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ABSTRACT 

In this dissertation, I use a two-part study to examine, firstly whether 

preconceived notions, or perceptual differences, exist about organizational characteristics 

between firms based on size and age, and secondly what the relative salience of each 

characteristic is as well as possible individual-organizational characteristic interactions.  

In addition to contributing to theoretical knowledge-building, and providing 

guidance to practitioners, I use a methodology that has not been used extensively in 

organizational behavior research – conjoint analysis. Thus, the contributions I make are 

theoretical, normative and methodological in nature.  

As hypothesized, there are significant differences in how job seekers perceive 

organizations based on their size and age. Further, the extent to which an organization is 

perceived to be Boyscout (e.g., attentive to people, personal and friendly) is 

significantly more important than any other characteristic to job seekers when 

assessing fit with an organization or job.  
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

It has long been said that there is a recruitment battle (Borgman 1973)  or “war 

for talent” (Chambers et al. 1998; Trank, Rynes, and Bretz 2002) whereby firms are 

fighting for the best possible employees and a firm’s success could ensure its 

prosperity while losing this figurative war could result in  its literal demise. 

Unintentional signals sent by employers to potential employees may impact 

the recruitment process (Breaugh and Starke 2000); this contention is supported by 

Highhouse and Hoffman (2001) who suggested that a variety of signals that are 

unintentionally emitted by an organization can influence attraction and job choice 

through indirect information cues. Slaughter et al (2004) contend that the manner in 

which an organization’s personality is perceived by potential applicants could impact 

that organization’s attractiveness. Further, new ventures are said to suffer from the 

liabilities of newness and smallness (Brüderl, Preisendörfer, and Ziegler 1992). 

Clearly, signals, such as those brought up by Breaugh and Starke, are being sent to 

job seekers who recognize that a venture is new and small. In the context of 

recruitment, key research questions include: what are these signals? and what might 

their impact on the recruitment process be? 

While it may be common to attribute economic power and influence to larger 

firms, it is in fact smaller businesses that drive economic growth, generate jobs and 

produce the majority of innovations. Small businesses are credited with avoiding a 

sharp increase in unemployment during economic downswings by creating jobs that 

offset the layoffs by traditional “big-business” employers (Baron and Markman 2000) 

– for instance between 1994 and 1998, small business-dominated industries provided 
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11.1 million new jobs, virtually all of the new jobs created during that time period 

(United States Department of Labor 2010). Attesting to their importance, in the 

United States, small businesses hire 40% of high tech workers, make up 97 percent of 

all identified exporters, represent over 99% of all employer firms and produce 13 

times more patents per employee than large patenting firms with those patents being 

twice as likely as large firm patents to be among the one percent most cited (U.S. 

Small Business Administration 2010). In addition, small businesses are the most 

likely to generate jobs for young workers, older workers and women, provide more 

than two-thirds of “first jobs” and produce 55% of innovations (United States 

Department of Labor 2010). Thus, while research that has focused on larger firms has 

provided us with a useful theoretical base, it is clear that research examining the 

unique challenges facing smaller firms is both required and useful.  

Further, examining the impact of size contributes to the understanding of the 

role of fit in organizational staffing by extending existing research which has been 

conducted in larger organizational settings. For instance, Barber et al. (1999) used 

size as a key variable, from the organizational perspective examining the effects of 

size on hiring practices and from the individual perspective examining its effect on 

job search behavior. Their research found that many job seekers have preferences 

regarding firm size and will actively seek employment to a significantly greater extent 

with the size of firm they prefer, and that job applicants engage in job search practices 

compatible with the recruitment practices of the type (ie., size) of firm they prefer 

(Barber et al. 1999). While job seekers have preferences regarding firm size, it is still 

unknown what about a firm’s size differentially appeals to job seekers. With this 



3 
 

research I attempt to bridge this gap somewhat by examining organization personality 

factors as they are perceived to vary, not only by firm size, but also by firm age.  

Extending existing research by using size and age as key variables, and 

notably examining the effects of firm size and firm age from the individual job-

seeker’s perspective, the boundary conditions of existing staffing and environmental 

fit research can be tested and expanded upon. Interaction between small business 

management/entrepreneurship and human resource management research has been 

advocated by many researchers. For instance, Barrett and Mayson (2006) appeal for a 

greater convergence of human resource management and entrepreneurship research to 

help further understanding of how well theories of HRM apply to new and/or small 

ventures and others have proclaimed: “Small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) 

have been treated as second class citizens by authors in the human resource 

management literature for too long” (Tansky and Heneman 2003, 299).  

The resources of the firm, including human capital, are frequently shown to be 

among the most important predictors of growth and performance of new firms (Baum, 

Locke, and Smith 2001; Gilbert, McDougall, and Audretsch 2006) and employment 

growth is one of the most commonly used measures of new venture performance 

(Shepherd and Wiklund 2009). An entrepreneur rarely works alone, sooner or later, 

ventures require additional human capital (Jack, Hyman, and Osborne 2006). 

Furthermore, studies have shown that larger firms tend to be more likely to survive 

(Short et al. 2009). This suggests that finding and recruiting new employees is clearly 

an important challenge for new firms, and practitioners agree: a recent study 

presented results of a survey of Australian SMEs and nearly 70% of the firms 
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involved were “very concerned” about their ability to attract appropriate staff 

(Mayson and Barrett 2006), while recruitment has been considered challenging for 

small organizations (Gupta and Tannenbaum 1989) due to limited financial and 

material resources and the high number of jobs where employees typically perform 

multiple roles with unclear boundaries and job responsibilities (May 1997) and nearly 

a quarter of small businesses view a lack of qualified workers as a threat not only to 

their plans to grow and expand, but as more importantly a threat to their very survival 

(Mehta 1996). However, the great majority of articles addressing recruitment, 

personnel selection, human resources and hiring issues focus on, or used for their 

sample, medium or large sized businesses (Williamson 2000).  As Heneman et al. 

