored model was performed. As with past versions, all of the 

subscales in the model were correlated with one another. AMOS 5.0 was additionally used to

a 10-item C-OI composite model to see which on
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d 

 

 

were run that pitted the C-OI subscales or composite measure against either the 

heney t 

 

were three-factored. Chi-square statistics and fit indices were calculated for each model. When 

appropriate, post hoc model fitting was used.     

 Final Correlations. Once both the EFAs and CFAs had been performed and the final 

instrument initially confirmed another check of convergent validity was performed using 

correlational analysis. The intercorrelations of the final round three version of the C-OI composite 

and its subscales were performed. Additionally, the OI variables were correlated with one another 

as well as the main variables in this study. This was performed in order to ascertain whether the 

C-OI subscales had a relationship with one another.  Additionally, the final round of correlation

was performed in order to ascertain the connection between the final version of the measure an

its subscales with the other variables used to test incremental validity.  

 Multiple Hierarchical Regressions. Several multiple hierarchical regressions were run to

answer Research Questions 5 through 7. This form of analysis was implemented to ascertain 

whether incremental validity could be found for the C-OI subscales as predictors of 

communication competence of coworkers, perceived organizational support, and ingratiatory 

behaviors. For each research question, these regressions were run in three different ways, 

hierarchically with the demographic variables in the first step, followed by either the Cheney 

(1982) OIQ or the Mael and Ashforth (1992), or Meyer et al.’s (1993) affective commitment 

measure in the second block as a control variable, and followed by either a C-OI subscale, or the

C-OI composite measure in the final step. Due to multicollinearity, if appropriate, additional 

regressions 

C  (1982) OIQ, the Mael and Ashforth (1992) or Meyer et al.’s (1993) affective commitmen

measure. In every regression, R2 change, model fit, and collinearity diagnostics were assessed.  
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validity (Garson, 2006). Using the initial version f the 16-item C-OI composite measure and its 

subscales, the results support this notion. The initial version of the C-OI internal verbal subscale 

Results 

Descriptives 

 The means, standard deviations, and Chronbach’s alphas for each of the variables in 

round three appear in Table 6.1. Respondents tended to score higher on the C-OI internal (

5.59, SD = 1.18) and C-OI external (M = 4.62, SD = 1.22) subscales than they did on the C-OI 

nonverbal (M = 3.95, SD = 1.80). Paired sample t-tests were calculated for the subscales. The t-

test comparing C-OI internal with C-OI external was significant, t (133) = 9.46, p = .0001. The t-

test comparing C-OI internal and C-OI nonverbal was significant t (133) = 11.60, p = .0001. The 

t-test between C-OI external and C-OI nonverbal was significant t (133) = 4.77, p = .0001. Also, 

the C-OI composite mean score was lower (M = 4.71, SD = 1.12) than w

O  = 4.89, SD = 0.90), and the affective commitment scale (M = 4.95, SD = 1.41). A paired 

sample t-test between the initial version of the round three C-OI composite and the Cheney O

indicated the means were significantly different, t (133) = 7.29, p = .0001. A paired s

also showed a significant difference between the means of the round three initial C-OI compos

measure and Meyer et al.’s (1993) measure of affective commitment, t (133) = 5.83, p = .0

paired t-test showed a significant difference between the means of the Mael and Ashforth (199

measure and the round three initial version of the C-OI composite, t (132) = -5.98, p = .0001. 

 Correlations. Pearson’s correlations were calculated at two points during this round in 

order to ascertain convergent validity. The results presented in this section are those that were

calculated with the initial version of the 16-item C-OI composite measure and its subscales. 

Although avoiding very high correlations is necessary to help distinguish measures, it is also 

important that a measure’s dimensions correlate at least moderately in order to claim convergent 

o
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correlated strongly with the initial version of  external verbal subscale, r = .64, n = 134, 

e initial version of the C-OI nonverbal subscale correlated moderately with the C-OI 

ale, 

0, 

, 

alysis

s 

lues 

e 

the C-OI

p = .0001. Th

internal verbal subscale, r = .53, n = 134, p = .0001, as well as the C-OI external verbal subsc

r = .59, n = 134, p = .0001. The 16-item C-OI composite measure correlated strongly with the 

Cheney (1982) OIQ (r = .68, n = 134, p = .0001), the Mael and Ashforth (1992) measure, r = .6

n = 133, p = .0001, and Meyer et al.’s (1993) measure of affective commitment, r = .60, n = 134

p = .0001. This illustrated convergent validity, as it was important for a new measure to correlate 

strongly enough in this case that one could argue that the measure tapped into a highly related, yet 

distinct construct. Other correlations can be found in Table 6.1. 

Exploratory Factor Analysis 

 Several EFAs were performed in this round to learn more about the underlying 

dimensions of the round three C-OI composite measure and its subscales. First, an EFA using 

principal axis factoring and a varimax rotation was performed on the initial 16-item C-OI 

composite measure. This was followed by a second EFA of the C-OI composite measure using 

principal axis factoring and a direct oblimin rotation. First, the results of the varimax rotation will 

be presented. 

 EFA of Round Three Initial C-OI Composite Measure (Varimax). The results of this 

an  appear in Table 6.2. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy 

was .89 which suggested that a factor analysis would be fruitful. Bartlett’s test of sphericity wa

significant, χ2(120) = 1107.89, p < .0001. Although four factors initially loaded with eigenva

greater than one, an analysis of the scree plot suggested three factors should be retained. Thos

three factors explained 63% of the cumulative variance. The first factor had an initial eigenvalue  

 



 

Table 6.2 

Summary of Items, Factor Loadings, and Communalities for Varimax Round Three Initial C-OI Composite  

 

Factor Loading  
 

Items 1 2 3 Communality 
IV2:  I like saying to others who work here that we belong to one 

.755 .142 .145 .662 
of the best organizations in the field 

IV3: I like to describe who we are as an organization to 

newcomers 

organization with people who work here 
.7

.754 .224 .259 .717 

IV4:  I make a point to say, “we” when referring to my 
63 .127 .242 .693 

t my coworkers say about our 

ganizat
.694 .090 .247 .664 

1:  If 

20 

.497 .398 .549 .717 

EV9:  I often talk about my connection to this organization in 

ith strangers 
.365 .229 .633 .586 

V10: I 

about my experiences at work 
 

.090 .159 .659 .484 

INV7: At work, I use a coffee mug or other similar items with the 

ENV6:  I have a company logo/bumper sticker on my car .009 .312 .315 .343 

round town 
.337 .806 .173 .838 

 
         (Table 6.2 Continues) 

IV5: I am very interested in wha

or ion 

EV I met someone on a plane, the organization I work for is 

one of the first things I'd mention 
.543 .322 .415 .672 

EV6:  I enjoy hearing my non-work friends say what an 

important part of this company I am 
.397 .230 .550 .5

EV7:  I like it when my non-work friends or my family introduce 

me as someone who works for this organization 

conversations w

E enjoy sharing stories with others outside the organization 
.275 .119 .639 .497

EV11:  I regularly discuss how well I fit in with this company 

with others outside of the organization 

company logo on it 
.489 .428 .082 .442 

INV8: I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at work .329 .633 .256 .592 

ENV8: I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at home or 

a
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Table 6.2 (Continued) 

f Items, Factor Loadings, and Communalities for Varimax Round Three Initial C-OI CompositeSummary o   

 
 Factor Loadings  

Item 1 2 3 Communality 

ENV14:  I wear clothes (caps, t-shi ts, etc.) with the 
.2  .8  .1  

r

organization's name when out in public 
45 17 79 .828 

ENV15:  I display pictures of coworkers in my home or on my 
-.040 .200 .146 .064 

personal website 

Initial Eigenvalue 

42% 50% 56%  

7.13 1.60 1.33  

Percentage of Cumulative Variance After Rotation 

Chronbach’s Alpha of Remaining Items     

Note. Boldface indicates the highest factor loadings.  
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of 7.13 and accounted for 44.56 of the variance. It was made up primarily of the C-OI internal 

r, two of the items (EV1 and INV7) should have been on other subscales. 

internally worded items. The second factor had a smaller eigenva ccounted f  

I nonverbal items.  However, ENV15 failed to 

o load on a single factor (and INV7 loaded on the first factor 

s). The third factor, with an e al 1. d expl  

 and consisted of the C-OI external verbal item he u gest the

use they on e 

.   

 EFA of Round Three Initial C-OI Composite Measure (Direct Oblimin). To see if there 

would be a difference in findings, another EFA of the C-OI composite measure was performed 

using the principal axis factoring extraction method and the direct oblimin rotation. The KMO  

measure of sampling adequacy was .89, indicating a factor analysis was appropriate. Bartlett’s 

test of sphericity was significant, χ2(120) = 1107.89, p < .0001. Four factors were extracted 

accounting for 69% of the cumulative variance. The internal verbal subscale was split down the 

middle between the first two factors, with two items on each factor. ENV6, a nonverbal item, also 

loaded on one of these factors, as did EV1.  The third factor contained the external verbal items. 

The fourth factor contained all of the remaining nonverbal items, except ENV15 (which failed to 

load on any one factor). These results added support to the decision to drop items EV1, ENV6 

and ENV15. Table 6.3 shows the results of the direct oblimin rotation of the round three initial C-

OI composite measure.  

verbal items; howeve

INV7 was, however, an internal item, so it was understandable that it had loaded with other 

lue of 1.6, and a or

10% of the variance. It included three of the C-O

load on this factor and ENV6 failed t

with the C-OI internal verbal item igenv ue of 33 an ained

variance of 8.3%, s.  T se res lts sug  

following items should be dropped from the scale beca  failed to load the appropriat

factor:  EV1, ENV15, INV7, and ENV6
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Table 6.3 

our Summary of Items, Factor Loadings, and Post Rotation Communalities for Direct Oblimin F

Factor Solution for the Round Three Initial C-OI Composite Measure 

 

 

Factor Loadings  

Items 1 2 3 4 Communality

IV2:  I like saying to others who work here that we 

belong to one of the best organizations in the field 
.643 -.150 .152 .114 .662 

IV3: I like to describe who we are as an organization to 

newcom
.717 

.323 -.535 .215 .114 .693 

.174 -.638 .215 .084 .664 

introduce me as someone who works for this organization 

(Removed) 

.187 -.109 .528 .289 .717 

(Table 6.3 continues) 
 
 
 

ers 
.555 -.185 .253 .179 

IV4:  I make a point to say, “we” when referring to my 

organization with people who work here 

IV5: I am very interested in what my coworkers say 

about our organization 

EV1:  If I met someone on a plane, the organization I 

work for is one of the first things I’d mention (Removed) 
.436 .061 .425 .218 .672 

EV6:  I enjoy hearing my non-work friends say what an 

important part of this company I am 
.146 -.081 .586 .085 .520 

EV7:  I like it when my non-work friends or my family 
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Table 6.3 (Continued) 

Items, Factor Loadings, and Post Rotation Communalities for Direct Oblimin Four Factor Solution for the Summary of 

Round Three Initial C-OI Composite Measure 

 
 

 Factor Loadings  
Item 1 2 3 4 Communality 
EV9:  I often talk about my connection to this 

organization in conversations with strangers 
.029 -.154 .673 .065 .586 

EV10: I enjoy sharing stories with others outside the 

ation about my experiences at work 
.003 -.097 .721 -.074 .497 

EV11:  I regularly discuss how well I fit in with this 
-.057 .113 .749 -.055 .484 

items 

with the company logo on it (Removed) 
.306 -.115 -.039 .487 .442 

ENV6:  I have a company logo/bumper sticker on my car 
.120 .378 .319 .218 .343 

pany logos at 
.143 .072 -.050 .894 .838 

organization's name when out in public 

res of coworkers in my home or 
-.147 .003 .099 .193 .064 

Initial Eigenvalue  

42 50 56 58  

-- -- .85 .85  

organiz

company with others outside of the organization 

INV7: At work, I use a coffee mug or other similar 

INV8: I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at 

work 
-.091 -.246 .064 .698 .592 

(Removed) 

ENV8: I enjoy wearing t-shirts with com

home or around town  

ENV14:  I wear clothes (caps, t-shirts, etc.) with the 

ENV15:  I display pictu

.106 .162 -.039 .896 .828 

on my personal website (Removed) 

Percentage of Cumulative Variance After Rotation 

7.13 1.6 1.33 1.01 

Chronbach’s Alpha of Remaining Items 

Note. Boldface indicates highest factor loadings. Those items th e (R d) a s th re ultim

r r low factor loadings, poor Chronbach’s alpha, high intercorrelations with 

a

 
 
 
 

 

at hav emove re item at we ately 

emoved from the measure due to eithe

nother subscale, or a combination of those three factors. 
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EFA of Round Three Initial C-OI Internal Verbal Subscale. Mirroring the analysis of 

e results for the C-OI internal verbal subscale using both 

tations indicated that the solution could not be rotated. The KMO measure of sampling 

adequacy was .78 for the C-OI internal subscale, and the Bartlett’s test  sphe ity 

s ll the items loaded on a single factor that explained 69% 

o tor loadings were all above .74 for these items. The results 

i . Chronbach’s alpha of t er rbal s le 

was .85. Table 6.4 presents the results of this analysis. 

each item in each subscale with the Mael and 

Ashforth (1992) measure and the Cheney (1982) OIQ measure. This also had the function of 

r ems from the emerging subscales that w ghl related with one another. The 

i I like g t ers o e that

b  field,” IV3, ike to describe who we are as an 

o f .68. In examining the correlations with the OIQ 

o d a correlation of .68. In examining the correlations with the OIQ 

a d slightly aller correlations. It correlated at r = .63, 

. Its 

latively high correlation with the Mael and Ashforth (1992) measure is what was the 

etermining factor in its removal from the scale, r = .60, n = 133, p < .001.  

EFA of Round Three Initial C-OI External Verbal Subscale. Five of the six items in the 

xternal verbal subscale (except item EV1) were used in an EFA using principal axis factoring 

and a varimax rotation. The KMO measure of sampling adequacy was .81, and Bartlett’s test of  

round two, I performed an EFA using the both the varimax and direct oblimin rotation on each of 

the subscales for the C-OI measure. Th

ro

 of ric was 

ignificant, χ2(6) = 227.26, p < .0001. A

f the initial variance. Further, the fac

ndicate that all four items should be retained he int nal ve ubsca

To check for construct validity, I correlated 

emoving it ere hi y cor

nter-item correlation showed that items IV2, “  sayin o oth who w rk her  we 

elong to one of the best organizations in the and  “I l

rganization to newcomers,” had a correlation o

rganization to newcomers,” ha

nd the Mael and Ashforth measure, IV2 ha  sm

n = 134, p < .001, with the OIQ and at r = .51, n = 133, p < .001, with the Mael and Ashforth 

measure. Item IV3 had a Pearson’s r value of .65, n = 134, p < .001, correlation with the OIQ

re

d

e
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Table 6.4 

Summary of Items, Factor Loadings, and Communalities for Varimax Round Three C-OI Internal 

Verbal Subscale  

 Factor Loading  

Item 1 Communality 

IV2:  I like saying to others who work here that we belong to 

one of the best organizations in the field .753 .567 

IV3: I like to describe who we are as an organization to 

newcomers .824 .680 

IV4:  I make a point to say, "we" when referring to my 

organization with people who work here .755 .570 

IV5: I am very interested in what my coworkers say about 

our organization .742 .550 

Initial Eigenvalue 2.77  

Cumulative Variance Explained Before Rotation 69%  

Chronbach’s Alpha of Remaining Items .83  

Note. Boldface indicates highest factor loadings.  
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χ2 (10) = 254, p = .0001. As with the internal verbal subscale, the solution for the 

 the variance. Chronbach’s alpha of the remaining items was .84. The procedure 

was performed again using a principal axis factoring extraction ect oblim

n. Again, the solution loaded on a single factor and therefore could not be ro

y mirror the varimax rotation due 

e 6.5 displays these results. 

 C-OI external subscale and the 

aditional measures of identification. The Chronbach’s alpha of the C-OI external 

wed that EV7, “I like it when my non-

meone who works for this organization.” correlated 

rk friends say what an important part 

 am,” and EV9, “I often talk about my connection t organization

strangers” (r = .64). The Cheney (1982) OIQ, r =  < .001, and the Mael 

oderate to strong correlations with EV7.  

s the overall Chronbach’s alpha only slightly to .82, so 

EFA of Round Three Initial C-OI Nonverbal Subscale (Varimax). The KMO measure of 

sampling adequacy was .70. Bartlett’s test of sphericity was χ2 (3) = 217.44, p = .0001. The 

nonverbal items were subjected to an EFA using principal axis factoring and a varimax rotation. 