(2000, 12) lament, “human resource theory and the research being conducted may not 

be congruent with the actual human resource issues challenging [small and medium 

sized enterprise] practitioners in the field.” 

There exist key differences between smaller, newer businesses and larger, 

established ones when it comes to acquiring human capital; for instance, small and 

new firms face unique challenges with regard to the attraction and selection of new 

employees and may also be at a disadvantage in their ability to offer compensation 

packages, and thus attract employees (Klaas, McClendon, and Gainey 2000). A recent 

review of the literature on the subject of employment and entrepreneurship noted that 

there are “key HR challenges in emerging ventures, including establishing firm 

identity and legitimacy, attaining critical skills and capabilities, maintaining 

flexibility and developing sustainable practices” (Cardon and Stevens 2004, 297). 

These differences indicate that research examining challenges unique to smaller, 
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newer organizations is both required from a practical standpoint, and also in order to 

broaden the theoretical validity of recruitment research conducted in larger 

organizational settings and not to make a potentially fatal assumption that findings 

from large enterprises are equally adaptable to smaller, newer ventures. 

Small firms differ from their larger counterparts in various ways, with 

competitive behavior (Chen and Hambrick 1995), top management team 

characteristics (Weinzimmer 1997) and the use of internet recruiting (Hausdorf and 

Duncan 2004) being some examples. However, research showing the extent to which 

individuals perceive a difference in characteristics between firms by size is limited, 

with one exception being in terms of safety practices (Gillen et al. 2004) and 

Greenhaus Sugalski and Crispin’s (1978) study which took an expectancy approach to 

predict organizational attractiveness and job choice activities between small and large 

firms. The study I conducted helps to provide further information on the perceptual 

differences individuals – in this case, job seekers – find between organizations based 

not only on size, but on age as well.  

A key consideration for the research I propose is whether there exists a 

perceptual bias amongst individuals with respect to entrepreneurship. The fact that 

business students are taught courses in “Small Business Management” and 

“Entrepreneurship” and that organizations such as the United States Small Business 

Administration and its counterparts in other nations exist, whereas there is no “Large 

Business Administration” or courses taught in “Large Corporation Management” 

implies that there are differences between organizations based on their size and 

newness, but whether this translates to a bias, positive or negative, is unclear. The 
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research I conducted has been designed to illuminate some perceptual biases that may 

exist and help to clarify the impact of these biases. 

 It is accepted that organizations face different circumstances, challenges and 

assumptions based on their size and age. However, little research has been done to 

examine how job-seeking individuals’ perception of organizations based on their size 

and age impact their intention to seek employment with an organization. This is 

despite the fact that staffing, compensation and reward issues appear to be most 

relevant to CEO/founders of high growth small and medium sized enterprises 

(Heneman, Tansky, and Camp 2000). 

Because smaller and/or newer ventures are vital to our economy combined 

with the aforementioned differences in human capital acquisition and the critical 

nature of acquiring human capital, it is of great importance to continue to examine 

various ways in which smaller, newer organizations are challenged in the recruitment 

avenue.  

This leads to the main research questions I try to answer in the course of this 

research: (1) Do individuals perceive organizations to differ on key organizational 

attributes, such as organization personality, based on firm age and size? (2) What 

organizational attributes are most salient to job seekers? (3) Are new ventures 

disadvantaged when attracting new job seekers? (4) Do certain applicants perceive a 

better fit with new ventures? If so, who? 

If individuals perceive organizational characteristics on key attributes 

differentially based on organizational age and size, what impact does this have on 

perceived person-organization and person-job fit and consequentially on recruitment 
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for new ventures? What impact do these perceptions have upon organizational 

attraction? Are the attributions of newness and smallness in fact liabilities? Even if 

individuals perceive organizational characteristics differentially, calling them 

liabilities infers a negative bias. Individuals may consider new ventures to be lacking 

in key resources, unable to pay equitable salaries and provide sought-after benefits, or 

simply be too unstable to reflect employment security. In this case, young age and 

small size would be clear liabilities.  

But is it not possible that newness and smallness send positive signals to 

would-be employees? Could these characteristics be interpreted not as liabilities, but 

as assets? Individuals might see great chances for professional advancement, greater 

organizational flexibility and less red-tape and other negative connotations of 

bureaucracy which is often associated to large firms. The extent to which new 

ventures’ unintentional signals are interpreted as positives or negatives will surely 

have significant ramifications for perceived person-organization and person-job fit. 

Recent research on brand image and organizational personality (Slaughter et al. 2004; 

Anderson, Haar, and Gibb 2010) has shown that inferences made by individuals of 

organizational personality traits affect those individuals’ attraction to and perceived 

fit with those organizations.  

 The research I have conducted has theoretical, practical and methodological 

contributions. Firstly, this research will extend existing fit, staffing and organization 

personality research to a domain where it has been scarce and needed. By expanding 

the theoretical implications of the aforementioned research topics, the research 

proposed within contributes to a furthering of knowledge. The research proposed 
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within makes specific theoretical contribution to the nascent organization personality 

domain by expanding its application from examining existing large firms to 

ascertaining personality perceptions based on firm size and age irrespective of other 

attributes that may be inferred of existing companies. This contribution is significant 

because of the importance organization personality perceptions can have in the 

recruitment process (Slaughter et al. 2004; Anderson, Haar, and Gibb 2010), and it 

helps to answer the repeated calls for theory-building and research at the intersection 

of HRM and entrepreneurship (e.g., Hornsby and Kuratko 1990; Baron 2003; Mayson 

and Barrett 2006; Tansky and Heneman 2003; Heneman, Tansky, and Camp 2000). 

 Using the resource-based theory of the firm (Barney 1991, 1996, 2001), it has 

been postured that the human capital pool can be viewed as a source of sustained 

competitive advantage (Wright, Dunford, and Snell 2001; Wright, McMahan, and 

McWilliams 1994) as an organization’s human assets can be considered unique 

bundles of resources that competitors cannot imitate (Coff 1997). In light of this, 

attracting high quality employees can make a significant difference in the 

performance of a firm – a consequence of the war for talent. A resource-based 

approach focuses on difficult or costly to imitate attributes of a firm as sources of 

economic rents and, therefore, as the dominant drivers of performance and 

competitive advantage, “According to this perspective, a firm's ability to attain and 

keep profitable market positions depends on its ability to gain and defend 

advantageous positions in underlying resources important to production and 

distribution” (Conner 1991, 121-122).  
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A classical definition suggested that entrepreneurship involves the “processes 

of discovery, evaluation, and exploitation of opportunities,” (Shane and 

Venkataraman 2000, 218 [Italics in original]) and Conner (1991, 133) noted, “in a 

resource-based view, discerning appropriate inputs is ultimately a matter of 

entrepreneurial vision and intuition.” For firms of all sizes, then, the recruitment and 

selection process is effectively an entrepreneurial activity. The discovery, evaluation 

and exploitation of opportunities in the labor market in a hostile, competitive 

environment of a ‘war for talent’ constitutes a vital element in attaining competitive 

advantage and, subsequently, greater performance. 

A firm's past history (i.e., 'resource endowment') is considered an internal 

constraint on inputs able to generate rent. In this context, a firm's reputation (i.e., an 

intangible information resource) or signals thereof can be thought to constrain the 

attainment of rent-generating resources (Conner 1991), such as human capital. It is 

likely that individuals’ perceptions of organizations by size and age will impact their 

employment choice and thus could have significant implications for the nature of 

resource combinations between newer, smaller firms and larger, established firms. 

 In the research I conducted, I suggest that firm size and age will have a 

significant effect on organization personality perception and thus, also in the 

recruitment process – a process that is vital in allowing a firm to acquire the 

employees that contribute to organizational success (Pfeffer and Veiga 1999).   

This expanded knowledge base has practical implications as well; the 

challenges facing new ventures have been espoused by many researchers, with some 

suggesting that only 10% of all ventures ever achieve growth (Aldrich 1999). 
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Organization attraction is vital in the recruitment context (Rynes and Barber 1990), 

and it has been suggested that an inability to attract suitable candidates to an 

organization is a key factor leading to organizational failure (Barber and Roehling 

1993). Extending this line of research in a new venture setting is valuable not only 

from a theoretical perspective, but may also provide practitioners with insights 

valuable for staffing their ventures. If job seekers perceive there to be differences in 

key organizational attributes based on firm size and age, then understanding what 

these perceptions are can allow practitioners to manage their firms’ image as may be 

appropriate to increase job seekers’ attraction to their organizations (Gatewood, 

Gowan, and Lautenschlager 1993). Evidence shows that actions once the recruitment 

process has begun have little impact on job seekers’ perceptions of firms (Powell and 

Goulet 1996; Turban 2001). An understanding of aspects that impact image 

perception, such as organization personality trait inferences, can only serve to help 

practitioners manage their images and reputations as they may be appropriate before 

engaging themselves in the recruitment process at which point it may be too late to 

take corrective action.  

 A further contribution is the introduction of conjoint analysis (Gustafsson, 

Herrman, and Huber 2001; Green and Srinivasan 1978) as a methodological tool in 

recruitment research. Long used in the marketing and consumer decision making 

domains (Green and Srinivasan 1990), this methodology has great potential to enable 

deeper understanding of the salience of various organizational attributes when it 

comes to organizational attraction and the intent to apply for a job. Marketers have 

frequently used conjoint analysis to understand the relative importance of various 
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attributes of a product on consumers’ behavior; this research views job seekers as the 

consumers in the job market, and organizations are the analogous product being 

examined – instead of attributes like color, packaging and price, organizations have 

many attributes, such as organization personality dimensions, that job seekers 

consider when they are in the job market. The research I propose examines some of 

these attributes and their relative impact on job seekers’ fit perceptions.  

 A call to link the marketing and recruitment literatures has been made 

previously, with both practitioners (e.g., Hanigan 1994) and researchers (e.g., 

Breaugh 1992) encouraging organizations to consider qualified job seekers as 

consumers in a market of possible employers. In both recruitment and marketing 

functions, firms compete to attract a limited set of individuals (Cable and Turban 

2001), and the use of conjoint analysis in consumer behavior is commonplace. 

Despite calls for research methods incorporating multi-attribute utility analyses, such 

as conjoint analysis, in a human resource management context (Roth and Bobko 

1997), its empirical use is rare. Despite an extensive literature search for human 

resource management research using conjoint methodology, I was able to locate few 

published articles making use of this technique, with exceptions being the hiring 

preferences of Hong Kong employers across five important personality attributes of 

candidates (Moy and Lam 2004), and a study examining personnel selection in the 

German IT industry (zu Knyphausen-Aufseß and Vormann 2009). As of yet, no 

research examining recruitment from job seekers’ perspectives appears to make use of 

conjoint methodology.  
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Given the strong relationship between consumer and organizational behavior, 

especially in a recruitment context, introducing conjoint analysis provides not only an 

underused methodology, but a proven method to examine consumer (i.e., job seeker) 

decisions as they occur – a key element of conjoint analysis is that it is specifically 

designed to assess respondents’ ‘theory in use’ by capturing respondents’ preferences 

as they make decisions (Lohrke, Holloway, and Wooley 2010). 

The model for this research is shown in Figure 1. The relationship between 

key organizational attributes and perceived fit is posited to be moderated by 

individual (job seeker) attributes.  

 

Figure 1. Research Model 

In the following sections, I first perform a detailed literature review and present 

hypotheses for empirical testing relating them to the model I have just introduced. 

Subsequently, I discuss the methods which will be used in the proposed research.  
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 In this section, I will examine the main theoretical constructs supporting my 

model and develop hypotheses to be tested in this study.  