Two factors were extracted explaining a total of 67% of the cumulative variance prior to rotation 

and 49% of the cumulative variance after rotation. The first eigenvalue of 3.00 explained 44% of 

the cumulative variance after rotation, and the second eigenvalue of 1.04 explained 5% of the 

variance after rotation. Table 6.6 presents the results of the EFA. The results of the varimax 

sphericity was 

EFA of the round three initial C-OI loaded on a single factor with an eigenvalue of 3.05 that 

explained 61% of

 method and a dir in 

rotatio tated. Further 

reporting of the results for this EFA would be redundant as the

to the inability to rotate the solution. Tabl

Correlations were performed between the items of the

other more tr

verbal (minus EV1) was .84. Inter-item correlations sho

work friends or my family introduce me as so

moderately (r = .66) with EV6 “I enjoy hearing my non-wo

of this company I o this  in 

conversations with  .58, p

and Ashforth (1992), r = .55, p < .001, both had m

Removing EV7 from the subscale reduce

this item was dropped.  
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Table 6.5 

Summary of Items, Factor Loadings and Communalities For Varimax Round Three C-OI 

External Verbal Subscale 

Factor Loading 

   

 

Item  1 

 

Communality 

EV1:  If I met someone on a plane, the organization I work 
.709 .502 

for is one of the first things I'd mention (Dropped) 

EV6:  I enjoy hearing my non-work friends say what an 

importa

introduce me as someone who works for this organization .857 .734 

.770 .592 

EV10:  I enjoy sharing stories with others outside the 
6 

.588 .346 

Initial Eigenvalue 3.59  

maining items 
.85 

 

nt part of the organization I am 
.725 .526 

EV7:  I like it when my non-work friends or my family 

(Dropped) 

EV9: I often talk about my connection to this organization 

in conversations with strangers 

organization about my experiences at work 
.660 .43

EV11:  I regularly discuss how well I fit in with this 

company with others outside of the organization 

Cumulative Variance Prior to Rotation 59.84  

Chronbach’s Alpha of re

 

Note. Boldface indicates highest factor loadings. (Dropped) indicates items that were dropped from the 

subscale after EFA due to either correlational reasons or reliability issues. 
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Table 6.6 

Summary of Items, Factor Loadings and Communalities For Varimax Round Three C-OI 

Nonverbal Subscale         

Factor Loading 

Item Comm nality 1 2 u

INV7:  At work, I use a coffee mug or other similar items 
.585 .107 .354 

with the company logo on it. (Removed) 

INV8:  I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at 
.701 .141 .512 

sticker on my car 
.194 .592 .388 

und town 
.809 .416 .828 

ut in public 
.781 

r on 
.074 .306 

3.01 1.04 
 

Rotation 50% 7% 

.87  

work. 

ENV6:  I have a company logo bumper 

(Removed) 

ENV8:  I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at 

home or aro

ENV14:  I wear clothes (caps, t-shirt, etc.) with the 

organization's name on it when o
.415 .782 

ENV15:  I display pictures of coworkers in my home o

my personal website (Removed) 
.099 

Initial Eigenvalue 
 

Cumulative Variance Explained Before  6
 

 

Chronbach’s Alpha of Remaining Items  

 

Note. Boldface indicates highest factor loadings. (Dropped) indicates items that were dropped from the 

subscale after EFA due to either correlational reasons or reliability issues.  
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 nonverbal subscale indicate that items ENV6 and ENV15 failed to load on the 

e 

item

rbal subscale with the Cheney OIQ (1982) and the Mael an Ashforth 1992)

unality was very low, and an analysis 

removal would raise the Chronbach’s alpha for the 

m  oth ilar item  the 

workers in my home or on my 

site,” the Chronbach’s alpha of the C-OI nonverbal was .87. In examining the 

 (1 IQ e Mael a

 of the items had moderate correlations (n’s 

m .46 (p < .001) to .49 (p < .001). The nonverbal 

sure, with Pearso  

ranging from .43 (p < .001) to .47 (p < .001).  

 The results of these steps suggest retaining ten-items for the final version of the C

 include thr s for the internal verbal 

l subscale, and three i  for the onverbal sca

onfirmatory Factor Analyses 

6-item 

initial version of the C-OI composite that existed at the beginning of the round. Figure 6.1 

illustrates the three-factored model. The chi-squre test was significant, Χ2(101, N = 126) = 

176.73, p = .001. In utilizing the chi-square test to delineate the proposed model from a null 

model, the issue of sample size becomes important. Holbert and Stephenson (2002) argue the Χ2, 

because of its reliance on the T (pg. 536), runs into problems with small sample sizes. They state,  

EFA of the

appropriate factor. They were thus dropped from the subscale. The Chronbach’s alpha of th

nonverbal scale and an intra-  correlation were calculated. I also correlated the C-OI 

nonve d  (  measure. 

Although INV7 loaded cleanly on the first factor, its comm

of the reliability statistic indicated that its 

subscale. With the removal of INV7, “At work, I use a coffee ug or er sim s with

company logo on it,” and ENV15, “I display pictures of co

personal web

correlations between the nonverbal subscale and the Cheney 982) O and th nd 

Ashforth measure, no major problems appeared. All

range from 132-134) with the OIQ ranging fro

items were also moderately correlated with the Mael and Ashforth mea n’s r’s

-OI 

instrument.  These items appear in Table 6.7. They ee item

subscale, four items for the external verba tems  n le. 

C

 Using Amos 5.0, a CFA was run on two models. The first model tested was the1
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Table 6.7  

Final Version of the C-OI Composite Measure 

 

Internal Verbal Subscale 

IV2: I like saying to others who work here that we belong to one of the best organizations in th

field. 

IV4: I make a point to say “we” when referring to my organization with people who work 

IV5: I am very interested in what my coworkers say about our organization. 

External Verbal Subscale

e 

here. 

 

EV6: I enjoy hearing my non-work friends say what an important part of this company I am. 

EV9: I often talk about my connection to this organization in conversations with strangers. 

EV10: I enjoy sharing stories with others outside the organization about my experiences at work

EV11: I regularly discuss how well I fit in with

. 

 this company with others outside the 

organization. 

Nonverbal Subscale 

INV8: I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at work. 

ENV8: I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at home or around town. 

ENV14: I wear clothes (caps, t-shirts, etc.) with the organization’s name when out in public. 
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tiple Correlations, and Interfactor Correlations 

Figure 6.1 

Standardized Regression Weights, Squared Mul

from the CFA of Round Three Initial 16-item C-OI Composite Model  
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“As there is increasing dissatisfaction with Χ2, many supplemental indices have been proposed to 

 for the ills associated with this test” (p. 536). It is necessary, therefore, to turn to the 

Bentler (1999) argue that 

a cutoff of around .95 should be used for the TLI, the NFI, and the CFI. Brown and Cudeck 

(1993) argue that RMSEA values between .05 and .08 are indicative of a reasonable fit. AMOS 

returns a 90% interval on either side of the RMSEA, as a way of evaluating the precision of the 

 

dex 

t 

. 

. 

compensate

fit indices for further confirmation of the strength of the model. They were as follows:  the NFI 

was .85, the IFI was .93, the TLI was .91, and the CFI was .93. Hu and 

statistic, and ideally these should be narrow (Byrne, 2001). The RMSEA in this model is .08, and 

has a 90% confidence interval that begins at .058 and ends at .096. Additionally, AMOS returns a

test for how close the model fits, called the PCLOSE. This statistic should possess a p-value 

above .50 (Byrne, 2001, p. 85). The PCLOSE for this analysis is .012. Because the top value in 

the confidence interval is .096, this verges on a mediocre fit. The expected cross validation in

(ECVI), according to Byrne (2001), measures the difference between the covariance matrixes tha

theoretically would occur in a sample of a similar magnitude to the fitted one in the one analyzed

The models are then compared, and the one with the smallest value represents the model that 

would most likely be able to be recreated in another sample. Byrne states, “Because ECVI 

coefficients can take on any value, there is no determined appropriate range of values” (p. 86)

For this model, the ECVI was 2.23, which was the smallest value of the models AMOS 

compared. Taken together with the low value of the PCLOSE statistic (being <.50), these results 

indicate that further testing is required.   

The second model appears in Figure 6.2, and tested the ten items suggested for 

retention based on previous analysis. The chi-square statistic was significant at Χ2(32, N 

= 126) = 63.95, p = .001. The IFI was .97, the NFI was .92, the TLI was .95, and the CFI  
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Figure 6.2 

d Multiple Correlations, and Interfactor Standardized Regression Weights, Square

Correlations for C-OI 10-Item Composite Model 
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was .96. The RMSEA was .07. The confidence interval indicated a 90% possibility that 

the RMSEA varied from .033 to .10. The PCLOSE value was .15. The ECVI was .95, 

which was the smallest of the values in the models that AMOS compared. A post hoc 

analysis of this model, using the modification indices option on AMOS was performed in 

order to ascertain the best fit. This involves AMOS calculating a modification index for 

every fixed parameter in the model that indicates the minimum reduction which would 

occur in the Χ2 statistic if the parameter freely estimated (Arbuckle & Wothke, 1995-

1999; Byrne, 2001). The steps are presented in Table 6.8. Post hoc model fitting can be 

controversial for some theorists (Browne, 1982; Cliff, 1983). Bearing in mind the 

exploratory nature of the analysis, others argue that the process can be helpful, adding 

meaning to the data (Byrne, Shavelson, and Muthen, 1989; Joreskog, 1982). Holbert and 

Stephenson (2002) state,  

The issue of post hoc model modification is at the heart of a debate over whether 

SEM should be viewed as a strictly confirmatory method of analysis or as a 

technique that can also perform exploratory analyses. Jöreskog (1993) 

distinguishes between three types of modeling procedures:  strictly confirmatory, 

alternative models, and model generating. The latter of these three types is the 

most exploratory, although researchers should have “at least some tentative ideas 

of what a suitable model should be” prior to beginning this procedure (p. 313).  

Others have argued that exploratory SEM procedures can too easily capitalize on chance 

during the process of final model construction, and past research finds that structural 

equation models constructed via various post hoc procedures are often not easily 

replicated (MacCallum, Roznowski, & Necowitz, 1992, pp 537-538).  
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Table 6.8 
 
Goodness-of-fit Indicators of Models for the C-OI Composite  
 

 

 
Model     df χ2  χ2 /df χ2 ∆ NFI TLI CFI ECVI RMSEA 

         
Round Three Data 

 
Initial 16-Item  Model   101 176.73 1.74 -- .85 .91 .93 2.23 .077 
 
10-Item Model    32 52.29 1.6 -- .92 .95 .96 .95 .071 
 
  EV10 and EV11 error terms covary 31 45.88 1.48 6.41 .93 .96 .97 .91 .062 
 
  IV5 and ENV14 error terms covary 30 37.59 1.25 8.29 .94 .98 .99 .86 .045 
   

 

 

Note. χ2  = Chi-square, χ2/df = ratio of chi-square in relation to degrees of freedom, χ2 ∆ = change in chi-square, NFI = Normed Fit Index, TLI = Tucker 

Lewis Index, CFI = Comparative Fit Index, ECVI = Expected Cross Validation Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 

     
        Round Two Data 
 
10-Item Model    32 63.95 1.99 -- .92 .94 .96 .71 .074 
 
  EV11 and ENV8 error terms covary  31 45.16 1.46 18.80 .94 .97 .98 .62 .050  
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AMOS suggested allowing the error terms for EV10 and EV11 to covary. Doing so 

resulted in a reduction of the chi-square statistic by 6.4, Χ2(31, N = 126) = 45.88, p = .04. The IFI  

was .97, the CFI was .97, the NFI was .93, and the RMSEA was .06. AMOS also suggested 

allowing the error term for IV5 and ENV14 to covary. In so doing, the chi-square was  

nonsignificant Χ2(30, N = 126) = 37.59, p = .16. The NFI was .94, the IFI was .99, the TLI 

improved to a .98, and the CFI rose to a .99. The RMSEA was .045. The confidence interval 

surrounding this statistic ranged from 0 to .08. The PCLOSE value was .54. The ECVI 

for this model was .86, which was lower than the other models AMOS compared it to. 

Taken together, these results indicated the model was a good fit (Brown & Cudeck, 

1993).  

 A possible danger of post-hoc model fitting is having a model fit too closely to a 

particular sample, rather than be generalizable to the population. As a check, a CFA of the ten-

item model was run on the data from the second round. The chi-square statistic was significant, χ2 

(32, N = 126) = 63.95, p = .001. The critical values for all of the regression weights were all 

significant. The first and second factors correlated at r = .80, but the other two correlations were 

moderate (Factor 3 and Factor 2 r = .55, Factor 3 and Factor 1 r = .31). The NFI was .92, the IFI 

was .96, the TLI was .94, and the CFI was .96. The RMSEA was .074, with a 90% confidence 

interval ranging from .05 to .10. The PCLOSE value was .07. The ECVI was .71, and the 10-item 

model’s result for this statistic matched the saturated model. 

Final Correlations 

 Pearson’s correlations were calculated at two main points in this round in order to 

ascertain convergent validity. The statistics reported here refer to the final 10 items retained for 

the scale. The round three final version of the C-OI internal verbal subscale correlated moderately 

with the C-OI external verbal subscale, r = .53, n = 134, p = .0001. The final version of the C-OI 
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nonverbal subscale correlated moderately with the C-OI internal verbal subscale, r = .53, n = 134, 

p = .0001. The final version of the C-OI external verbal subscale correlated moderately with the 

C-OI nonverbal subscale, r = .45, n = 134, p = .0001. Table 6.9 shows the correlations between 

the C-OI (and its subscales) with other measures of OI and related constructs. The strength of 

these correlations is enough to make a case for convergent validity; but they are also each 

statistically different enough to be unique subscales and to capture a unique aspect of OI. 

Multiple Hierarchical Regression 
 
 The following section consists of the use of hierarchical multiple regression in order to 

answer the research questions. The goal of this section is to illustrate that the C-OI and its 

subscales have incremental validity in predicting a dependent variable above and beyond that of 

other existing measures of OI.  

 Communication Competence of Coworkers (CCC). Research question six inquired how 

the C-OI composite measure and especially its internal verbal subscale predicted communication 

competence of a coworker in comparison with alternate measures of OI. A hierarchical regression 

was run entering demographic variables in the first step, followed by the Mael and Ashforth 

(1992) in the second step, and the C-OI internal verbal subscale in the final block. This order was 

used in an attempt to prevent multicollinearity among the predictor variables as all the OI 

measures were moderately to strongly correlated. Table 6.10 shows the results of this research 

question that indicated incremental validity on the part of the C-OI composite measure or its 

subscale in predicting CCC. 

 In an analysis of the R2 values (ranging from .03 to .15), the amount of variance in the 

dependent variable accounted for by this regression was quite small. Despite that, the addition of 

both the Mael and Ashforth (1992) measure and the C-OI internal verbal subscale in the second  
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Respondents (n=132-134) 

1. Cheney OIQ    4.89 0.90 (.91) 70**** .49*** .55**** .69**** .75**** .40**** .11 

nt 

al 57 23    (

 

of w ker  

 

 
Su scale          Mean     SD       α 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  b

10. MIBOS    3.04 0.77          (.87)  

9. Communication Competence Co- or 3.78 0.70         (.85) .05 

5. C-OI External Verbal   4.62 1.22     (.78) .45**** .82**** .33**** .19* .01 

4. C-OI Internal Verb   5.  1.  .79) .53**** .53**** .80**** .56**** .32**** .10 

7. C-OI Composite    4.65 1.13       (.87) .51**** .34**** .04 

6. C-OI Nonverbal    3.78 1.76      (.87) .83**** .38**** .33**** .00 

8. Perceived Organizational Support  5.09 1.13        (.89) .42**** .08 

 

 

 

3. Mael and Ashforth   3.89 0.89   (.90) .60**** .40**** .48**** .59**** .61**** .31**** .29*** 

2. Affective Commitme   4.95 1.41  (.90) .74**** .56**** .41**** .52**** .61**** .69**** .33**** .13 

Note. MIBOS = Measure of ingratiatory Behavior in an Organizational Setting. * = significant at .05, ** = significant at .01, *** = significant at .001, **** = significant at .0001.

Means, Standard Deviations, Chronbach’s Alpha, and Final Intercorrelations Between Main Variables in Round Three 

 .83**** .79**** .

Table 6.9 



 

Table 6.10 

Summary of Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses Illustrating Incremental Validity for the 

C-OI Composite and Internal Verbal Subscale in the Prediction of Communication Competence 

of a Coworker (CCC) while Controlling for Demographic Variables, and/or the Mael and 

Ashforth Measure, and Meyer et al.’s Measure of Affective Commitment 

Equation Step Predictor Variables R2 R2∆ Sr2 β 
1 Supervisor   .005  .006 
 Woman   .081  .084 
 Organizational Tenure   .022  .023 
 Organizational Size   .016  .020 
 Age .033  .138  .162 
      

2 Supervisor   -.065 -.069 
 Woman   .044  .046 
 Organizational Tenure   -.005 -.005 
 Organizational Size   .016  .020 
 Age   .100 .118 

Regression equation 
that shows the final 
version of the C-OI 
internal verbal 
subscale, when 
controlling for 
demographic 
variables and the 
Mael and Ashforth 
measure predicts 
CCC. 