Signaling Theory  

 The concept of signaling as an information transferring mechanism has been 

examined in great deal since Spence (1973) first clarified this construct as a means 

through which information is transferred in any market featuring incomplete 

information. Spence (1973, 2002) and many who followed (e.g., Salop and Salop 

1976; Lippman and McCall 1976; Coff 1997) used the labor market to build and test 

propositions around signaling theory, as the job market is considered “the paradigm 

case of the market” (Spence 1973, 356) featuring numerous signalers who do not 

invest in acquiring signaling reputations.  Whereas the aforementioned research 

focused on the signals being sent by job seekers, I contend that organizations send 

signals through their size and age as well. 

 Signals can be further understood to comprise two types: indices and signals. 

Indices are those observable attributes generally considered to be fixed or unalterable, 

while the term ‘signals’ is reserved for those observable characteristics that are 

subject to manipulation. In an organizational context, age and size would be 

considered indices because they are generally fixed. While these attributes do change, 

these changes are generally speaking organic, and not subject to manipulation in the 

same manner as organizational personality perceptions could be through the strategic 

use of brand or corporate image management (Gatewood, Gowan, and Lautenschlager 

1993).  
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Person-Environment Fit  

Fit can be conceptualized along two dimensions: supplementary and 

complementary fit. Supplementary or congruent fit occurs where an individual 

supplements existing characteristics in their environment, thus providing another 

brick in a homogeneous environmental wall (Muchinsky and Monahan 1987; Kristof 

1996). Complementary fit, on the other hand, exists when an individual adds to an 

environment what it is missing – being a necessary piece in the environmental puzzle 

adding heterogeneous characteristics (Kristof 1996; Muchinsky and Monahan 1987). 

Fit can further be understood using a needs-supplies vs. demands-abilities dichotomy. 

Fit can be achieved when elements of the environment meet an individual’s desires 

(i.e., needs-supplies) or when the environmental requirements match that which an 

individual brings into the relationship (i.e., demands-abilities).  

Recognizing the dual dimensionality of fit, I adapt Kristof’s (1996) definition 

of fit which encompasses these dimensions, “The compatibility between people and 

[their environment] that occurs when: (a) at least one entity provides what the other 

needs, or (b) they share similar fundamental characteristics, or (c) both” (Kristof 

1996, 4-5).  

A recent examination of how fit is examined suggests that fit can also be 

broken into atomistic, molecular or molar approaches to fit, each of which represent a 

distinct, but related construct (Edwards et al. 2006). An atomistic approach measures 

relevant perceived individual and organizational aspects separately and combines 

these in some manner to represent fit, while molecular and molar approaches assess 

perceived discrepancies or similarities respectively between person and environment. 
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The research I am proposing is a molar approach, using survey items that have been 

validated in previous studies as further explained in the Methods section.  

Schneider and colleagues (1995) put forth that fit is a feasible construct at 

various levels of analysis. Similarly, recruiting research has recognized the multi-

faceted nature of fit. The company with which an individual is considering 

employment is an oft-examined area of fit research, representing person-organization 

(POF; Kristof 1996; Westerman and Cyr 2004; Kristof-Brown 2000) fit. Person-job 

(PJF; Edwards 1991; Edwards and Harrison 1993) fit is the other most frequently 

reviewed fit construct in the context of organizational attraction and represents an 

individual’s compatibility with the potential job itself and the tasks inherent in that 

job.  

Person-Organization Fit (POF) 

To examine person-organization fit in a new venture context, it is important to 

examine the unique characteristics of a new venture, including organizational size and 

age, and the signals these characteristics send, as they impact perceived POF from the 

viewpoint of the individual job-seeker.  

As discussed earlier, fit can be measured on two dimensions, supplementary 

and complementary fit. Because individuals tend to prefer to work with people 

demographically more like themselves, it could be that in terms of personality 

characteristics, individuals will be more attracted to firms that they perceive to be 

comprised of similar individuals, thus illustrating the importance of supplementary 

needs fit from the needs-supplies perspective. Previous research has shown that 

individuals are more attracted to organizations that are similar to them in terms of 
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organizational values and goals than to organizations that are dissimilar (Rentsch and 

McEwan 2002). Research able to replicate those results in a new venture setting will 

add to our understanding of these issues. 

In terms of knowledge, skills and abilities, it is possible that individuals will 

sense their unique contributions could give them a type of competitive advantage 

when compared to their potential co-workers. If employees have a unique set of 

KSAs, thus fitting an organization in a complementary manner, they may feel as 

though they would be harder to replace, thus giving them a greater sense of job 

security. The extents to which prospective employees are able to ascertain this fit 

through the signals sent out by a new venture are uncertain. Future research able to 

parse personal characteristics from skills and attributes interpreted in these messages 

would be valuable in this respect. 

Person-Job Fit (PJF) 

Research that broached the subject of person-job fit in a new venture context 

tended to discuss the “job” of entrepreneur or new venture founder (Schjoedt 2007) 

and was more in line with person-vocation (PVF; Holland 1977, 1985) fit than PJF 

research.  

Often examined in tandem with person-organization fit, person-job fit is 

another distinct construct (Kristof-Brown 2000) impacting the hiring process from 

both the individual and organizational perspective. The needs-supplies side of PJF, 

that a job provides an individual with qualities they desire (e.g., autonomy, 

responsibility, challenge, etc.), is most likely to impact individuals’ perceptions as to 

whether they feel compatibility with the job. In the realm of staffing, this 



17 
 

compatibility, or fit, has shown various empirical outcomes such as attraction to an 

organization and intention to accept a job offer from an organization (Carless 2005).  

 One purpose of this study is to challenge the assumption that research findings 

from large organizations apply evenly to new ventures as they do to established 

organizations. There is evidence that smaller or newer ventures do not have the 

traditional human resource practices in place that larger, established organizations 

have (Heneman, Tansky, and Camp 2000). For instance, Hanks and colleagues (1993) 

found that only later in an organization’s life cycle, at maturity, along with greater 

size came greater formalization of human resources practices.  

The very nature of person-job fit, from either the individual or organizational 

perspective, suggests a comparison between the characteristics of an individual as 

they relate to a given job. In new and/or small ventures, given jobs do not appear to 

exist in the same manner as they do in established organizations; role ambiguity is 

prevalent due to a lack of structure and design (May 1997). Levesque (2001) found 

that in start-up companies, roles do not exist before individuals are hired and “there is 

typically very little written documentation to rely on to understand roles, structure or 

role expectations” (Levesque 2001, 2). These findings suggest that in a new venture, 

it may be impossible for job seekers to determine compatibility with a job when the 

nature of the job itself evolves with the individual’s tenure in the organization. 

Though Levesque’s study was conducted with a high-tech industrial sample, it 

remains one of the only empirical pieces examining PJF in a new venture setting. 

Because of the paucity of research in PJF in a new venture setting, it is impossible to 

say whether an assumption of unclear job descriptions is appropriate across all new 
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venture settings. But the evidence, however anecdotal, seems to suggest that this is an 

acceptable assumption upon which to found further confirmatory research. For 

instance, this assumption appears to be appropriate when dealing with growth-

oriented founders; these founders were not concerned with traditional staffing 

procedures, but rather “concern was instead expressed about matching characteristics 

of the person other than KSAs to the values and culture of the organization” 

(Heneman, Tansky, and Camp 2000, 18), indicating a bias toward POF from the 

viewpoint of the hiring organization. Supporting this assertion, Levesque (2001) 

argued that in new ventures, the organization may forego optimal PJF in an attempt to 

obtain and keep a good employee. The extent to which job seekers are willing to make 

this trade-off is unclear and will be examined in the second study as described in the 

Methods section of this paper.  

 The literature on staffing has indicated that individuals do, in fact, distinguish 

between perceived POF and PJF (Cable and DeRue 2002; Kristof-Brown, Jansen, and 

Colbert 2002). Some research has shown that perceived POF is the determining factor 

in job choice decisions (Cable and Judge 1996) whereas other research posits that PJF 

is most salient (Carless 2005; Harold et al. 2007). In the context of new ventures I 

was unable to find any published studies that indicated which fit consideration was 

primary. Levesque (2001) discussed issues related to person-job fit once an individual 

was in the organization, but didn’t tackle how this impacted their attraction to the 

organization or whether it affected their decision to join the organization.  

 Research into person-job fit in a new venture context is sorely needed. This 

will serve not only to broaden our academic understanding of PJF and expand its 
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application to new settings, but also, from a practitioner’s standpoint, help guide new 

venture management in the staffing process and provide them with an element of 

human resource management guidance that has both been missing, and sought after 

(Heneman, Tansky, and Camp 2000). 

Exemplary Recruitment Research Integrating Signaling Theory and/or Person-

Environment Fit 

 Research dealing with staffing issues has looked at various factors that impact 

the employment of individuals in firms. This research has considered decision-making 

procedures and followed two main streams: The organizational perspective examines 

what makes an individual appealing to an organization (e.g., Kristof-Brown 2000), 

while the individual perspective investigates what makes an individual choose one 

organization or job offer over another (i.e., organizational attractiveness; Carless 

2005). Important to note, is that perceived fit, as opposed to objective measures of fit, 

has been shown to influence individuals’ desire to join an organization (Bretz and 

Judge 1994). Research that examines perceived fit – the extent to which an individual 

believes fit exists with an element in their environment – prior to organizational entry 

is necessarily research that examines signals sent by organizations, through which 

individuals make their assessment of fit. In reviewing each dimension of person-

environment fit of interest for this study, I keep the perceived element of fit salient in 

developing hypotheses for this study.  

Certain recruitment research has examined signals sent by various 

organizational activities or attributes without being explicitly framed in the 

background of signaling theory: Recruitment activities (Collins and Stevens 2002) 



20 
 

and product awareness behaviors (Collins 2007) act as signals to job seekers of 

organizational characteristics and predict subsequent applicant behavior; Different 

types of customer-employee contact are shown to signal varying job characteristic 

beliefs and impacted PJF perceptions (Erhart 2006); Organizational characteristics, 

such as size, location, culture and industry are used as ‘pre-screens’ signaling other 

organizational attributes and impacting whether a job seeker continues in the process 

of considering a specific job or self-selecting out of the process (Turban, Eyring, and 

Campion 1993; Rynes and Cable 2003; Cable and Turban 2001). 

Other recruitment research has specifically used signaling theory as a 

theoretical base; for instance, Rynes and colleagues, (Rynes and Miller 1983; Rynes, 

Heneman, and Schwab 1980; Rynes and Barber 1990) recognizing that job choice 

takes place under conditions of imperfect information find that recruitment 

experiences, such as recruitment delays and recruiter competence, serve as signals of 

unobservable organizational characteristics. Further, founders’ education levels were 

shown to signal suitability of their firms for employment, but only in the case of 

innovative start-ups (Backes-Gellner and Werner 2007). 

Recruitment and the Resource-Based View  

 Organizations that are successful in the recruitment and retention of employees 

with relatively rare skills create a human capital pool that is valuable and difficult to 

imitate. This can be expected to lead to better performance than those organizations 

that are not successful in this area (Barney and Wright 1998; Barney 1991), thus 

recruitment and staffing strategies are amongst the most vital strategic mechanisms 

for achieving competitive advantage (Ployhart 2006).  
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 While other resources are subject to organizational ownership, individual 

human assets are unique in that they cannot be owned to the same extent; the risk of 

voluntary turnover, for positive or negative individual reasons, is present. 

Organizations must mitigate that risk, and research has consistently shown that strong 

POF and PJF are negatively related to turnover intentions (Kristof 1996; Moynihan 

and Pandey 2008; Mitchell et al. 2001). Recruiting employees who best fit an 

organization is a key component of developing human capital as a source of 

competitive advantage (Ollala 1999); POF can be thought of to produce rents, “… the 

existence of gains is likely to result automatically from the underlying likedness of 

the firm's resources” (Conner 1991, 140). 