 Mael and Ashforth .115 .083*** .288      .304*** 
       
 3 Supervisor   -.077 -.082 
  Woman   .037  .039 
  Organizational Tenure   -.012 -.012 
  Organizational Size   -.011 -.014 
  Age   .108  .128 
  Mael and Ashforth   .143  .181 
  Rd 3 Final C-OI Internal Verbal .146 .031* .176    .221* 
       

1 Supervisor   .005 .006 
 Woman   .081 .084 
 Organizational Tenure   .022 .023 
 Organizational Size   .016 .020 
 Age .033  .138 .162 
      

2 Supervisor   -.065 -.069 
 Woman   .044 .046 
 Organizational Tenure   -.005 -.005 
 Organizational Size   .016 .020 
 Age   .100 .118 

Regression equation 
that shows the final 
version of the C-OI, 
when controlling for 
demographic 
variables and the 
Mael and Ashforth 
measure, predicts 
CCC. 

 Mael and Ashforth .115 .083 .288      .304*** 
       
 3 Supervisor   -.079 -.084 
  Woman   .041 .042 
  Organizational Tenure   -.044 -.047 
  Organizational Size   -.002 -.003 
  Age   .118 .139 
  Mael and Ashforth   .123 .157 
  Rd 3 Final C-OI Composite  .157 .042 .205 .262* 

(Table 6.10 Continues) 

Table 6.10 (Continued) 

 186



Summary of Hierarchical Multiple Regression that shows Incremental Validity in the Prediction 

of Communication Competence of a Coworker (CCC) when Controlling for Measures of OI and 

Affective Commitment and Demographic Variables 

Equation Step Predictor Variables R2 R2∆ Sr2 β 
1 Supervisor   -.002 -.002 
 Woman   .077 .079 
 Organizational Tenure   .024 .025 
 Organizational Size   .015 .019 
 Age .034  .145 .170 
       
2 Supervisor   -.093 -.099 
 Woman   .026 .027 
 Organizational Tenure   -.019 -.020 

Regression equation 
that shows the final 
version of the C-OI 
composite predicts 
CCC when controlling 
for affective 
commitment and 
demographic variables 

 Organizational Size   -.020 -.025 
  Age   .104 .122 
  Affective Commitment .131 .096*** .310      .343*** 
        
 3 Supervisor   -.100 -.107 
  Woman   .026  .027 
  Organizational Tenure   -.046 -.049 
  Organizational Size   -.022 -.027 
  Age   .121 .144 
  Affective Commitment   .151 .204 
  Rd 3 Final C-OI 

Composite 
.162 .031* .177  .230* 

Note. * p = .05, **p = .01, *** p = .001.  Both Woman (1 = Yes, 0 = No), and Supervisor (1 = Yes, 0 = No) are dummy 

coded. Rd 2 Final C-OI External Verbal = Round Two Final C-OI External Verbal subscale, Rd 2 Final C-OI CM = 

Round Two Final C-OI Composite Measure. 
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and third steps represented a significant change in the R2 value. Although the Mael and Ashforth 

produced a significant regression coefficient in the second step, β = .30, t (124) = 3.32, p = .001,  

it did not in the third step. The C-OI internal verbal subscale produced a significant regression it 

was not significant in the third step, β = .22, t (124) = 2.06, p = .04, and its semipartial  

regression coefficient was .18, indicating a significant amount of incremental validity in 

comparison to the Mael and Ashforth scale. The collinearity diagnostics indicated that 

multicollinearity was not an issue in this equation.  

The second hierarchical regression used the demographic variables in the first step, 

followed by the Cheney OIQ (1982) in the second, and concluded with the C-OI internal verbal 

subscale in the third. The R2 value in the third step .20), and the test of the regression coefficient 

indicated that only the Cheney OIQ was a significant predictor of CCC. Tolerance values were 

appropriate in this equation, meaning there did not exist a problem with multicollinearity among 

the independent variables. The C-OI internal verbal did not have incremental validity over the 

Cheney OIQ. 

The third hierarchical regression used the demographic variables in the first step, 

followed by Meyer et al.’s (1993) affective commitment measure in the second, and the C-OI 

internal verbal subscale in the third. The R2 value in the third step was .16, and the F-test of the R2 

change increment approached significance at .056. Tolerance values were appropriate indicating 

the multicollinearity was not an issue in this equation. The C-OI internal verbal subscale did not 

have incremental validity over the measure of affective commitment. Now that the three OI 

measures had been compared to the internal verbal subscale, it was important to see how they 

would do in comparison to the C-OI composite measure. 

The fourth hierarchical regression used the demographic variables in the first step, 

followed by the Mael and Ashforth (1992) measure in the second, and the C-OI composite in the 

third. The R2 value in the third step was .16, but the F-test of the R2 change increment was 

significant for both steps two and three. The test of the regression coefficient was significant for 
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the C-OI composite measure, β = .26, t (124) = 2.41, p = .02, which signified a larger impact than 

the Mael and Ashforth measure, β = .16, t (124) = 1.45, p = .15. The semipartial regression 

coefficient was .20 in the third step for the C-OI composite measure, indicating that it did have 

incremental validity over the Mael and Ashforth measure. 

The fifth hierarchical regression had the demographic variables in the first step, followed 

by the Cheney OIQ (1982) in the second, and the C-OI composite measure in the third. The 

overall R2 value for the regression equation was .20. The F-test of the R2 change increment was 

not significant for the C-OI composite measure in the third step. The test of the regression 

coefficient, although significant for the Cheney OIQ, was not significant for the C-OI composite 

measure. The collinearity diagnostics indicated no such problems for this regression equation. 

The C-OI composite measure did not have incremental validity over the Cheney OIQ in 

predicting CCC.  

The final hierarchical regression equation for this research question had the demographic 

variables entered as a block in the first step, followed by the Meyer et al. (1993) measure in the 

second, and the C-OI composite measure in the third. The overall R2 value was .16 in the third 

step, and the F-test of the R2 change increment was significant in the third step, indicating that the 

addition of the C-OI was significant. The test of the regression coefficient was significant, β = 

.23, t (124) = 2.10, p = .04 for the C-OI measure in the third step, and was not for the affective 

commitment measure. The semipartial regression coefficient for the C-OI composite measure was 

.18 in the third step, indicating a significant contribution to the variance in the dependent variable. 

Multicollinearity was not an issue in this equation. The C-OI composite measure did show 

incremental validity over Meyer et al.’s measure of affective commitment.  

 Perceived Organizational Support (POS). Research Question 7 posited that the C-OI, and 

its external verbal subscale in particular, would better predict perceived organizational support 

than would the other identification measures. A hierarchical multiple regression was performed 

using the same set of demographic variables in the first block, followed by the Mael and Ashforth 
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(1992) measure, and concluded by the C-OI external verbal subscale. The initial R2 was .07 in the 

first step with the demographic variables, and rose to .55 in the second step and .56 in the third 

step. Although the second step represented a significant change in the F-test of R2 change 

increment statistic value, F(1, 119) = 129.05, p = .0001, the final step was not a significant 

change. The test of the regression coefficient was not significant for the C-OI external verbal 

subscale. Tolerance values and the variance inflation factor (VIF) statistic were appropriate, 

indicating that multicollinearity was not an issue. C-OI external verbal does not have predictive 

validity over the Mael and Ashforth measure in predicting POS. 

 The second regression equation used the similar hierarchical multiple regression structure 

to contrast the C-OI external verbal and the Cheney OIQ (1982) as predictors of POS when 

controlling for the demographic variables. The first step consisted of the demographic variables, 

followed by the Cheney OIQ in the second step, and concluded with the C-OI external verbal 

measure. Although the Cheney OIQ proved to be a significant predictor of POS, the C-OI 

external verbal was not.  An examination of the collinearity diagnostics indicated that 

multicollinearity was not a problem in this equation. The test of the regression coefficient 

indicated that the standardized beta weight was not significant. The C-OI external verbal subscale 

did not have predictive validity above and beyond the Cheney OIQ in predicting POS. 

 In the third regression equation for this dependent variable, POS was regressed on the 

demographic variables in the first step, followed by the affective commitment measure (Meyer et 

al., 1993), and concluded with the C-OI external verbal subscale. The test of the regression 

coefficient was not significant for the C-OI subscale. Tolerance values were all appropriate, so 

multicollinearity was not an issue here. The results indicated that the C-OI external verbal 

measure did not have incremental validity over the Meyer et al. measure.  

The results for the fourth equation appear in Table 6.11. In this regression, the 

demographic variables entered as a block in the first step, followed by the Mael and Ashforth 

(1992) measure in the second, and the C-OI composite in the third step. When entered together as  
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a single block in the first step, the demographic variables did not explain much of the variance in 

the dependent variable (R2 = .07). When the Mael and Ashforth was added in the second step, the 

R2 value raised to .37. In the final step, with the addition of the C-OI composite, the R2 raised to 

.40, which represented a significant change according to the F-test of the R2 change increment, 

F(1,117) = 5.82, p = .02. The C-OI composite was also a significant predictor of the dependent 

variable, β = .22, t (125) = 2.41, p = .02. The semipartial regression coefficient for the C-OI 

composite was .17, which indicated that the addition of the C-OI composite significantly increase 

the predictive power of the equation. An examination of the collinearity diagnostics showed 

appropriate results, so multicollinearity was not an issue in this equation. The C-OI composite did 

have incremental validity over the Mael and Ashforth measure in predicting the dependent 

variable of POS. 

 In the fifth equation, the demographic variables were entered as a block in the first step, 

followed by the Cheney OIQ in the second, and the C-OI composite measure in the third. The R2 

started out small in the first step at .07, but increased to .55 in the second. It only changed by .001 

in the third step. The C-OI composite was not a significant predictor. The tolerance values were 

all appropriate as were all the other collinearity diagnostics. The C-OI composite measure did not 

have incremental validity over the Cheney OIQ in predicting POS. 
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Table 6.11 

Summary of Hierarchical Multiple Regression that shows Incremental Validity in the Prediction 

of Perceived Organizational Support (POS) when Controlling for the Mael and Ashforth (1992) 

and Demographic Variables 

Equation Step Predictor Variables R2 R2∆ Sr2 β 
1 Supervisor   .216  .222* 
 Woman   .071 .073 
 Organizational Tenure   .108 .113 
 Organizational Size   -.070 -.086 
 Age .07  .102 .12 
      
2 Supervisor   .077 .082 
 Woman   .001 .001 
 Organizational Tenure   .059 .061 

Regression equation 
that shows the final 
version of the C-OI 
composite predicts 
POS when controlling 
for the Mael and 
Ashforth measure and 
demographic variables 

 Organizational Size   -.069        -.086 
  Age   .031 .036 
  Mael and Ashforth .37 .29**** .543        .573**** 
       
 3 Supervisor   .065 .069 
  Woman   -.002 -.002 
  Organizational Tenure   .024  .026 
  Organizational Size   -.084 -.105 
  Age   .046  .055 
  Mael and Ashforth   .352        .449**** 
  Rd 3 Final C-OI 

Composite 
.40 .03* .173  .222* 

Note. * p = .05, **p = .01, *** p = .001.  Both Woman and Supervisor (1 = Yes, 0 = No) are dummy coded.  
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 The last hierarchical multiple regression used to answer research question 7 entered the 

demographic variables as a block in the first step, followed by Meyer at al.’s (1993) affective 

commitment measure, and concluded with the C-OI composite. The R2 started out a .07 in the 

first step, raised to .48 in the second with the addition of the affective commitment measure, and 

remained almost constant in the third with the addition of the C-OI composite measure. The C-OI 

composite did not act as a significant predictor of POS and did not have incremental validity over 

affective commitment as measured by Meyer et al. 

 Measure of Ingratiatory Behaviors in an Organizational Setting (MIBOS). Research 

question 8 asked how the C-OI composite and especially its nonverbal subscale compare as a 

predictor when contrasted with other measures of OI.  The results of these regression equations 

indicated that the MIBOS did not correlate significantly with any measure of OI except for the 

Mael and Ashforth (1992). The demographic variables were again entered as a block in the first 

step, followed by the Mael and Ashforth measure in step two, and the round three version of the 

C-OI nonverbal measure in the third. The R2 went from .06 in the first step, to .17 in the second, 

and .19 in the third step. Although the Mael and Ashforth measure, β = .35, t (124) = 3.97, p = 

.0001, acted as a significant predictor in the second step and third step, β = .42, t (124) = 4.31, p = 

.0001, of the equation, the C-OI nonverbal subscale failed to add to the variance. An examination 

of collinearity diagnostics showed that this was not an issue for this regression. The C-OI 

nonverbal did not have incremental validity over the Mael and Ashforth measure.  

 The second regression equation predicting MIBOS had the demographic variables in the 

first step, followed by the Cheney OIQ (1982) in the second, and the C-OI nonverbal subscale in 

the third. With all three steps included, the R2 was .09. An examination of the collinearity 

diagnostics showed that multicollinearity was not an issue in this equation. The Cheney OIQ was 

not a predictor of ingratiatory behavior, nor was the C-OI nonverbal subscale. So although the C-

OI nonverbal did not outperform the Cheney OIQ, it did not perform worse that that measure 

either.  
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 The third regression equation had the demographic variables in the first step, followed by 

the affective commitment measure (Meyer et al., 1993) in the second step, and the C-OI 

nonverbal subscale in the third. Like the previous regression involving the Cheney OIQ, the 

combined R2 was .09 in the third step. Organizational size was a significant predictor in every 

step (third step β = -.23, t (124) = -2.37, p = .02).  The Meyer et al. affective commitment 

measure was not a significant predictor in the second step, but was in the third, β = .21, t (124) = 

2.02, p = .05. The C-OI nonverbal subscale was not a significant predictor of ingratiatory 

behavior. The C-OI nonverbal does not have incremental validity over the Meyer et al. measure 

of affective commitment in predicting ingratiatory behavior. An examination of the collinearity 

diagnostics showed that multicollinearity was not an issue in this equation. Now that the 

measures of OI have been evaluated against the C-OI nonverbal subscale, it is time to see how the 

composite measure performed. 

 The demographic variables were entered as a block in the first step of the equation, 

followed by the Mael and Ashforth measure in the second, and the C-OI composite measure in 

the third. The combined R2 was .20 in the third step. The Mael and Ashforth measure was a 

significant predictor in the second, β = .35, t (124) = 3.97, p = .0001 and the third steps, β = .46, t 

(124) = 4.33, p = .0001. The C-OI composite measure was not a significant predictor of 

ingratiatory behavior in the third step, β = -.19, t (124) = -.1.81, p = .07.  An examination of the 

collinearity diagnostics showed that multicollinearity was not an issue in this equation. The C-OI 

nonverbal subscale did not have incremental validity over the Mael and Ashforth measure in 

predicting ingratiatory behaviors. 

 The demographic variables were entered as a block in the first step of the next equation, 

followed by the Cheney (1982) OIQ in the second step, and the C-OI composite measure in the 

third. Like the previous equation, the R2 was quite small, .09 in the third step. Neither measure of 

OI was significant at any point. An examination of the collinearity diagnostics showed that 

multicollinearity was not an issue in this equation. Although the C-OI composite measure did not 
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have incremental validity over the Cheney OIQ in predicting ingratiatory behaviors in an 

organizational setting; however, it did not perform any worse, either. 

 The final regression equation used to answer this research question had the demographic 

variables entered as a block in the first step, followed by the Meyer et al. (1993) affective 

commitment measure in the second, and the C-OI composite measure in the third. The combined    

R2 was quite small, .10 in the third step. Both the Meyer et al. measure of affective commitment 

and the C-OI composite measure failed to predict ingratiatory behaviors. An examination of the 

collinearity diagnostics showed that multicollinearity was not an issue in this equation. So while 

the C-OI composite measure did not have incremental validity over the Meyer et al. measure of 

affective commitment in predicting the dependent variable, it did not perform any worse either. 

Discussion 
 

The results of this round support a 10-item C-OI composite model as a means of 

measuring OI. Both CFA and EFA were used to test for the latent variable structure in the C-OI 

composite measure, thus reducing it from 16 items to 10. The RMSEA and fit indices of the 10–

item measure were the best so this model was selected as the final version of the C-OI composite. 

Tests of internal consistency were all acceptable for the C-OI composite and its subscales. 

 The construct validity of this new measure was evaluated using several different 

methods. First, the correlations between the C-OI subscales were examined to evaluate whether 

the dimensions at least moderately correlated with one another. The moderate to strong 

correlation between the items of the C-OI indicate the measure has convergent validity. Second, 

the Chronbach’s alphas of the C-OI subscales as well as the overall composite measure were 

calculated at the beginning of each round as well as after additional items had been removed as 

another way of establishing validity. Third, the results of the CFA indicate that the model fits the 

data, and this further supports the validity of the measure. But knowing that this measure taps into 

the same ideas as alternate measures of OI is not enough to make a researcher want to use it.  So 
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it is necessary to show that the C-OI composite measure and its subscales can offer something 

that the others do not. 

 In order to do so, hierarchical multiple regressions were performed in order to establish 

incremental validity. The demographic variables were entered together in the first step as a block 

to function as control variables followed by one of the measures of OI in the second step (again, 

as a control variable), and concluded with either the C-OI composite measure or one of its 

subscales in the third step. It appears that the C-OI composite had incremental validity in regards 

to the Mael and Ashforth (1992) measure when predicting communication competence of a 

coworker (CCC). The C-OI composite also had incremental validity over the Meyer et al. (1993) 

measure when predicting communication competence of a coworker. The C-OI internal verbal 

subscale had incremental validity over the Mael and Ashforth measure in predicting 

communication competence of a coworker. The C-OI composite measure also demonstrated 

incremental validity above and beyond the Mael and Ashforth (1992) measure in predicting the 

dependent variable of POS.   

In several instances, incremental validity was not demonstrated. The C-OI external verbal 

subscale did not have incremental validity with any of the other measures when predicting 

perceived organizational support. The C-OI composite measure and its subscales did not perform 

better than the Cheney OIQ in any test. However, this was not considered to be a problem 

because of the already questionable validity of that measure in the field of communication 

(Miller, Allen, Casey, & Johnson, 2000). Additionally, incremental validity was generally not 

demonstated in predicting MIBOS. The C-OI composite measure did not have incremental 

validity when predicting the MIBOS over any of the other measures. It should be noted, however, 

that all the measures except for the Mael and Ashforth, failed to significantly correlate with the 

MIBOS. This could have been due to the fact that a modified version of the scale was used in this 

dissertation, tapping only two of the measure’s dimensions. 

 196



Summary 

 In this chapter, I outlined the procedure for recruiting participants. The construction of 

the questionnaire was detailed, with attention given to the particular instruments utilized. I 

described the statistical procedures used to analyze the data and the reasoning behind each test, if 

necessary. Additionally, I described the results obtained from these procedures. I also detailed the 

subsequent analysis necessary to interpret the findings.  

The results of this chapter indicated that the ten-item model was a better fit in several 

ways in comparisons to the initial 16-item measure tested in this round. The results of the 

regressions indicated that while there is some evidence of incremental validity for this ten-item 

version, in many cases the C-OI performs similarly to other OI measures or does not add 

additional unique variance. Further discussion will appear in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER SEVEN: DISCUSSION 

Summary of Dissertation 

 This dissertation emerged out of the growing dissatisfaction with the way that OI was 

operationalized and conceptualized in the field of organizational communication. The Cheney 

(1982) OIQ, which is the most widely used measure of the construct (Johnson et al., 1999) in 

communication, has increasingly come under attack for its use and misuse in organizational 

communication research (Miller et al., 1990; Miller et al., 2000). This eventually resulted in a 

moratorium being called on its employment as a tool in research, leaving organizational 

communication scholars researching OI in a quandary as to which instrument to use to measure 

the construct. The two most commonly used OI instruments in organizational research generally 

are Cheney’s OIQ and Mael and Ashforth (1992) measure (Fontenot & Scott, 2001). 

Its rhetoric-based orientation represented one of the primary reasons why the Cheney 

(1982) OIQ became so widely utilized by communication scholars.  Having its roots in the 

rhetorical theory of Burke (1937) made it appealing to those wanting to measure the construct in a 

manner consistent with their discipline. Its operationalization as one third of a tripartite data 

collection process involving quantitative, interview, and textual sources (called house organs) for 

the evaluation of OI, combined with its high Chronbach’s alphas ranging from .91 to .96 (Bullis 

& Bach, 1989; 1991; Cheney, 1983a; Oviatt, 2002; Potvin, 1991), made this seem like the ideal 

measure. The instrument, however, has been strongly criticized for its incorporation of items from 

other constructs such as organizational commitment, job involvement, and intent to quit (Miller et 

al., 2000). This particular combination of items makes the OIQ correlate strongly with these other 

constructs.  

Additionally, many scholars adapted the OIQ instrument in ways that the author never 

intended, using, for example, either shorter versions, or ones that had been modified for multiple 

targets instead of the original 25-item instrument (Scott, 1999; Scott et al., 1999; Scott & 

 198



Fontenot, 1999). Further, many designed research that relied solely on the quantitative measure 

(Baldner, 1999; Willits, 2002), rather than supplementing the data with interview and textual 

sources as Cheney intended. Although doing so is not the “cause” of the problems with the 

measure, it further exacerbated problems with the validity of the instrument as it was not being 

used as Cheney intended.  

Although other reliable and valid measures of OI have are available for researchers to use 

(Abrams & Moura, 2001; Asmussen, 1983; Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000; French & Rosenstein, 

1984; Hall, Schneider, & Nygren, 1970; Long, 1978; Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Patchen, 1970; 

Riordan & Weatherly, 1999; Rotondi, 1975), none stem from a decidedly communicative 

perspective—despite the rhetorical roots of at least Burke’s notion of identification. In this 

dissertation, I proposed the construction of a new way of measuring OI that could serve as an 

additional means of capturing the construct in more communicative terms.  

C-OI, or communicative organizational identification, is a type of behavioral 

identification that is defined as the manifestation of solidarity with the values of a collective 

through verbal and nonverbal behaviors expressed to internal and external others. These 

communicative behaviors have both an internal and external dimension on the individual level, 

because individuals interact both with others within the organization and those who are outside of 

its boundaries. And through their verbal interactions with external parties to their organization 

(e.g., friends and family, Morgan et al., 2004, p. 375) and internal members, individuals shape 

and are in turn shaped by their identifications (Scott et al., 1998). Additionally, the new measure 

adds in a nonverbal element to OI.  More specifically, the literature suggests that individuals 

express identifications through nonverbal behaviors such as clothing and the physical 

arrangement of the work area (Harquail, 2006; Joiner, 1971; McElroy & Morrow, 1981; Rafaeli 

& Pratt, 1993; Rafaeli & Vilnai-Yavetz, 2004; Zweigenhaft, 1976), and this new measure 

attempts to capture that.    
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Following a range of scholars (Albert & Whetten, 1985; Dutton et al., 1994; Hendrick, 

1947; Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Patchen, 1970; Pratt, 1998; Scott et al., 1998) OI is expressed 

primarily as solidarity. This is appropriate as the idea of solidarity stands as a unifying element in 

several of the most commonly cited definitions of identification.  At the very basis of our 

identifications stands the notion of an identity.  Identifications with targets create and emerge 

from identity regions (Scott et al., 1998), which in turn direct our communicative behaviors, 

resulting in a perception of belonging to a particular group. Dutton et al. (1994) contend that 

individuals are attracted to organizations that match their self-concepts, because such collectives 

facilitate self-expression (p. 244).   

This dissertation developed the C-OI measure after three rounds of data collection to 

refine and validate the scale. In every round of this scale development effort,, respondents were 

all working organizational members. In the first round, 241 respondents, representing a 59% 

response rate, completed an online survey. Forty-six items (with four subscales ranging in size 

from 10 to 13 items) were subjected to both exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis in order 

to test the underlying dimensions and validate pre-existing theoretical conceptualizations. Doing 

so resulted in the retention of 21 items, and the decision to write three more for the following 

round of data collection, resulting in a proposed second round measure of 24 items (with four 

subscales ranging in size from 5 to 8 items). The 21 retained items were treated as a composite 

measure and then correlated with the Mael and Ashforth (1992) (r = .70, p = .001, N = 240,) and 

Cheney (1982) OIQ, r = .82, p = .001, N = 241, measures to test for convergent validity. Due to 

the strong correlations among the three OI measures, convergent validity was established. 

Additionally, the reduced set of items produced an internally consistent (α = .96) measure that 

had a higher Chronbach’s alpha than did the Cheney OIQ (α = .95), or the Mael and Ashforth (α 

= .87) measure. 

A total of 186 people representing a 58% response rate completed the questionnaires in 

the second round. Rather than use an online survey, all questionnaires were distributed on paper 
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to help diversify the respondent base. The second round aimed to accomplish several goals. First, 

both CFA and EFA were used to test the underlying dimensions, eliminate items that failed to 

help the model, confirm preexisting theories concerning the factor structure of the proposed 

model, and attempt to establish the validity of the measure. After the data suggested collapsing 

the internal nonverbal and external nonverbal subscales, a 16-item three-factor measure was the 

result (Chronbach’s α = .90). The second goal of this round was to further establish convergent 

validity with other measures of OI. The C-OI composite and its subscales had lower 

intercorrelations than in the first round with one another, and more appropriate associations with 

the Mael and Ashforth (.57) and the Cheney OIQ (.72). The third goal of this round was to 

answer research questions that intended to establish incremental validity of the C-OI composite 

measure and its subscales. When compared to the Mael and Ashforth and the Cheney OIQ, the 

results of the research questions indicated that the C-OI and its subscales demonstrated 

incremental validity in half of the regressions, most particularly over the Mael and Ashforth 

measure. In the others, the C-OI still acted as a predictor of other constructs but did not add any 

additional explanation to more established measures of OI,. 

Seeing no substantive differences in the responses between the first two rounds, the final 

round of testing returned to the electronic survey format, and 126 usable responses were received, 

resulting in a 79% response rate. This round was concerned with several issues. First, through the 

use of an EFA using principal axis factoring as an extraction technique and a varimax rotation, 

the C-OI measure was reduced to 10 items. Second, these items were validated through the use of 

CFA. The RMSEA of .05 and the fit indices above .95 indicated the data fit the model. Next, in 

order to better establish the incremental validity of the C-OI measure and its subscales, additional 

research questions examined the new measures in comparison to more established ones. Results 

from multiple hierarchical regressions were supportive of the incremental validity of the C-OI 

composite and its subscales, most particularly in regards to the Mael and Ashforth measure. In 

two of the research questions, the C-OI composite and its subscales added variance to the 
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dependent variable above and beyond that of the Mael and Ashforth measure. The end result of 

these three rounds of data collection was the creation of an instrument of 10 items, with three 

subscales ranging in size from 3 to 4 items. Each of the individual subscales as well as the 

composite measure all showed reliabilities above .70. Further, the items tap into a side of OI not 

operationalized by other measures, most particularly the nonverbal element. The results indicate 

the measure has convergent validity, in that its subscales are moderately correlated with one 

another, and the composite measure is also correlated (with values ranging from moderate to 

strong) with alternate measures of OI. Table 7.1 offers a final version of this instrument in the 

form that it might be used by researchers wishing to measure C-OI. 

Scale Strengths 

Conceptual Strengths 

 The advantage to using the C-OI is that although it measures OI, it does so in a 

manner that differs from the Mael and Ashforth (1992) and Cheney (1982) OIQ. Those two 

measures focus primarily on the cognitive side of OI, while the C-OI focuses more so on 

behavior—particularly communicative behavior—and the link between cognition and behavior as 

related to OI. In an examination of the items of the C-OI, several focus on the frequency of how 

Individuals express their attachment to an organization.  It also taps into the enjoyment that 

employees feel when expressing their values to others. On the nonverbal side, the C-OI inquires 

into the enjoyment that one feels when wearing attire that bears the name of their organization. 

The items of this measure tap into various elements of the ways that communicative identification 

becomes manifest in organizational settings. Additionally, it links affect with OI in a different 

manner than do the other measures.  
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Table 7.1 
Final Version and Directions for the C-OI Measure 

 
Please mark the number that best indicates the degree to which you agree or disagree with each of 
the following statements using the scale at the right: 

 

1=Very Strongly Disagree 
2=Strongly Disagree 
3=Somewhat Disagree 
4= Neither Agree Nor Disagree (Neutral) 
5=Somewhat Agree 
6=Strongly Agree 
7=Very Strongly Agree 

1. I like saying to others who work here that we belong to one of  
       the best organizations in the field.            1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
2. I enjoy hearing my non-work friends say what an important part   

of this company I am.       1    2    3    4    5    6    7  
 
3.    I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at work.   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
4. I make a point to say “we” when referring to my organization  
       with people who work here.            1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
5. I often talk about my connection to this organization in  

conversations with strangers.            1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
6. I am very interested in what my coworkers say about our  

organization.                  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
7. I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at home or  

around town.                  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
8. I enjoy sharing stories with others outside the organization  

about my experiences at work.      1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
9.   I wear clothes (caps, t-shirt, etc.) with the organization's name  
      when out in public.             1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
10. I regularly discuss how well I fit in with this company with others  

outside the organization.                     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
[Note: Items 1, 4, and 6 are combined to create the C-OI internal verbal subscale; items 2, 5, 8, and 10 are 
combined to create the C-OI external verbal subscale; items 3, 7, and 9 are combined to create the C-OI 
nonverbal subscale; all items combined to create the C-OI composite measure.]         
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 The C-OI has items that tap into the way in which we express our identification with 

individuals external to the organization in terms of sharing stories, and discussing our connection 

to the organization. It has items that look at how the individual feels when the organization 

praised or criticized, but makes a distinction between whether the source of such evaluatio

organizational member or outsider. I might listen to my relative criticize one of my family 

members, and even agree with him or her. If a complete stranger, however, said the same 

criticism, I’d most likely feel more negative about the evaluati

is 

ns is an 

on. Similarly, employees react 

differen  

 a 

terested in focusing upon a 

particul

ional 

sed 

gh 

ure 

I. 

Additionally, the subscales offer a more communication-focused view of OI suited for certain 

or example, if one were interested in a field that had a considerable amount of  

tly to internal and external comments concerning organizations, and the C-OI in the way

that it is structured allows the user to capture this dichotomy. 

For those in the field of organizational communication who have elected to not use the 

Cheney OIQ due to its recent criticism (Miller et al., 2000), the C-OI  measure could be used as

viable alternative, in part because of its unique structure. It does not suffer from the same issues 

as the OIQ in terms of validity. Additionally, its subscales can be used as standalone measures 

should instrument length become an issue or if the researcher is only in

ar dimension of the C-OI. Further, two of its subscales, the external verbal and especially 

the nonverbal, tap into sides of OI that other measures generally lack.  

Although the C-OI attempts to get at a more communication-based view of organizat

identification, it is still logical to ask why a researcher would want to use this measure as oppo

to something like the Mael and Ashforth (1992) scale, which has the advantage of both hi

Chronbach’s alphas in past research and parsimony over alternate measures of OI. Offering a 

primarily cognitive model, the Mael and Ashforth focuses on how one thinks about their 

identification, rather than how one thinks and communicatively illustrates such values. Because 

the conceptualization should guide the operationalization of the variable, those wanting a meas

that focuses almost exclusively on the expression of OI would be better served with the C-O

purposes. F
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le 7.2 

Ma

Tab

in Findings of Dissertation 
 

 
• The C-OI focuses on behavior—particularly communicative behavior—and the link 

between cognition and behavior as related to OI. Items of the C-OI focus on the 

frequency of how individuals express their attachment to an organization and tap into the 

enjoyment employees feel when expressing their values to others. 

• The C-OI composite represents a departure from other OI measures because of the 

relationship between the verbal/nonverbal and internal/external dimensions. 

• The C-OI links affect to OI differently (As expressed positively) than do other measures 

(As expressed negatively) 

• The C-OI composite measure and its three subscales have acceptable (above .70) 

reliability levels in every round tested 

• The C-OI composite and its subscales had incremental validity in comparison to the Mael 

and Ashforth (1992) measure in round two when predicting organization-based self-

esteem, intent to quit, and organizational tenure. 

• The C-OI composite and its subscales also had incremental validity in comparison to the 

Cheney (1982) OIQ in predicting organizational tenure. 

• The C-OI composite and its subscales had incremental validity in comparison to the Mael 

and Ashforth measure in round three when predicting communication competence of a 

coworker, and perceived organizational support. 

• The C-OI does not correlate with ingratiatory behavior 

 

(Table 7.2 continued).
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Table 7.2 (continued) 

Main Findings of Dissertation 
 

 

• The C-OI failed to have incremental validity over other measures in predicting 

communication satisfaction 

• The C-OI does not outperform the Cheney (1982) OIQ on most comparisons 

• Due to its size of 3 items per subscale, if one of the items fails on the nonverbal or 

internal verbal subscale, the entire subscale will fail to hold up 

• The nonverbal items may not relate to other cultures, either organizational or 

international 

•  The C-OI composite and its subscales due to its track record in comparisons against the 

Mael and Ashforth represents an acceptable alternate measure 
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interaction with external audiences, say a customer service representative, or a call center 

manager, the C-OI offers a better ability to capture that dichotomy between internal/external 

audiences than do alternate measures of the construct.  

Statistical Strengths 

Beyond philosophical arguments about the importance of a measure based on a more 

communicative view of a fundamentally communicative construct, there is also statistical 

evidence supporting the C-OI over alternate measures. Three rounds of data collection have 

shown the measure to be reliable, and it correlates well with other OI instruments. Indeed, the C-

OI and its subscales were put through a methodologically rigorous procedure to establish a valid 

and reliable scale. This process included regressions that controlled in the first step for 

demographic variables (i.e., age, organizational tenure, organizational size, sex, supervisory 

position)as well as more established measures of OI in the second step, and then concluded with 

either the C-OI composite or one of its subscales in a final step. In order for incremental validity 

to be illustrated (Hunsley & Meyer, 2003), it was decided that the semipartial regression 

coefficient had to be at .15 or above for the C-OI or its subscale in the third step of the regression 

equation in order to represent a significant contribution to the field. The results of these 

regressions clearly indicated that the C-OI composite measure and its subscales had incremental 

validity when compared to the Mael and Ashforth (1992) measure in terms of organizational 

tenure, organizational-based self-esteem, and intent to quit in round two. Using the same process, 

when the round three C-OI composite was compared to the Mael and Ashforth in terms of 

predicting POS, it again demonstrated incremental validity.  Both the C-OI and its internal verbal 

subscale had incremental validity over the Mael and Ashforth in predicting CCC.  