Individual Attributes  

 When examining individual attributes for the purpose of this study, I examine 

both personality traits, the “individual variations of temperament, cognition and 

interaction style that give each of us our distinct ‘color’ as human beings” (Miller 

2003, 419) and values – enduring beliefs about what is right and wrong (Rokeach 

1973), “that which a person subconsciously desires, wants or seeks to obtain” (Locke 

1976, 1304). Both of these are posited to moderate the relationship between 

organizational attributes and perceived fit as will be discussed below. 

Personality 

Personality traits are used extensively at all levels of person-environment fit 

research as the link between the individual and the various environmental factors that 

affect the individual at work. As such, a short review of relevant personality research 

is beneficial. This section is not meant to be an all-encompassing review of 
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personality; in-depth reviews on personality from a psychological perspective (e.g., 

Funder 2001) or personality in organizational settings (e.g., Perrewé and Spector 

2002) have recently been performed, and were foundational for this section of the 

literature review. I will begin with a short review of the most influential personality 

theory in current research and follow this with a discussion of other personality work 

that has been prevalent in entrepreneurship research.  

Big Five Trait Taxonomy. This section is not meant to be an exhaustive review of the 

Big Five Trait Taxonomy, or Five Factor Model (FFM), as that has been performed 

by others (e.g., Mount and Barrick 1995; John, Naumann, and Soto 2008) and is 

beyond the scope of this discussion. This brief discussion of the FFM is meant to 

provide the reader an understanding of the dimensions which will be referred to in 

subsequent sections of this paper. 

Though not exhaustive, this five-factor taxonomy of personality, also known 

as the “Big Five”, has been broadly accepted and shown generally consistent factor 

structures across various studies (cf. Perrewé and Spector 2002). Certain argument 

has emerged as to whether the choice of these five factors is most appropriate or 

whether there should be more or fewer factors included (Smith, Hanges, and Dickson 

2001; cf. John, Naumann, and Soto 2008). Further debate surrounds whether other 

terms best suit the various factors (John 1990; John, Naumann, and Soto 2008; John 

and Srivastava 1999), while another criticism is the extent to which the factors are 

independent of one another (Funder 2001), beyond their statistical independence 

achieved through orthogonal rotation (Goldberg 1990). The factor often called 

“Neuroticism” has frequently been termed “Emotional Stability” (Funder 2001) 
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leaving all five factors socially desirable and subject to positive intercorrelation 

(Digman 1997). Despite these debates, the dimensions of Extraversion, Neuroticism, 

Conscientiousness, Agreeableness and Openness to Experience are generally 

considered to be the basic building blocks of personality (McCrae and Costa 1999) 

and through over forty years of research (Mount and Barrick 1995) have been shown 

to be both “necessary and sufficient” (Perrewé and Spector 2002, 4) to express the 

basic elements of personality. The subsections which follow describe the Big Five 

elements individually. 

Extraversion represents the “tendency to be assertive, social, talkative, 

energetic and active” (Costa and McCrae 1992; Perrewé and Spector 2002, 9). 

Organizational outcomes related to extraversion suggest that extraversion positively 

relates to job performance where social relationships are maximized and social 

interactions are significant (Mount, Barrick, and Stewart 1998).  

Neuroticism represents the “tendency to exhibit poor emotional stability and 

frequent experience of negative affective feelings such as anxiety, insecurity and 

hostility” (Costa and McCrae 1992; Perrewé and Spector 2002, 5). In an 

organizational setting, neuroticism has been shown to be positively associated with 

burnout (Zellars and Perrewé 2001) and generally negatively related to overall 

performance (Barrick, Mount, and Judge 2001). 

Conscientiousness is the “tendency toward being dependable, disciplined, 

purposeful, organized and achievement-oriented” (Costa and McCrae 1992; Perrewé 

and Spector 2002, 6). This personality dimension has received the most research 

attention in the organizational sciences and a positive relationship between 
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performance and conscientiousness has been consistently demonstrated (Perrewé and 

Spector 2002).  

Agreeableness is a personality dimension where those scoring high “have the 

tendency to be trusting, caring, gentle and even compliant” (Costa and McCrae 1992; 

Perrewé and Spector 2002, 10). Agreeableness has been linked to positive work 

outcomes such as being a predictor of transformational leadership (Judge and Bono 

2000), as well as negative work outcomes such as searching for other jobs (Boudreau 

et al. 2001). Barrick and colleagues (Barrick, Mount, and Judge 2001) found no 

evidence of agreeableness as a predictor of overall job performance, thus lending 

more evidence to the double-edged nature of this dimension. 

Openness to Experience is the “tendency to be nonconforming, 

unconventional, imaginative and creative” (Costa and McCrae 1992; Perrewé and 

Spector 2002, 11-12). From an organizational standpoint, this dimension predicts 

adaptability to change (LePine, Colquitt, and Erez 2000) and transformational 

leadership (Judge and Bono 2000). 

Values 

Recently, researchers have shown an interest in investigating constructs that 

have not traditionally been examined in an organizational setting. In their article 

describing what constitutes new paradigm thinking, Giacalone and Eylon (2000, 

1218-1219) state that, “new paradigm thought embodies a critical approach to 

accepted methodological and philosophical assumptions based on problems that have 

been hidden therein… [it] is evolving by way of contributions from multidisciplinary 

perspectives… there is a clear rejection of materialistic values.” It is this aspect of the 
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new paradigm business outlook that this section discusses, the shift from materialist 

to postmaterialist values.  

Materialism and Postmaterialism. For nearly three decades, research has shown that 

fundamental values are changing (Inglehart 1977). As Ray suggests, there is “a 

comprehensive shift in values, world views and ways of life” (Ray 1997, 29).  