Even though the correlations between the C-OI composite (or one of its subscales) and 

the dependent variables used in this dissertation (organizational-based self-esteem, intent to quit, 

communication satisfaction, overt question information-seeking strategies, organizational tenure, 

communication competence of a coworker, perceived organizational support, and ingratiatory 
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behavior in an organizational setting) were not always stronger than those involving alternate 

measures, it is important to note they are different (especially in regards to the OIQ) and one 

cannot say which measure best reflects the most “accurate” association between variables. In 

round two, the C-OI composite measure had a slightly stronger correlation, r = -.54, n = 186, p = 

.0001, with ITQ than did the Mael and Ashforth (1992) measure, r = -.53, n = 186, p = .0001. The 

Cheney OIQ’s (1982) correlation, r = -.76, n = 186, p = .0001, was significantly higher than all 

other measures of OI because it contains three items that specifically refer to an individuals intent 

to quit the organization. This element, combined with the general moratorium on the OIQ, makes 

it interesting to include in the analysis, but ultimately not as important as comparisons to the Mael 

and Ashforth measure. The correlation between OBSE and the C-OI internal verbal subscale, r = 

.61, n = 186, p = .0001, was higher than the Mael and Ashforth measure and OBSE, r = .58, n = 

186, p = .0001. The C-OI composite measure, r = .37, n = 186, p = .0001, also had a stronger 

correlation with organizational tenure than did the Mael and Ashforth, r = .33, n = 186, p = .0001, 

and the Cheney OIQ, r = .36, n = 186, p = .0001, even though the difference in magnitude is 

small. 

In round three, the C-OI composite measure had a higher correlation with communication 

competence of co-workers, r = .34, n = 134, p = .0001, than did the Mael and Ashforth, r = .31, n 

= 134, p = .0001, or Meyer et al.’s affective commitment measure, r = .33, n = 134, p = .0001. 

The C-OI internal verbal subscale also had higher correlations with organizational tenure, r = .20, 

n = 134, p = .02, than the Mael and Ashforth, r = .12, n = 134, p = .16, and the Cheney OIQ, r = 

.18, n = 134, p = .04.  The C-OI internal verbal had a higher correlation with OBSE, r = .61, n = 

134, p = .0001, than did the Mael and Ashforth measure, r = .58, n = 134, p = .0001.  

Hunsley and Meyer (2003) caution that incremental validity can occasionally result from 

one measure having a higher Chronbach’s alpha than the other. It should be noted that the Mael 

and Ashforth measure (α = .90) has a slightly higher Chronbach’s alpha in the third and final 

round than does the final version of the C-OI composite (α = .87).  Despite this, the C-OI 
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composite and its subscale still had incremental validity in regards to the Mael and Ashforth 

measure in most comparisons, which underscores the worth of the instrument.  Another 

advantage of the new instrument is the different elements that the subscales capture. Examining 

the correlations in each round showed that although the subscales were correlated among one 

another ranging from moderate to strong Pearson’s r values, these subscales evinced their own 

unique relationships with other constructs. Correlations of the three subscales in the final version 

of the instrument illustrate this point.  

The internal verbal subscale correlated moderately, r = .53, n = 134, p = .0001, with the 

external verbal subscale. The internal verbal subscale also had the same correlation with the 

nonverbal subscale, r = .53, n = 134, p = .0001. The nonverbal subscale had a moderate 

correlation with the external verbal subscale, r = .45, n = 134, p = .0001. In his dissertation Mael 

(1988) reported two subscales in his Identification with Psychological Groups (IDPG) measure 

which correlated at .35 (p. 39). Garson (2006) states that in order to make a case for convergent 

validity, if a measure has internal dimensions, they should at least be moderately related to one 

another. 

The C-OI subscales showed unique relationships with other variables. In round three the 

external verbal subscale moderately correlated, r = .38, n = 134, p = .0001, with perceived 

organizational support. The internal verbal subscale’s correlation with perceived organizational 

support, although still moderate, was larger, r = .56, n = 134, p = .0001. In round two the 

nonverbal subscale correlated moderately with intent to quit, r = -.33, n = 186, p = .0001. The 

internal verbal subscale had a stronger correlation with intent to quit, r = -.53, n = 186, p = .0001. 

The differences in the correlations show that each subscale is distinct in its own right, and can be 

used to illustrate the different ways aspects of identification associate with other key variables.  

Scale Limitations 

The C-OI represents a different way of operationalizing the construct of OI. It is not the 

purpose of this dissertation to argue that it should be considered as a replacement for all other 
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measures of OI. Instead, it is offered as an alternate method of measuring the construct. 

Researchers tend to be wedded to their measures, and this instrument is not for everyone. This 

measure is longer than the Mael and Ashforth by 4 items. If a researcher is concerned about 

respondent fatigue, and already has a large questionnaire, it is possible that its overall length 

could represent an issue.  

In some cases, using a particular subscale to predict a variable would not be as effective 

as using the entire measure. The Mael and Ashforth was a better predictor of POS than the C-OI 

external verbal subscale. And in this case the C-OI composite performed better than the Mael and 

Ashforth. If a researcher chose to use the 4-item external verbal subscale out of parsimony in this 

case, the C-OI subscale would not serve him/her best. In terms of predicting ingratiatory 

behavior, the nonverbal subscale had a correlation of 0. When the C-OI composite measure, or its 

subscale performed better than another measure, it was by a large enough margin to indicate a 

significant effect (semipartial regression coefficient had to be .15 or greater), but only barely 

(values of the semipartial regression coefficients that illustrated incremental validity usually were 

around .18 in the third round).There was no case where the C-OI composite or its subscale simply 

overwhelmed the OI measure that it was being compared against, so to speak. Although it 

performed better than the Mael and Ashforth in several cases, in general this measure performed 

on par with the other measures of OI.  

Another critique that could be fairly leveled at the C-OI is that in the desire to make it 

more communicatively focuses, it neglected other important elements of OI, in particular its lack 

on items that concern decision-making. Cheney (1983a, 1983b) in particular focuses on how one 

who identifies makes decisions with the welfare of the organization in mind. This measure does 

not attempt to tap into that particular manifestation of identification. Additionally, the external 

verbal subscale has an item that mentions the frequency with which one discusses whether he/she 

“fits in” with their employing organization. The argument could be made that there is a difference 

between saying something to others and actually believing it. Just because someone has a 
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tendency to talk about how well they fit in at a workplace does not mean that they actually do, nor 

that he/she actually believes what he/she says in public. The argument could be made that this 

scale does not account for face-saving. On this basis, the emphasis on the actualization of 

identification versus the cognition of it could represent a limitation. 

The MIBOS was included as a means to tap into whether or not one actually believed in 

what they said, or acted in order to create a particular impression. Unfortunately the measure was 

not particularly helpful in this dissertation. The contention could be made, therefore, that just 

because someone wears a t-shirt of their company does not mean that they like it. For example, 

let us take the example of a retail employee at a company like Target. Just because he/she wears a 

Target t-shirt while working every day (and presumably out in public on his/her way to work) 

does not necessarily represent the most identified individual because his/her attire is a uniform 

and must be worn as a condition of employment. Additionally, people who work in organizations 

without a company t-shirt or other such paraphernalia cannot complete the nonverbal subscale.  

Thus, the measure is limited because it implicitly assumes voluntary behaviors and that such 

behaviors are possible. 

An additional scale limitation concerns the general nature of the scale. Although this 

measure can be modified to fit, it does not initially mesh with a situated action view of 

identification (Scott et al., 1998). It measures OI at a point in time, but does not, in its final 

version, operationalize it as if it fluctuates. So users who are looking for a measure that is faithful 

to this perspective should be made aware that they would need to modify it to fit. The scale does 

begin to get at different situations at least as defined by whom one is talking to (i.e., internal or 

external others), but without modifications does not tap into more specific situations as suggested 

by Scott et al.’s theory. 

Implications for Theory 

 Burke construed humanity as one constantly involved in coming together into groups, 

through “congregation” and “segregation” and identification is a natural human response to this 
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dichotomy (Cheney, 1983b). Cheney described Burke’s conceptualization as individuals shaped 

through communicative interactions with organizational members developing various identities as 

a way of processing the divisions and groups in the environment. Occasionally these identities 

conflicted (Cheney, 1983b, p. 145). For example, one can be attached to co-workers and feel 

identified with the organization while at work, but feel less identified when faced with expressing 

such connections with external audiences (i.e., an employee of the IRS who loves his/her job, 

might not want to discuss where he/she works during tax season). Because the C-OI has internal 

and external dimensions, it can capture this dichotomy. In explaining Burkean identification, 

Cheney uses the example of a person wanting to praise the group that he/she is currently with 

rather than an outgroup, “. . .identification is the way in which a rhetor states explicitly to an 

individual (possibly trying to convince himself or herself), ‘I am like you’ or ‘I have the same 

interests as you.’”(1983b, p. 147). Another element of Burkean identification that meshes well 

with the C-OI is the use of praise. Burke construes corporate identities as self-enhancing. 

Compliments and condemnations both become self-descriptive when an individual identifies with 

another entity. The C-OI’s internal and external subscales both tap into this idea, with items like, 

“I like saying to others who work here that we belong to one of the best organizations in the 

field,” and “I enjoy hearing my non-work friends say what an important part of this company I 

am.” Many of the items in the C-OI composite aim at tapping into the notion of consubstantiality, 

defined as the identity regions (either ones that exist or that are believed to exist) shared by two 

individuals (Cheney 1983b, p. 146). Items like EV6, that examines the frequency that one 

expresses his/her connection to the organization in conversations with non-work friends or 

family, directly tap into Burke’s idea of consubstantiality. 

Ashforth and Mael (1989) defined social identification as, “the perception of oneness 

with or belongingess to some human aggregate” (p. 3). The conceptualization of C-OI is 

complimentary to this conceptualization of identification; it simply grounds it in the expression of 

such values through communicative behavior. Items in the C-OI are, despite some clear 
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differences, very much in line with SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Items like, “I make a point to 

say “we” when referring to my organization with people who work here,” tap into the way that OI 

occurs with organizational members. “I regularly discuss how well I fit in with this company with 

others outside the organization,” does the same for external audiences.  

 

Implications for Practice 

 This measure is intended for use by those who are interested in the way individuals 

express their identification with an organization in terms of interactions with both organizational 

insiders and outsiders through verbal and nonverbal means. If one is interested in only tapping 

how OI is expressed when interacting with outside audiences, this measure offers a way of 

capturing it. The field of organizational symbolism with its concentration on the impact of 

organizational artifacts (Rafaeli & Pratt, 2006) in particular would be well served by this 

instrument because it taps into the relationship between nonverbal communication and OI. The 

great advantage of this measure is its flexibility. Additionally, anyone interested in nonverbal 

communication in general would have the advantage of a rhetorically based-communication-

centered measure. Anyone interested in examining the differing ways that employees express 

linkages to their work (when comparing how they express OI to friends, family, non-work 

acquaintances) versus how they actualize OI with internal audiences is well served by using this 

measure. During times of organizational crises (or merger), this measure would be highly 

effective in showing the impacts of such an experience if used in a multiple point data collection 

capacity (i.e. taken prior the event, during, and/or after). 

The C-OI composite measure can be used as a composite, or one can simply use one of 

the subscales as a stand alone measure. For those with particular research interests, or with space 

and time constraints, this offers choices that other measures do not. An added bonus of this 

measure is its simplicity and ease of use. Because of its structure, the C-OI would perform well 

with both academic and nonacademic audiences. The language is easily understood and the 
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scoring is relatively simple, so anyone can use this measure and calculate his/her score. It was 

designed with a 7-point Likert-type scale in mind, but can easily be modified if someone wants to 

use a 9-point or 5-point scale instead. High scores indicate high levels of OI, so flipping the 

anchors is not something that would be recommended. If one is not interested in one of the three 

subscales, they can remove that use the other two as well (although doing so would not stand in 

place of the full C-OI instrument). In sum, for those with particular research interests, or with 

space and time constraints, this offers choices that other measures do not. 

If time constraints are not an issue, it is best to use the composite measure because it 

offers the most complete view of OI. The C-OI internal verbal subscale should be used if one is 

interested primarily in the way that individuals within organizations manifest OI. Also, if time is 

an issue, this subscale is the one most highly correlated with other measures of OI. The C-OI 

external verbal subscale should be employed when trying to capture how individuals indicate OI 

with friends, family, and acquaintances external to the organization, which might be important 

when predicting turnover, or working with a particular profession that interacts more frequently 

with the public than with co-workers (a help desk employee, for example). The C-OI nonverbal 

subscale taps into how one shows identification through attire and organizational artifacts, which 

could be appropriate when examining fields where the nonverbal communication is emphasized, 

such as in a PR firm, or political campaign.  

Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

Dissertation Limitations 

 As with all research, and perhaps dissertation projects especially, there are limitations of 

the current project that must be noted. The C-OI measure does not represent a perfect measure, 

and several elements in the dissertation could have played a role in impacting the development 

and test of this measure. These should be kept in mind when one reads this report and/or 

considers adopting this measure.  
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First, establishing incremental validity of the C-OI composite measure and its subscales 

required a multi-step process. It mandated comparing the proposed instrument and its subscales to 

other measures of OI.  Further, it necessitated using all of these measures of OI as predictors of 

several dependent variables. Achieving this goal required the surveys in rounds two and three to 

be longer than the average questionnaire. This could have resulted in respondent fatigue, or error. 

Also, the order of the measures used in each round could have played a role in the results of each 

study.  For the first and 3rd rounds, the C-OI measure was the first, followed by the OIQ 

(Cheney, 1982) and the Mael and Ashforth (1992) measure. For the second round the C-OI was 

first, followed by intent to quit, followed by the OIQ and the Mael and Ashforth measure. It could 

be that the results obtained having 3 identification measures close together could have caused a 

carry-over effect. This means that when completing either the OIQ or Mael and Ashforth 

measures, respondents could have remembered their answers on the C-OI. If this occurred, it 

could have inflated the correlations between the C-OI and the other measures of OI. And, 

assuming the scores were inflated, this could have contributed to the issues with multicollinearity. 

One method that had to be used in developing and validating this new measure was 

confirmatory factor analysis. There were two issues in this dissertation involving CFA that some 

may argue impacted the results. First, AMOS 4.0 and 5.0 were used in this dissertation. AMOS 

does not like dealing with missing data, and forces the researcher to create a file that weeds out 

any case that contains missing data. In the first round, missing data could have impacted the 

results of the overall factor analysis. As a result I focused on the subscales, which allowed me to 

have the appropriate item to subject ratio. The largest subscale had 13 items. With 198 subjects 

that is a 15:1 ratio. Second, the use of modification indices in some circles is controversial. The 

risk that a researcher runs when he/she turns to this option is overfitting the model to the data. In 

short, the model could work with one sample and not with another.  Modification indices were 

used in the third round with the final model. To counteract the issue of overfitting, the final 
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version of the C-OI was retested on the data from the second round. The results indicated the 

model was a good fit, as all the fit indices were appropriate and the RMSEA was .06. 

Another possible issue was the high correlations between the measures of OI. Due to the 

moderate to strong correlations among the measures, it was impossible to use all of them as 

control variables in a single hierarchical multiple regression. Due to this, I elected to compare two 

measures at a time; a more established measure of OI as a control followed by the C-OI subscale 

or composite measure. This was done to aid in preventing multicollinearity among the predictor 

variables. But dividing the regressions up into several small procedures raised another issue:  

inflated error terms.  Having to run multiple regressions rather than a single all-encompassing one 

increases the chance of error. 

Another potential limitation in this dissertation is the issue of common method biases. 

This construct is defined by Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Lee (2003) as “variance that 

is attributable to the measurement method rather than to the constructs the measures represent” 

(p. 879), and is one that could potentially impact the results of these three rounds of scale testing. 

McCroskey and McCroskey (1988) argued: 

The use of self-report scales has been a hallmark of communication research for decades. 

Entire research traditions have been built upon use of such measures –attitude change, 

credibility, interpersonal attraction, communication anxiety and apprehension, to mention 

just a few. There is no real question, therefore, whether use of self-reports is a legitimate 

and appropriate research strategy within the discipline of communication. It is. However, 

not all use of such instruments is either legitimate or appropriate (p. 109).  

McCroskey and McCroskey’s point is well taken when relying solely on self-report measures. 

Typically, OI is measured through a single source at the level of the individual. Few studies look 

at one’s attachment to a group or identity with a confederate present to offer their opinion of the 

respondent’s beliefs or behaviors (Kerpelman & Lamke, 1997). Podsakoff et al (2003) suggest 

means of addressing the problem of common methods bias, and several were done in this 
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dissertation. One step that was taken in order to aid in controlling this issue, was incorporating 

different scale endpoints and formats for the predictor and criterion variables (Podsakoff et al., 

2003). Some used 5-point Likert-type scales, and others used 7-point Likert-type scales. The 

labels on the anchors differed between the 5-point and the 7-point scales. Reverse-coded items 

were also used to aid in the effort of bolstering the validity of the scales.   

The first and third rounds had undergraduate students recruit volunteers by asking them 

to go to a particular website on the Internet and complete the on-line survey.  Anyone without an 

access to a computer (either the recruiter or the participant) could not have taken the survey in 

these rounds. This could have left out individuals that would have added to the generalizability of 

the data. I added the option of having the students print out completed questionnaires and deliver 

them to their volunteers, but not all students may have elected to do so. Although more and more 

people have access to the computer, those that do not or found it inconvenient to use a web-based 

survey may have elected not to participate. In the sample recruited by community college 

students, I did not use an online version of the questionnaire for this very reason. As noted in 

chapter 4, there are several studies that argue no difference exists between the data collected 

using pen and paper questionnaires and electronic versions (Dillman, 2000; Donovan, Drasgow, 

& Probst, 2000).  

Although this dissertation established several types of validity, one key form was 

missing. In order to argue that construct validity exists, it is important to have both convergent 

and discriminant validity.  While a strong case exists for convergent validity, this dissertation did 

not adequately test for discriminant validity. The results should be interpreted with this in mind. 

Additionally, although it was expected that the C-OI and its subscales would predict 

certain outcome variables, there were several cases in which the results defied the literature.  The 

C-OI nonverbal subscale illustrates this concern well, as it failed to predict ingratiatory behaviors 

as well as communication satisfaction. In the case of the MIBOS, it could be argued that using a 

modified version of this measure could have resulted in the poor outcome. Although the literature 
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suggested that a correlation would exist between the C-OI nonverbal subscale and communication 

satisfaction, this did not occur. In this case the communication satisfaction measure only had two 

items that correlated significantly with the round two final version of the C-OI nonverbal 

subscale. It could be that the wrong measure was selected as Hecht (1978) operationalized the 

construct as unidimensional whereas the more widely used Downs and Hazen (C. W. Downs & 

Hazen, 1977; T. M. Downs, 1990; Ingram, 1993; Potvin, 1991) measure is more 

multidimensional. Overall, though, the nonverbal subscale was not correlated in expected ways 

with likely outcome variables. 

Another case which did not perform as expected involved the variable of information-

seeking. Here, the modified version of the measure most likely impeded its performance. The 

results indicated that only one subscale, overt questions, held together and was reliable. And 

using that subscale alone did not offer a complete view of information-seeking strategies, just of 

one. So it would be difficult to say with any certainty that the C-OI evinced a relationship with 

information-seeking.  Instead, one could argue a relationship existed between overt question 

information seeking strategies, but not the other dimensions of the construct.  

One last limitation that should be kept in mind concerns the application of this measure to 

other cultures.  The nonverbal items apply most directly to American work culture.  These items 

make not work with other cultures.  
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Directions for Future Research  
 
 Measures only improve with repeated use to check for reliability and validity with other samples. 

Further work to continue evaluating the construct validity of this measure is needed.  In particular, before 

one can argue that construct validity exists for this measure, research must first establish that it has 

discriminant validity. Doing so would be a vital addition to the development of this measure. 

Second, although the technique of having students recruit acquaintances has shown to 

generate diverse samples, it would improve the C-OI if one could test this measure out on a single 

organization that would be generalizeable to the rest of the working population. Better yet, access 

to two different types of organizations would further establish the validity of this instrument. If 

two completely different organizations, like an accounting firm and a landscaping company could 

be compared, it would be a good test of whether differences exist between professions, or if the 

instrument is more appropriate for white collar workers.  

Additionally, a further way to strengthen the C-OI would be to have each individual 

taking it indicates how often he or she engages in the particular behavior being measured in an 

item. For example I may like wearing a company t-shirt to work, but if I rarely do it, does this 

impact the overall identification levels?  Some of the items in the scale could be interpreted by 

critics as ones that people would readily agree to doing whether or not they actually engage in the 

behavior. People might strongly agree with the phrase, “I often talk about my connection to this 

organization in conversations with strangers,” on a 7-point Likert-type scale, but finding out what 

they consider “often” would help validate that the items are indeed measuring identification 

accurately.  Comparing such perceptions to actual observations of behavior could be a way to 

extend this work by providing a third-party perspective on one’s communicative expression of 

OI. 

It would also be useful to test this measure in comparison with the more traditional 

correlates of OI, such as job satisfaction, organizational prestige, or organizational commitment. 

Seeing how this measure relates to those constructs in comparison to alternate measures of OI 
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could further add to the validity of the measure.  More specifically, it would be useful if the C-OI 

and its subscales were correlated with the antecedents suggested by Mael and Ashforth (1992) to 

see how it compared against other measures of OI. With the advent of telecommuting, it would be 

interesting to see if telecommuters differ from alternate populations in the C-OI, as the 

technology used in a day-to-day working environment could result in identification occurring in a 

different way. Last but not least, many of the items in the C-OI require people to reflect on things 

that they tend to do or say, so a natural future study would be the relationships between this 

variable and self-monitoring. 

Scott, Corman and Cheney’s (1998) model of identification is one that would work well 

with the C-OI composite instrument.  Just as our identifications are forged and reinforced through 

communicative interaction with others, the division of the C-OI into distinct subscales could tap 

into the differing ways that identification occurs. The situated model of identification argues that 

identification varies from situation to situation (p. 319). It is possible for the C-OI instrument to 

show the “how” with its multidimensional structure. Scott et al., in blending their model with 

Giddens (1984) structurational theory, emphasize organizational activity is “characterized by 

numerous locales, such as one’s workspace, the cafeteria, customer sites, the assembly plant 

floor, the trade conference, the videoconference meeting, cyberspace, etc.” (p. 322). Similarly, the 

C-OI measure is divided somewhat by context (identification with organizational members, 

identification expressed to organizational outsiders, and nonverbal identification). This structure 

permits the researcher to understand the relationship between these elements. In particular, Scott 

et al. construe a connection between activity and identification that could begin to be tapped with 

further modifications to the C-OI.  

Another feature of this measure important for future research is its flexibility. Two of the 

subscales the C-OI can also be used in the context of multiple targets of identification.  Both the 

internal verbal and external verbal subscales can easily be modified in order to accommodate 

such targets if that is the researcher’s goal.  For example, with the internal verbal subscale, the 
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second item, IV4 can be changed to say, “I make a point to say “we” when referring to my work 

group with people who work here.” Item EV9 can be changed to say, “I often talk about my 

connection to my work group in conversations with strangers.” Both subscales can easily be used 

at both the individual and group level.  

Conclusion 

It is perhaps appropriate to close with an idea that Albert, Ashforth, and Dutton (2000) 

wrote, “The notion of identification with and loyalty to one’s employer, workgroup, or 

occupation may seem quaint, even naïve. However, it is partly because of this loss of 

organizational moorings that individual identity and identification are critical issues” (p. 14). This 

dissertation began exploring the notion of how a construct that was inherently construed to be 

communicative could be operationalized in a measure that was faithful to this conceptualization. 

Burke sees identification as part of a process whereby the individual through language forges 

connection with other groups. Further, in expressing those things that are valued, as well as those 

that are not, those very behaviors serve to reinforce those connections. It seems that other 

measures of OI look more at the way that people think about their attachments to organizations 

instead of how they communicatively enact them. For this reason a new measure was proposed, 

refined, and validated here. Using such a measure could help employees to understand better the 

ways that they feel connected to others (be they groups or the organization itself). Further, 

managers can gain a better appreciation for the differences between the way employees show OI 

both at and away from the workplace. 
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Appendix A 
 
Following are the instruments used in this survey.  The electronic versions did not easily translate 

into the margins required for this dissertation, so I have used the original versions of the surveys, 

which were reduced in font size in order to fit within the margins. The questionnaires appear in 

order.

 223



IRB#   2003-04-0042  

 
Informed Consent to Participate in Work Place Attachment Study 

 
 

You are being asked to participate in a research study.  This form provides you with 
information about the study. Please read the information below before deciding whether or not to 
participate.  This research is being conducted by Jolie Fontenot [j.fontenot@mail.utexas.edu, 
(512) 762-3515], a doctoral student at UT, under the direction of Dr. Craig Scott 
[crscott@mail.utexas.edu, (512)471-6561].   

 You are being asked to participate in a study that inquires about work attitudes and 
communication.  If you choose to take part, you will be asked to indicate your 
agreement/disagreement with a series of statements.  Participation in this study is entirely 
voluntary. You are free to refuse to be in the study, and your refusal will not influence current or 
future relationships with The University of Texas at Austin. The benefits from participating in this 
study are that you may gain insight into why you enjoy working where you work, or likewise, why 
you do not, and what drives those thoughts.  Additionally, you will gain insight into the frequency 
and characteristics of your communication with others on the job.  The risks to participating in this 
study are slight, if any.   
 If you wish to stop your participation in this research study for any reason, you should 
contact: Jolie Fontenot at j.fontenot@mail.utexas.edu or (512) 762-3515.   You are free to withdraw 
your consent and stop participation in this research study at any time without penalty or loss of 
benefits for which you may be entitled. Throughout the study, the researchers will notify you of 
new information that may become available and that might affect your decision to remain in the 
study.  
 In addition, if you have questions about your rights as a research participant, please 
contact Clarke A. Burnham, Ph.D., Chair, The University of Texas at Austin Institutional Review 
Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, 512/232-4383. 
 You will be asked to provide the name of the student who recruited you, along with your 
first name, and an e-mail address, so that I can verify that they met the study criteria.  You will be 
ensured complete confidentiality of your responses, therefore, but not complete anonymity. If the 
results of this research are published or presented at scientific meetings, your identity will not be 
disclosed. 
 Authorized persons from The University of Texas at Austin and the Institutional Review 
Board have the legal right to review your research records and will protect the confidentiality of 
those records to the extent permitted by law.  If the research project is sponsored then the sponsor 
also has the legal right to review your research records. Otherwise, your research records will not be 
released without your consent unless required by law or a court order. 
 
I shall consider a completed questionnaire consent to participate in this research.   
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Communication and Workplace Attachment Survey 
 
Begin Online Survey Below and Press Save and Submit When Done. If you prefer, you may print this out 
(click on the print icon on your browser) and fill it out.  If you do this, please either (a) return it to the 
student who gave it to you, or (b) mail it to Jolie Fontenot at Communication Studies Department A1105, 
University of Texas at Austin, Austin, TX  78712 
 
Internal Communication 

1=Very Strongly Disagree 
2=Strongly Disagree 
3=Somewhat Disagree 
4= Neither Agree Nor Disagree (Neutral) 
5=Somewhat Agree 
6=Strongly Agree 
7=Very Strongly Agree 

Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following  
statements.  These items refer to the activities that occur within  
the organizational boundaries.  Internal communication refers  
to members inside the organizational boundaries such as  
co-workers, supervisors, or others at work.  Click on the button  
that best represents your level of agreement/disagreement based on 
the following scale: 
 
I let others who work here know how important this organization is to me  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
It is easy to make eye contact with people at work when I am talking about  
how important this organization is to me     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I like saying to others who work here that we belong to one of the best 
organizations in the field       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
When I talk about being a member of this organization to other employees 
I talk with more animation       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I make a point to say “we” when referring to my organization with people  
who work here        1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
When I talk to other employees about my connection to this organization,  
 I sit a little taller in my chair       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I am very interested in what my coworkers say about our organization  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I decorate my office area with items valued by the organization (e.g. mission 
statements, company photos, banners)      1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
    
I have a hard time looking in the eye of others I work with when saying how important  
this organization is to me       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I try to make my work attire similar to that of other employees at my organization 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
When I hear other employees praise my organization, it reminds me of why I decided  
to join in the first place       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
At work, I use a coffee mug or other similar items with the company logo on it  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I enjoy hearing others in this organization say what an important part of this  
organization I am        1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at work    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
When another employee says something unflattering about our company, I defend  
 the organization        1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I tend to mumble a bit when others at work ask me why I’m with the organization 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I rarely talk about the organization in conversations with co-workers away from  
the office         1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
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I enjoy discussing with others at work how well I fit in with this organization  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I smile when I tell other employees what a great company we belong to  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I do not enjoy sharing stories with other employees about my experiences at work 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
My workplace is where I feel I can converse with people who are like me  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
External Communication 

1=Very Strongly Disagree 
2=Strongly Disagree 
3=Somewhat Disagree 
4= Neither Agree Nor Disagree (Neutral) 
5=Somewhat Agree 
6=Strongly Agree 
7=Very Strongly Agree 

Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following  
statements.  These items refer to the activities that occur outside  
the organizational boundaries.  External communication refers  
to members outside the organizational boundaries such as  
friends outside of work, family, strangers, and people in other 
organizations.  Click on the button that best represents your level of 
agreement/disagreement based on the following scale: 
 
       
If I met someone on a plane, the organization I work for is one of the first things  
   I’d mention        1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
When I talk about my organization to others who don’t work here, I talk with more 
   animation        1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I make a point to say “we” when referring to my organization with people in other  
   organizations        1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I dislike mentioning to other people where I work     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I let others outside the organization know how important this organization is to me 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I often monitor the news for information about my organization   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I enjoy hearing my non-work friends say what an important part of this company I am 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I have a hard time looking at someone in the eye when I tell them where I work  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I like it when my non-work friends or family introduce me as someone who works 
  for this organization       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
When I talk to people outside work about my connection to this organization, I sit a 
   little taller in my chair       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I like hearing others who don’t work here say my organization is one of the best in  
   the field        1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
When representing my company to others, I try to make my clothing present the right 
   image         1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I often talk about my connection to this organization in conversations with strangers 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I have a company logo/bumper sticker on my car     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
It is easy to make eye contact with people who don’t work here when I am talking  
   about my connection to this organization     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I enjoy sharing stories with others outside the organization about my experiences 
 At work         1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at home or around town   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
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I regularly discuss how well I fit in with this company with others outside the  
   organization        1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I tend to mumble a bit the name of my organization when strangers ask me where 
  I work         1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I smile when I tell people who don’t work here about where I work   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
When I talk about my organization to others who don’t work here, I talk with more  
   animation        1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
When someone who doesn’t work here says something unflattering about my 
   organization, I defend my workplace      1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I don’t enjoy being introduced as a member of this organization to outsiders  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
 
General Identification With your organization  1=Very Strongly Disagree 

2=Strongly Disagree 
3=Somewhat Disagree 
4= Neither Agree Nor Disagree 
(Neutral) 
5=Somewhat Agree 
6=Strongly Agree 
7=Very Strongly Agree 

Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the 
following general statements. Please insert the name of your main work 
organization where you see the words “the organization” below. Click 
on the button that best represents your level of 
agreement/disagreement based on the following scale:  

 
1. I would probably continue working for (the organization) even if I did not need the money.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
2. In general, the people employed by (the organization) are working toward the same goals.      1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
3. I am proud to be the employee of (the organization).              1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
4. I often describe myself to others by saying, “I work for (the organization)” or  

       “I am from (the organization).”                1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
5. (The organization’s) image in the community represents me well             1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
6. I try to make on-the-job decisions by considering the consequences of my actions for  
       (the organization)       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
7. We at (the organization) are different from others in our field   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
8. I am glad I chose to work for (the organization) rather than another company  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
9. I talk up (the organization) to my friends as a great company to work for  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
10. In general, I view (the organization)’s problems as my problems   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
11. I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected to help  
      (the organization) be successful      1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
12. I become irritated when I hear others outside (the organization) criticize the company 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
13. I have warm feelings toward (the organization) as a great place to work  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
14. I would be willing to spend the rest of my career with (the organization)  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
15. I feel that (the organization) cares about me     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
16. The record of (the organization) is an example of what dedicated people can achieve 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
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17. I have a lot in common with others employed by (the organization)  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
18. I find it difficult to agree with (the organization)’s policies on important matters  

relating to me       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
19. My association with (the organization) is only a small part of who I am   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
20. I tell others about projects that (the organization) is working on   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
21. I find that my values and the values of (the organization) are very similar  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
22. I feel very little loyalty toward (the organization)     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
23. I would describe (the organization) as a large “family” in which members feel  

a sense of belonging      1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
24. I find it easy to identify myself with (the organization).    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
25. I really care about the fate of (the organization).    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
 
General Identification With your organization continued 
Please circle the number that indicates the degree to which 
you agree or disagree with the following general statements.  
Where you see blank lines, think of where you work in the 
following sentences.   
 

1. When someone criticizes _________it feels like a personal insult   1    2    3    4    5  

1=Strongly Disagree 
2=Disagree 
3=Neither Agree Nor Disagree (Neutral) 
4=Agree 
5=Strongly Agree 

2. I am very interested in what others think about _____________   1    2    3    4    5  

3. When I talk about ___________, I usually say “we” rather than “they”  1    2    3    4    5  

4. This ___________’s successes are my successes    1    2    3    4    5  

5. When someone praises ____________, it feels like a personal compliment  1    2    3    4    5  

6. If a story in the media criticized _____________, I would feel embarrassed  1    2    3    4    5  

Demographics 
 
For verification purposes only, please provide your first name: ___________________________________ 
 
For verification purposes only, please provide your e-mail address (NOTE:  Only the researchers will have access to  
This address, and we will only use it if we need to verify your qualification to participate in this study): 
 
 
 
Please enter the full name of the student who asked you to fill out the survey (Note:  We must have this information in 
order to give the student proper course credit): 
 
 
 
What type of organization do you work for (e.g., manufacturing, media, healthcare, human services, military, 
technology)? 
 