Inglehart adds that, “these changes seem to be reshaping economic, political and 

social life in societies around the world” (Inglehart 2000, 215). Both refer to 

postmaterialist values becoming increasingly prevalent in society. In addressing these 

value shifts, Ray (1997) speaks of “Cultural Creatives” while Inglehart (2000) 

mentions “Postmaterialists.” Both of these authors are referring to the same 

phenomenon, where values are shifting from traditional materialist societies to 

societies with a postmaterialist value structure.  

Materialists emphasize quality of life as determined by acquiring material and 

economic rewards, prosperity, economic security and control (Inglehart 1977). 

Conversely, postmaterialists favor quality of life as acquired through experiential 

means, self-expression, belongingness, environmental protection, and lifestyle issues 

(Inglehart 1977, 2000; Kasser 2002). An anecdotal comparison of these opposite 

value structures is that materialists subscribe to the adage that “he who dies with the 

most toys wins.” Postmaterialists on the other hand, may be more apt to believe that 

“he who dies with the most toys still dies.” This value shift has led some researchers 

to predict that there will be an equal proportion of people who hold postmaterialist 

values by the year 2020 (Inglehart 2000). 
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Materialism has been linked with lower levels of subjective well-being 

(Solberg, Diener, and Robinson 2003), self-worth, physical health (Kasser 2002) and 

happiness (Inglehart 2000; Van Boven and Gilovich 2003). As Richard Ryan writes in 

his forward to Kasser’s book, “insofar as people have adopted the ‘American Dream’ 

of stuffing their pockets, they seem to that extent to be emptier of self and soul” 

(Kasser 2002, xi). 

The concept of postmaterialist values has been discussed and debated since it 

was proposed (Wilensky 2003; Trump 1991), with the greatest challenges and 

criticisms over the measurement technique chosen (Giacalone and Jurkiewicz 2005). 

Giacalone and Jurkiewicz (2005) developed an interactive conceptualization which 

answered some of the methodological criticism. Their conceptualization allows that 

individuals are neither exclusively materialistic nor postmaterialistic, but rather these 

dimensions can be measured separately (low to high levels of materialism, and low to 

high levels of postmaterialism) as well as interactively. This allows individuals to be 

placed somewhere within a quadratic conceptualization of materialism-

postmaterialism as I illustrate in Figure 2.  

Here, individuals who score high postmaterialist with low materialist values 

could be conceived as traditional postmaterialists and individuals scoring high in 

materialism and low in postmaterialism would be classified traditional materialists. 

Those scoring high or low in both dimensions couldn’t be as easily categorized, nor 

their values predicted. This lack of predictive capability with respect to “high/high” or 

“low/low” individuals does not weaken the construct of postmaterialism; rather it 

explains greater variance and is intuitively easier to understand than trying to place 
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individuals on extremes of a continuum when this is neither practical, nor empirically 

valid. 

Figure 2. Value Sets 

It is important to understand that a postmaterialist value orientation does not 

imply an aversion to money or material possessions. Rather postmaterialists 

acknowledge, implicitly or explicitly, the diminishing marginal utility of material 

items once a level of sustenance is reached (Kasser 2002; Inglehart 2000). 

Examining values from the perspective of materialism and postmaterialism is 

clearly not the only way to measure individuals’ values. Previous organizational 

research has examined values as clarified by Rokeach (1973) and their impact on a 

variety of organizational outcomes including recruitment and perceived fit (e.g., Bretz 

and Judge 1994) and organizational effectiveness (e.g., Wiener 1988). Other popular 

examinations of value sets have been conducting using Schwartz’s (1994, 1999) 

circumplex, including in a decision-making context (Feather 1995).  
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By examining values through a new paradigm lens of materialism and 

postmaterialism, my aim is the further understanding of individual value differences 

from a new perspective. My research is meant, thus, as a complementary stream of 

research to existing values research with each stream offering unique and valuable 

insights for practitioners and researchers.   

Organizational Attributes  

In this section, I examine various organizational attributes that potential job 

seekers may take into consideration during their job search process. The attributes 

discussed have been chosen because they have frequently been examined in 

recruitment research, can be posited to be differentially perceived on the basis of firm 

size and age, or both. 

Organizational Size and Age 

Though often used as a control variable in entrepreneurship and other 

management research, organizational size takes center-stage in this section as a 

critical variable because it is considered salient to individuals’ perception of 

organizations (Lievens et al. 2001). Firm size and age are not merely control variables 

in this research, but rather are key independent variables which I propose will impact 

organizational attractiveness.  

Familiarity with an organization is suggested to be positively related to 

organizational attraction and perceived fit (Lievens, Van Hoye, and Schreurs 2005; 

Cable and Turban 2001). New ventures are naturally considerably less likely to be 

familiar to potential job seekers than established firms. Further lending credence to 

the suggestion that smallness and newness may be liabilities, research suggest that 
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new ventures don’t have the established human resource systems in place to support a 

recruitment function to the same extent their established counterparts do (Hanks et al. 

1993; Heneman, Tansky, and Camp 2000).  

However all is not negatively skewed for new ventures. Their small size 

suggests greater flexibility in uncertain times as well as a less bureaucratic structure – 

attributes that may be considered favorable in the eyes of potential job seekers. Of 

specific interest in this study is the extent to which organizations are perceived to 

differ on key organizational attributes based solely on their age and size. I contend 

that the silent signals about organizational attributes sent by a new venture will be 

different than those sent by established ventures, thus,  

Proposition 1: Key organizational attributes will be perceived 

differentially based solely on the explicitly defined attributes of age and 

size. 

Proposition 2: The differentially perceived organizational attributes 

will have varying salience to job seekers when influencing their 

perceptions of fit with an organization or job. 