 
 
How large is your organization currently (# of members)? 
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What is your gender?    Female   Male 
 
How long have you worked for your organization? (Nearest year) _____________________________________ 
 
How old are you? _______________________________________________________ 
 
Do you work in a supervisory position? ______________________________________ 
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IRB#  2003-04-0042 
Informed Consent to Participate in Work Place Attachment Study 

 
 
You fit the criteria for this study if you are NOT employed by or attending the University of Texas at Austin or ACC, 
are at least 18 years of age, and are working full-time for at least 6 months.  If you ARE an employee or student of the 
University of Texas at Austin or ACC, work less than 40 hours a week, are under the age of 18, or have been employed 
by your organization for less than 6 months, please do not participate in this study.  This form provides you with 
information about the study. Please read the information below before deciding whether or not to participate.  This 
research is being conducted by Jolie Fontenot [j.fontenot@mail.utexas.edu, (512) 762-6515], a doctoral student at UT, 
under the direction of Craig Scott, Ph.D. [crscott@mail.utexas.edu, (512)471-6561].   

 You are being asked to participate in a study that inquires about work attitudes and communication.  If you 
choose to take part, you will be asked to indicate your agreement/disagreement with a series of statements.  Participation 
in this study is entirely voluntary. You are free to refuse to be in the study, and your refusal will not influence current 
or future relationships with The University of Texas at Austin. The benefits from participating in this study are that you 
may gain insight into why you enjoy working where you work, or likewise, why you do not, and what drives those 
thoughts.  Additionally, you will gain insight into the frequency and characteristics of your communication with others on 
the job.  The risks to participating in this study are slight, if any.   
 If you wish to stop your participation in this research study for any reason, you should contact: Jolie Fontenot at 
j.fontenot@mail.utexas.edu or (512) 762-3515.   You are free to withdraw your consent and stop participation in this 
research study at any time without penalty or loss of benefits for which you may be entitled. Throughout the study, the 
researchers will notify you of new information that may become available and that might affect your decision to remain in 
the study.  
 In addition, if you have questions about your rights as a research participant, please contact Clarke A. 
Burnham, Ph.D., Chair, The University of Texas at Austin Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human 
Subjects, 512/232-4383. 
 You will be asked to provide the name of the student who recruited you, along with your first name, and an e-
mail address, and a phone number so that I can verify that you met the study criteria.  You will be ensured complete 
confidentiality of your responses, therefore, but not complete anonymity. If the results of this research are published or 
presented at scientific meetings, your identity will not be disclosed. 
 Authorized persons from The University of Texas at Austin and the Institutional Review Board have the legal 
right to review your research records and will protect the confidentiality of those records to the extent permitted by law.  If 
the research project is sponsored then the sponsor also has the legal right to review your research records. Otherwise, your 
research records will not be released without your consent unless required by law or a court order. 
 
I shall consider a completed questionnaire consent to participate in this research.   
 

1=Very Strongly Disagree 
2=Strongly Disagree 
3=Somewhat Disagree 
4= Neither Agree Nor Disagree (Neutral) 
5=Somewhat Agree 
6=Strongly Agree 
7=Very Strongly Agree 

These items refer to activities that occur within the organizational 
Boundaries.  Internal communication refers to members inside the  
Organizational boundaries such as coworkers, supervisors, or others at  
work.  Please circle the item that best indicates the degree to which you  
agree or disagree with each of the following statements using the scale 
at the right: 

 
1. I let others who work here know how important this organization is to me  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
2. When I talk to other employees about my connection to this organization,  
     I sit a little taller in my chair      1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
3. I decorate my office area with items valued by the organization  
    (e.g., mission statements, company photos, banners)    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
4. I like to describe who we are as an organization to newcomers.   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
5. I make a point to say “we” when referring to my organization with  
    people who work here        1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
6. I like saying to others who work here that we belong to one of the best 
    organizations in the field       1    2    3    4    5    6    7  
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7. At work, I use a coffee mug or other similar items with the company  
    logo on it         1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
  
8.  I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at work    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
  
9. I am very interested in what my coworkers say about our organization  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
10. When another employee says something unflattering about our company,  
       I defend the organization       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
11. I smile when I tell other employees what a great company we belong to  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
 
These items refer to activities that occur outside the 
organizational boundaries.  External communication refers to 
members outside the organizational boundaries such as friends 
outside of work, family, strangers, and people in other 
organizations.  Please circle the number that indicates the degree 
to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. 
 
 
12. If I met someone on a plane, the organization I work for is one of the     
      first things I’d mention           1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
13. I have a company logo/bumper sticker on my car        1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 

1=Very Strongly Disagree 
2=Strongly Disagree 
3=Somewhat Disagree 
4= Neither Agree Nor Disagree (Neutral) 
5=Somewhat Agree 
6=Strongly Agree 
7=Very Strongly Agree 

14. I let others outside the organization know how important this organization is to me     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
  
15. I wear clothes (caps, t-shirt, etc.) with the organization's name when out in public    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
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16. I enjoy hearing my non-work friends say what an important part of this company I am     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
17. I dislike mentioning to other people where I work        1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
18. I like it when my non-work friends or my family introduce me as someone who    
       works for this organization.           1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
19. I often talk about my connection to this organization in conversations with strangers      1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
20. I display pictures of coworkers in my home or on my personal website       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
  
21. I enjoy sharing stories with others outside the organization about my experiences    
       at work.             1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
           
22. I match the company dress code when I represent it outside of the office       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
23. I regularly discuss how well I fit in with this company with others outside the     
      organization.             1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
24.  I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at home or around town.       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
 1=Very Strongly Disagree 

2=Strongly Disagree 
3=Somewhat Disagree 
4= Neither Agree Nor Disagree (Neutral) 
5=Somewhat Agree 
6=Strongly Agree 
7=Very Strongly Agree 

Please indicate your agreement/disagreement with the 
following statements by circling the number on the line that 
best describes your answer according to the following scale: 
 

 

1. I would prefer another more ideal job than the one I now work in   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
2. I have thought seriously about changing agencies since I began working here  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
3. I hope to be working for this agency until I retire.      1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
4. I seriously intend to look for another job within the next year.   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
 
General Identification With your organization  1=Very Strongly Disagree 

2=Strongly Disagree 
3=Somewhat Disagree 
4= Neither Agree Nor Disagree 
(Neutral) 
5=Somewhat Agree 
6=Strongly Agree 
7=Very Strongly Agree 

Please circle the number that best indicates the degree to which  
you agree or disagree with the following general statements based 
upon the scale at the right.  Where you see the words “the 
organization” please think of where you work in the following 
sentences.   

 
1. I would probably continue working for (the organization) even if I did not need the money.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
2. In general, the people employed by (the organization) are working toward the same goals.      1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
3. I am proud to be the employee of (the organization).              1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
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4. I often describe myself to others by saying, “I work for (the organization)” or  

       “I am from (the organization).”      1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
5. (The organization’s) image in the community represents me well   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
6. I try to make on-the-job decisions by considering the consequences of my actions for  
       (the organization)       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
7. We at (the organization) are different from others in our field   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
8. I am glad I chose to work for (the organization) rather than another company  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
9. I talk up (the organization) to my friends as a great company to work for  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
10. In general, I view (the organization)’s problems as my problems   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
11. I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected to help  
      (the organization) be successful      1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
12. I become irritated when I hear others outside (the organization) criticize the company 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
13. I have warm feelings toward (the organization) as a great place to work  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
14. I would be willing to spend the rest of my career with (the organization)  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
15. I feel that (the organization) cares about me     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
16. The record of (the organization) is an example of what dedicated people can achieve 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
17. I have a lot in common with others employed by (the organization)  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
18. I find it difficult to agree with (the organization)’s policies on important matters  

relating to me       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
19. My association with (the organization) is only a small part of who I am   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
20. I tell others about projects that (the organization) is working on   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
21. I find that my values and the values of (the organization) are very similar  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
22. I feel very little loyalty toward (the organization)     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
23. I would describe (the organization) as a large “family” in which members feel  

a sense of belonging      1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
24. I find it easy to identify myself with (the organization).    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
25. I really care about the fate of (the organization).    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
 
 
 

1=Strongly Disagree 
2=Disagree 
3=Neither Agree Nor Disagree (Neutral) 
4=Agree 
5=Strongly Agree 

General Identification With your organization continued 
Please circle the number that indicates the degree to which 
you agree or disagree with the following general statements.  
Where you see blank lines, think of where you work in the 
following sentences.   
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1. When someone criticizes _________it feels like a personal insult   1    2    3    4    5  

2. I am very interested in what others think about _____________   1    2    3    4    5  

3. When I talk about ___________, I usually say “we” rather than “they”  1    2    3    4    5  

4. This ___________’s successes are my successes    1    2    3    4    5  

5. When someone praises ____________, it feels like a personal compliment  1    2    3    4    5  

6. If a story in the media criticized _____________, I would feel embarrassed  1    2    3    4    5  

 

1=Very Strongly Disagree 
2=Strongly Disagree 
3=Somewhat Disagree 
4= Neither Agree Nor Disagree (Neutral) 
5=Somewhat Agree 
6=Strongly Agree 
7=Very Strongly Agree 

These questions ask you to indicate the extent to which you would  
use a particular strategy to acquire information at your job. Please  
indicate your agreement/disagreement with the following 
statements by circling the number on the line that best agrees with 
your answer according to the following scale: 

 
1. I would ask specific, straight-to the point questions to get the information I wanted.        1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
2. Rather than ask for the information in a traditional way, I would just pick up on unusual  
     or especially “newsy” things that came my way.           1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
3. I would find someone else besides my supervisor or coworkers to serve as a sounding  
     board for the topic.              1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
4. I would identify what I did not know and ask for the information          1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
5.  I would let my supervisor or coworkers know indirectly that I would like to know the  
     information.                      1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
6. I would look for the answers in the behaviors of others.           1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
7. I would ask somebody who I knew was acquainted with my supervisor or coworkers’   
     feelings on the subject rather than ask my supervisor or coworkers.         1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
8. I would not beat around the bush in asking for information.          1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
9. I would consciously make mental notes about what my supervisor or coworkers tell  
    others about the topic.              1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

 
10.  I would ask questions about the subject in such a way that they would not sound like 

questions.               1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 

 
11. I would find another source other than my supervisor or coworkers who could tell me  
      the same information.                 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
12.  I would indicate my curiosity about the topic without directly asking for the information.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
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Think about the last conversation you had with a co-worker.  Please indicate  1=Very Strongly Disagree 
2=Strongly Disagree 
3=Somewhat Disagree 
4= Neither Agree Nor Disagree (Neutral) 
5=Somewhat Agree 
6=Strongly Agree 
7=Very Strongly Agree 

the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement that describes  
this conversation. Please indicate your agreement/disagreement with the 
following statements by circling the number on the line that best agrees with 
your answer according to the following scale: 

 
1. The other person let me know that I was communicating effectively.  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

2. Nothing was accomplished       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

3. I would like to have another conversation like this one.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

4. The other person genuinely wanted to get to know me.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

5. I was very dissatisfied with the conversation.     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

6. I had something else to do.       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

7. I felt that during the conversation I was able to present myself as I wanted the other  

        person to view me.       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

8. The other person showed me that he/she understood what I said.   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

9. I was very satisfied with the conversation.     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

10. The other person expressed a lot of interest in what I had to say.   1    2    3    4    5    6    7  

11. I did NOT enjoy the conversation.      1    2    3    4    5    6    7  

12. The other person did NOT provide support for what he/she was saying.  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

13. I felt I could talk about anything with the other person.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7  

14. We each got to say what we wanted.     1    2    3    4    5    6    7  

15. I felt that we could laugh easily together.     1    2    3    4    5    6    7  

16. The conversation flowed smoothly.      1    2    3    4    5    6    7  

17. The other person changed the topic when his/her feelings were brought into the  

      conversation.        1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

18. The other person frequently said things which added little to the conversation. 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

19. We talked about something I was NOT interested in.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree/disagree with the following statements by circling the number on 
the line which best fits your answer.  The words “around here” refer to your workplace.   
 
1. I count around here       1    2    3    4    5    6    7  

2. I am taken seriously around here      1    2    3    4    5    6    7  

3. I am important around here       1    2    3    4    5    6    7  

4. I am trusted around here       1    2    3    4    5    6    7  
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5. There is faith in me around here      1    2    3    4    5    6    7  

6. I can make a difference around here      1    2    3    4    5    6    7  

7.  I am valuable around here       1    2    3    4    5    6    7  

8. I am helpful around here       1    2    3    4    5    6    7  

9. I am efficient around here       1    2    3    4    5    6    7  

10. I am cooperative around here      1    2    3    4    5    6    7  

 

Please fill in the blanks below: 

For Verification purposes only, please provide your first name:_______________. 

For Verification purposes only, please provide your email address and a contact phone number (Note: Only the 
researchers will have access to this information, and we will only use it if we need to verify your qualifications to 
participate in this study): 
 
E-Mail:________________________________________________________    
Phone #:___________________________ 
 
Please enter the full name of the student who asked you to fill out this survey  
(NOTE: We MUST have this information in order to give the student proper course credit.) 
 
 
Student’s name:_________________________________________________________________. 
 
 
What type of organization do you work for? (e.g., manufacturing, media, healthcare, human services, military, 
technology)  
 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
How large is your organization currently (# of members)? _________________________ 
 
 
What is your gender?  Please circle one:   Male   Female 
 
 
How long have you worked for your organization (nearest year)? _______ 
 
 
How old are you? (in years) _________ 
 
 
Do you currently work in a supervisory position?  Yes       No 
 
 
THANK YOU!!!! 
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IRB#  2003-04-0042 
Informed Consent to Participate in Work Place Attachment Study 

 
 
You fit the criteria for this study if you are NOT employed by or attending the University of Texas at Austin, and are 
working full-time for at least 6 months.  If you ARE an employee or student of the University of Texas, work less than 
40 hours a week, or have been employed for less than 6 months, please do not participate in this study.  This form 
provides you with information about the study. Please read the information below before deciding whether or not to 
participate.  This research is being conducted by Jolie Fontenot [j.fontenot@mail.utexas.edu, (512) 762-6515], a 
doctoral student at UT, under the direction of Craig Scott, Ph.D. [crscott@mail.utexas.edu, (512)471-6561].   

 You are being asked to participate in a study that inquires about work attitudes and communication.  If you 
choose to take part, you will be asked to indicate your agreement/disagreement with a series of statements.  Participation 
in this study is entirely voluntary. You are free to refuse to be in the study, and your refusal will not influence current 
or future relationships with The University of Texas at Austin. The benefits from participating in this study are that you 
may gain insight into why you enjoy working where you work, or likewise, why you do not, and what drives those 
thoughts.  Additionally, you will gain insight into the frequency and characteristics of your communication with others on 
the job.  The risks to participating in this study are slight, if any.   
 If you wish to stop your participation in this research study for any reason, you should contact: Jolie Fontenot at 
j.fontenot@mail.utexas.edu or (512) 762-3515.   You are free to withdraw your consent and stop participation in this 
research study at any time without penalty or loss of benefits for which you may be entitled. Throughout the study, the 
researchers will notify you of new information that may become available and that might affect your decision to remain in 
the study.  
 In addition, if you have questions about your rights as a research participant, please contact Clarke A. 
Burnham, Ph.D., Chair, the University of Texas at Austin Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human 
Subjects, 512/232-4383. 
 You will be asked to provide the name of the student who recruited you, along with your first name, and an e-
mail address, so that I can verify that they met the study criteria.  You will be ensured complete confidentiality of your 
responses, therefore, but not complete anonymity. If the results of this research are published or presented at scientific 
meetings, your identity will not be disclosed. 
 
 Authorized persons from The University of Texas at Austin and the Institutional Review Board have the legal 
right to review your research records and will protect the confidentiality of those records to the extent permitted by law.  If 
the research project is sponsored then the sponsor also has the legal right to review your research records. Otherwise, your 
research records will not be released without your consent unless required by law or a court order. 
 
I shall consider a completed questionnaire consent to participate in this research.   
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1=Very Strongly Disagree 
2=Strongly Disagree 
3=Somewhat Disagree 
4= Neither Agree Nor Disagree (Neutral) 
5=Somewhat Agree 
6=Strongly Agree 
7=Very Strongly Agree 

If you prefer you may print this (click on the print icon on your browser) and 
fill it out by hand. If you do this, please either (a) return it to the student who 
gave it to you in a sealed envelope, or (b) mail it to Jolie Fontenot at 
Communication Studies Department, A1105, The University of Texas, Austin, 
TX 78712. Please circle the item that best indicates the degree to which 
you agree or disagree with each of the following statements using the scale 
at the right.  Anytime you see (_____), please think of your work 
organization: 

 
I like saying to others who work here that we belong to one of the best organizations  

   in the field.                        1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

At work, I use a coffee mug or other similar items with the company logo on it.            1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

I like to describe who we are as an organization to newcomers.              1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

I make a point to say “we” when referring to my organization with people who work here.         1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at work.              1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

I am very interested in what my coworkers say about our organization.             1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

If I met someone on a plane, the organization I work for is one of the first things  

    I’d mention.                      1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

I enjoy hearing my non-work friends say what an important part of this company I am.           1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

I like it when my non-work friends or my family introduce me as someone who works for 
      this organization.                 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I have a company logo/bumper sticker on my car.                 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I often talk about my connection to this organization in conversations with strangers.           1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at home or around town.             1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I enjoy sharing stories with others outside the organization about my experiences at work.         1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I wear clothes (caps, t-shirt, etc.) with the organization's name when out in public.                      1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I regularly discuss how well I fit in with this company with others outside the organization.        1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I display pictures of coworkers in my home or on my personal website.                            1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I would probably continue working for (____) even if I did not need the money.            1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
In general, the people employed by (____) are working toward the same goals.            1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I am proud to be the employee of (____).               1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I often describe myself to others by saying, “I work for (____)” or “I am from (____).”           1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

(_____’s) image in the community represents me well                             1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I try to make on-the-job decisions by considering the consequences of my actions for (____)      1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
We at (____) are different from others in our field              1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I am glad I chose to work for (____) rather than another company             1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
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            Very Strongly                   Very Strongly 

                          Disagree-------------------------Agree 
I talk up (____) to my friends as a great company to work for   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
In general, I view (____)’s problems as my problems     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected to help (____)  
     be successful        1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I become irritated when I hear others outside (____) criticize the company  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I have warm feelings toward (____) as a great place to work   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I would be willing to spend the rest of my career with (____)   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I feel that (____) cares about me      1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
The record of (____) is an example of what dedicated people can achieve  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I have a lot in common with others employed by (____)    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I find it difficult to agree with (____)’s policies on important matters relating to me. 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
My association with (____) is only a small part of who I am    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I tell others about projects that (____) is working on    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

I find that my values and the values of (____) are very similar   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

I feel very little loyalty toward (____)       1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

I would describe (____) as a large “family” in which members feel a sense of belonging 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I find it easy to identify myself with (____).     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I really care about the fate of (____).      1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I do not feel a strong sense of “belonging” to this organization   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
 
I do not feel “emotionally attached” to this organization.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

I do not feel like “part of the family” at my organization    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me   1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
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1=Strongly Disagree 
2=Disagree 
3=Neither Agree Nor Disagree (Neutral) 
4=Agree 
5=Strongly Agree 

Please circle the number that indicates the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following general 
statements.  Please insert the name of your main work organization in the blank lines below.  Anytime you see 
(____) please think of your work organization.   
 

When someone criticizes (____) it feels like a personal insult                       1     2     3     4     5 

I am very interested in what others think about (____).     1     2     3     4     5  

When I talk about (____), I usually say “we” rather than “they”    1     2     3     4     5 

(____)’s successes are my successes       1     2     3     4     5 

When someone praises (____), it feels like a personal compliment    1     2     3     4     5    

If a story in the media criticized (____), I would feel embarrassed    1     2     3     4     5 
I ask my coworkers if I am doing a good job.      1     2     3     4     5 

I ask my coworkers if I am meeting my job requirements.     1     2     3     4     5 

I ask my coworkers if people like working with me.      1     2     3     4     5 

I ask my coworkers what other people should be doing.     1     2     3     4     5 

From their reactions, I can tell how well I am getting along with members  
   of my work group.                 1     2     3     4     5 
 
Because of the reactions I receive from my coworkers, I can tell whether I am doing  
   the things that should be done.       1     2     3     4     5 
 
Through observing my coworkers’ reactions, I can tell how well they think I am doing.  1     2     3     4     5 
 
I ask my supervisor how I am doing      1     2     3     4     5 
 
I ask my supervisor if I am meeting all my job requirements   1     2     3     4     5 
 
From watching my supervisor, I can tell how well I am performing my job.  1     2     3     4     5 

 
From watching my supervisor’s reactions to what I do, I can tell how well my  
   supervisor thinks I am doing.      1     2     3     4     5 
 

The people who work with me: 

Are good listeners         1     2     3     4     5 

Can adapt communication to changing situations     1     2     3     4     5 

Give appropriate feedback       1     2     3     4     5 

Are awkward in conversation       1     2     3     4     5 

Are effective communicators       1     2     3     4     5 

Are well informed when they speak      1     2     3     4     5 

My supervisor: 

Is a good listener        1     2     3     4     5 

Can adapt communication to changing situations     1     2     3     4     5 

Gives appropriate feedback       1     2     3     4     5 

Is awkward in conversation       1     2     3     4     5 

Is an effective communicator       1     2     3     4     5 

Is well informed when he/she speaks      1     2     3     4     5 
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Please circle the item that best indicates the degree to which  1=Very Strongly Disagree 
2=Strongly Disagree 
3=Somewhat Disagree 
4= Neither Agree Nor Disagree (Neutral) 
5=Somewhat Agree 
6=Strongly Agree 
7=Very Strongly Agree 

you agree or disagree with each of the following statements  
using the scale at the right: 

 
              

Very Strongly        Very Strongly 
          Disagree------------------------Agree 
My organization cares about my opinions.     1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

My organization really cares about my wellbeing.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

My organization strongly considers my goals and values.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

Help is available from my organization when I have a problem.   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

My organization would forgive an honest mistake on my part.  1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

If given the opportunity, my organization would take advantage of me. 1      2     3     4     5     6    7 

My organization shows very little concern for me.   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

My organization is willing to help me if I need a special favor.  1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

I believe it’s normal to talk about your work with your family or close friends. 1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

I think it is appropriate to talk about my work with close friends and family.  1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

I would feel wrong discussing my job with others outside of the workplace.  1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

I believe it’s normal for work matters to be discussed with co-workers or  

    supervisors.       1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

I routinely discuss my work with others inside of the organization  1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

I would feel wrong discussing my work with my co-workers  1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

 
The following statements concern how you interact with your direct  
supervisor.  Please circle the number that indicates the degree to 
which you agree or disagree with the following general statements.  
 
 
Show him/her that you share his/her enthusiasm about his/her new idea even when  

1=Never Do It 
2=Seldom Do It 
3=Occasionally Do It 
4=Often Do It 
5=Almost Always Do It 

you may not actually like it.        1     2     3     4     5   
 
Give frequent smiles to express enthusiasm/interest about something he/she is  
interested in even if  you do not like it.       1     2     3     4     5 
 
Express work attitudes that are similar to your supervisor/s as a way of letting  
him/her know that the two of you are alike.      1     2     3     4     5 
 
Disagree on trivial or unimportant issues but agree on those issues in which he/she  
expects support from you.        1     2     3     4     5 
 
 
Try to imitate such work behaviors of your supervisor as working late or occasionally  
   working on weekends.        1     2     3     4     5 
 
Let your supervisor know the attitudes you share with him/her.    1     2     3     4     5 
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Laugh heartily at your supervisor’s jokes even when they are not really funny.   1     2     3     4     5 

 
Try to let him/her know that you have a reputation for being liked.   1     2     3     4     5 
 
Try to make sure that he/she is aware of your success.     1     2     3     4     5 
 
Look for opportunities to let the supervisor know your virtues/strengths.   1     2     3     4     5 
 
Try to persuasively present your own qualities when attempting to convince your  
   supervisor about your abilities.       1     2     3     4     5 
 
 
          
 1=Strongly Disagree 

2=Disagree 
3=Neutral 
4=Agree 
5=Strongly Agree 

The next ten questions are composted of 10 statements concerning your  
communication with other people.  Please indicate the degree to which 
each statement applies to you using the scale at right.  There are no 
right or wrong answers.  Work quickly, just record your first 
impression. 
 
I look forward to expressing myself at meetings.      1     2     3     4     5 

I am afraid to express myself in groups.      1     2     3     4     5 

I look forward to an opportunity to speak in public.     1     2     3     4     5 

Although I talk fluently with friends, I am at a loss for words on the platform.   1     2     3     4     5 

I always avoid speaking in public if possible.      1     2     3     4     5 

I feel that I am more fluent when talking to people than most other people are  1     2     3     4     5 

I like to get involved in group discussion.     1     2     3     4     5 

I dislike using my body and voice expressively.      1     2     3     4     5 

I’m afraid to speak up in conversations.      1     2     3     4     5 

I would enjoy presenting a speech on a local television show.    1     2     3     4     5 

 
Please fill in the blanks below: 

For Verification purposes only, please provide your first name:_______________. 

For Verification purposes only, please provide your email address and a contact phone number (Note: Only the 
researchers will have access to this information, and we will only use it if we need to verify your qualifications to 
participate in this study): 
 
E-Mail:________________________________________________________    
Phone #:___________________________ 
 
Please enter the full name of the student who asked you to fill out this survey  
(NOTE: We MUST have this information in order to give the student proper course credit.) 
 
Student’s name:_________________________________________________________________. 
 
 
 
What type of organization do you work for? (e.g., manufacturing, media, healthcare, human services, military, 
technology)  
 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

242



 
 
How large is your organization currently (# of members)? _________________________ 
 
What is your gender?  Please circle one:   Male   Female 
 
How long have you worked for your organization (nearest year)? _______ 
 
How old are you? (in years) _________ 
 
Do you currently work in a supervisory position?  Yes       No 
 
THANK YOU!!!! 
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Appendix B 

Exploratory Factor Analysis and Scale Reliabilities. An exploratory factor analysis 

(EFA) was run of each subscale of the C-OI with the Principal Axis Factoring extraction method 

using a varimax rotation, followed by another identical one using a direct oblimin rotation. Both 

forms of rotation were recommended due to the intercorrelation of the construct (Pedhazur & 

Schmelkin, 1991). In order to determine that the factors can indeed be differentiated from one 

another an eigenvalue minimum of 1 was implemented in the factor analysis (Kaiser, 1960).  An 

item is said to load cleanly on a factor if it loads .60 or above on a single factor and not above .40 

on any other factor. Those items that meet the preceding criteria were then considered as items 

for each potential subscale. Additionally, the internal reliability of each subscale will be 

calculated using Chronbach’s alpha (Pedhauzer & Schmelkin, 1991). According to Nunnally 

(1978), alphas that exceed .70 are deemed appropriate. Those items deemed reliable will remain 

in the survey. 

Exporatory factor analysis of the C-OI composite measure (direct oblimin rotation). 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2(1035) = 6099.38, p = .0001, and the KMO measure 

of sampling adequacy was .92. Both sets of results indicate that the measure is appropriate for a 

factor analysis. The 46-items of the C-OI were analyzed through factor analysis using a principal 

axis factoring extraction method and direct oblimin rotation. An analysis of the scree plot 

suggested retaining four items, although there were nine with eigenvalues above 1.0. Following 

the advice of Stevens (1996), the interpretation of the scree plot was used, and only four factors 

were retained. The factors in all initially accounted for a cumulative variance of 53.30%. The 

solution could not be rotated, however, as it failed to converge in 25 iterations. Next, I opted to 

treat each of the four subscales individually, because the results could not be rotated for the entire 

measure.  
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Exporatory factor analysis of the C-OI internal verbal (direct oblimin rotation). Bartlett’s 

test of sphericity was significant, χ2(66) = 1016.88, p = .0001, and the KMO measure of sampling 

adequacy was .89. Using the oblique rotation, the C-OI internal verbal subscale divided into three 

factors, with the resulting eigenvalues accounting for 42.4%, 10.3%, and 8% of the variance, 

respectively.  Items IV1 through IV8, 1V10, and IV12 loaded on the first factor.  Only IV9 

loaded on the second factor.  No item loaded cleanly on the third factor.  IV11 failed to load on 

any of the three factors.  All the items that loaded on the first factor were tested for Chronbach’s 

alpha, resulting in a score of .88.   

The following items were retained using the direct oblimin rotation: 

IV1: “I let others who work here know how important this organization is to me.” 

IV2: “I like saying to others who work here that we belong to one of the best organizations in the 

field.” 

IV3: “I like to describe who we are as an organization to newcomers.” 

IV4: “I make a point to say “we” when referring to my organization with people who work here.” 

IV5: “I am very interested in what my coworkers say about our organization.” 

IV6: “When I hear other employees praise my organization, it reminds me of why I decided to 

join the first place.” 

IV7: “I enjoy hearing others in this organization say what an important part of this organization I 

am.” 

IV8:” When another employee says something unflattering about our company, I defend the 

organization.” 

IV10: “I enjoy discussing with others at work how well I fit in with this organization.” 

IV12: “My workplace is where I feel I can converse with people who are like me.” 
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Exporatory factor analysis of the C-OI internal  nonverbal (direct oblimin rotation). The 

second subscale, the C-OI internal nonverbal (INV), initially had ten items. Chronbach’s alpha 

was .79 for the entire subscale.  With the direct oblimin rotation, two factors emerged.  Bartlett’s 

test of sphericity was significant, χ2(45) = 660.16, p = .0001, and the KMO measure of sampling 

adequacy was .85. The first factor accounted for 38.4% of the total variance, followed by the 

second factor at 14.8% of the total variance.  53% of the variance was initially explained by these 

two factors. The following items loaded on the first factor: INV1-4, INV7, INV8, and INV10.  

Item INV5 was split between factors one and two, and no single item loaded on the second factor.  

Chronbach’s alpha for the items that loaded on the first factor was .81.  The Direct oblimin 

rotation would suggest keeping the following items: 

INV1: “It is easy to make eye contact with people at work when I am talking about how 

important this organization is to me.” 

INV2: “When I talk about being a member of this organization to other employees I talk with 

more animation.” 

INV3: “When I talk to other employees about my connection to this organization, I sit a little 

taller in my chair.” 

INV4: “I decorate my office area with items valued by the organization (e.g., mission statements, 

company photos, banners).” 

INV7: “At work, I use a coffee mug or other similar items with the company logo on it. 

INV8:  “I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at work.” 

INV10:  “I smile when I tell other employees what a great company we belong to.” 

 It is interesting that the variance accounted for by the items that loaded on the first 

nonverbal factor is lower (38%) than for the internal and external verbal scales (44% generally).  

This may be attributed to the fact that Palmer and Simmons (1998) report subjects have trouble 
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remembering specific nonverbal behaviors when prompted immediately following an experiment.  

The C-OI asks how respondents behave generally in terms of their nonverbal behavior, but some 

of the items may have been problematic for some people.   

Exporatory factor analysis of the C-OI external verbal (direct oblimin rotation). External 

Verbal (EV), the third subscale, contained thirteen items initially with an overall Chronbach’s 

alpha of .89.  Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2(78) = 1263.96, p = .0001, and the 

KMO measure of sampling adequacy was .89. With the direct oblimin rotation, two factors were 

extracted for the EV subscale.  The first accounted for 43.96% of the total variance, followed by 

the second at 10.21%.  The EV scale had thirteen items, and EV1-12 loaded on the first factor.  

EV13 was split between the two factors.  Chronbach’s alpha for the twelve items resulted in a 

score of α = .89.  Factor 1 and 2 had a .49 correlation.The remaining items of the EV subscale 

according to the direct oblimin interpretation are: 

EV1: If I met someone on a plane, the organization I work for is one of the first things I’d 

mention  

EV2: I make a point to say “we” when referring to my organization with people in other 

organizations  

EV3: I dislike mentioning to other people where I work  

EV4: I let others outside the organization know how important this organization is to me  

EV5: I often monitor the news for information about my organization  

EV6: I enjoy hearing my non-work friends say what an important part of this company I am  

EV7: I like it when my non-work friends or my family introduce me as someone who works for 

this organization  

EV8: I like hearing others who don’t work here say my organization is one of the best in the field 

EV9: I often talk about my connection to this organization in conversation with strangers  
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EV10: I enjoy sharing stories with others outside the organization about my experiences at work  

EV11: I regularly discuss how well I fit in with this company with others outside the organization  

EV12: When someone who doesn’t work here says something unflattering about my 

organization, I defend my workplace. 

Exporatory factor analysis of the C-OI external nonverbal (direct oblimin rotation). The 

fourth subscale, External Nonverbal (ENV), had eleven items initially and a  Chronbach’s alpha 

of α = .84.  Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2(55) = 1265, p = .0001, and the KMO 

measure of sampling adequacy was .86. Using the direct oblimin rotation, the ENV subscale 

resulted in three factors with eigenvalues greater than one.  The first factor accounted for 44.28% 

of the total variance, followed by the second at 16.17%, and the third at 9.68%.  The following 

items loaded on the first factor:  ENV1, ENV3, ENV4, ENV5, ENV7, ENV10, and ENV11.  

ENV2 and ENV9 both loaded on the second factor, and ENV8 loaded on the third factor.  ENV6 

failed to load on any factor.  Factors 1 and 2 had a .35 correlation, and factors 1 and 3 had a .288 

correlation.  Factor 2 and 3 had a -.18 correlation.  For the same reasons listed earlier, if I elected 

to choose this rotation, I would go with the same items I chose in the varimax rotation, and insert 

the new items.  The resulting items for this subscale, according to the direct oblimin interpretation 

are as follows: 

ENV6: I have a company logo/bumper sticker on my car 

ENV8: I enjoy wearing t-shirts with company logos at home or around town 

ENV14: “I wear clothes (caps, t-shirt, etc.) with the organization's name when out in public.” 

ENV15: “I display pictures of coworkers in my home or on my personal website.” 

ENV16:  “I match the company dress code when I represent it outside of the office.”
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