The first of these propositions is examined through hypotheses presented 

through the next sections of this dissertation. The key organizational attributes being 

examined are organization personality dimensions as well as the extent to which tasks 

and roles are perceived to be defined in organizations. The second proposition is 

examined through the conjoint analysis as described in greater detail in the methods 

section of this dissertation, whereby salience is ascertained through an examination of 

the Level-1 Beta coefficients for each attribute relative to one another. Further, 
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individual-level personality and values variables are posited to moderate the 

relationship between perceived organizational attributes and perceived fit as is 

hypothesized below. 

Organization Personality 

Recent research (e.g., Slaughter et al. 2004) has led to the development of an 

organization personality construct which has been related to organizational attraction 

(Harold and Slaughter 2007; Harold and Holtz 2007; Slaughter et al. 2004). 

Organization personality, “the set of human personality characteristics perceived to be 

associated with an organization,” has been likened to brand personality (Aaker 1997) 

and Slaughter et al (2004) showed that individuals’ ascription of human personality 

traits was not limited to themselves, other individuals and product brands, but that 

individuals also described organizations in trait terms.  

As Slaughter et al (2004) clarify, the development of an organization 

personality taxonomy is not akin to anthropomorphizing organizations, but recognizes 

that individuals’ perceptions of an organization’s social reputation lead to the 

perceptions of that organization’s personality. In the context of recruitment, 

organization personality may serve as an indirect information cue – a silent signal to 

would-be applicants.  

Similar to the five-factor model of individual personality (McCrae and Costa 

1999; Costa and McCrae 1992), organization personality can also be divided into five 

distinct factors: Boyscout, Innovativeness, Dominance, Thrift and Style (Slaughter et 

al. 2004). Despite having the same number of dimensions, the factors of individual 

personality cannot be directly mapped onto organization personality dimensions; the 



31 
 

organization personality measure is a distinct construct with its own implications for 

organizational studies, though the interaction of organization and individual 

personality dimensions is an area ripe for fit and recruitment research.  

An organization considered to be Boyscout is attentive to people, personal and 

friendly. An Innovative organization is seen as interesting, exciting, unique and 

creative. Dominant organizations are successful, popular and busy. Organizations 

ascribed the trait of Thrift are viewed as low-budget, simple and undersized. Finally, 

the organization personality trait of Style is assigned to those organizations perceived 

to be fashionable, hip and trendy (Slaughter et al 2004).  

Very little research exists on perceptions of firms by size and age, and thus, 

the research proposed here is exploratory and attempts to uncover perceptual biases, 

positive or negative, that may exist based on a ventures size and age. Organization 

personality dimensions are key attributes that contribute to job-seekers’ perceptions 

of fit and organizational attraction (Slaughter et al. 2004) and are among those 

hypothesized to vary based solely on the explicitly stated attributes of size and age as 

shown in Table 1, as shown at the end of the Literature Review section. 

Large, established organizations are more likely to be structured in a 

bureaucratic manner (Child 1973), and employees considered “just another number” 

(Business Wire 2006). Further, being large and profitable has been negatively 

associated with Boyscout perceptions (Slaughter et al. 2004), therefore:  
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Hypothesis 1a: New ventures1

 Postmaterialists can be predicted to prefer organizations perceived as 

Boyscout because postmaterialists favor quality of life as determined through 

belongingness, self-expression and lifestyle issues (

 will be ascribed the organization 

personality trait of Boyscout to a greater degree than will established 

ventures. 

Inglehart 2000; Kasser 

2002; Inglehart 1977). Therefore,  

Hypothesis 1b: The relationship between attributions of the 

organization personality attribute of Boyscout and person-organization 

fit will be moderated by an individual job seeker’s values such that 

Traditional Postmaterialist individuals will perceive fit with 

organizations perceived to be Boyscout to a greater extent than will 

Traditionally Materialist individuals. 

 Though large organizations such as Nike and Disney are considered 

innovative (Slaughter et al. 2004), the basis of much entrepreneurial theory is 

innovation; in fact, in his seminal work, Schumpeter (1934) considered 

innovation a necessary precondition for (true) entrepreneurship. Schumpeter 

(1934) suggested that creative destruction – his term for innovation – was at 

the root of venture creation, therefore:  

Hypothesis 2a: New ventures will be ascribed the organization 

personality trait of Innovativeness to a greater degree than will 

established ventures. 

                                                 
1 For the purposes of the hypotheses, “New Venture” will refer to ventures that are characterized as both 
new and small, while “Established Venture” will refer to those ventures that are characterized as both large 
and established. 



33 
 

 Individuals who are unconventional, imaginative and creative are likely 

to be attracted to similar organizations, therefore:  

Hypothesis 2b: The relationship between attributions of the 

organization personality attribute of Innovativeness and person-

organization fit will be moderated by an individual job seeker’s 

personality such that individuals with higher levels of Openness to 

Experience will perceive fit with organizations perceived to be 

Innovative to a greater extent than those who have lower levels of 

Openness to Experience. 

 New ventures are often created to address an opportunity the founders 

see existing in the market (Kirzner 1973), therefore new ventures may be 

created to meet stylish, fashionable trends. This isn’t to suggest that 

established organizations cannot be fashionable, but “teaching an elephant to 

dance” – as the analogy for IBM’s renewal went – takes time. Established 

organizations may have been created to meet the trends and demands of the 

time of their founding, but their very established nature suggests they weren’t 

created to meet current market trends to the same extent that new ventures 

might be, therefore,  

Hypothesis 3a: New ventures will be ascribed the organization 

personality trait of Style to a greater degree than will established 

ventures.  

 Materialist individuals’ tendency towards status, power and recognition 

can be construed as a desire to themselves be perceived as stylish, therefore, 
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Hypothesis 3b: The relationship between attributions of the 

organization personality attribute of Style and person-organization fit 

will be moderated by an individual job seeker’s values such that 

Traditional Materialist individuals will perceive fit with organizations 

perceived to be Stylish to a greater extent than will Traditionalist 

Postmaterialist individuals. 

One outcome of financial success is growth and survival. This suggests that 

bigger, longer established organizations must have experienced a certain amount of 

financial success to achieve their very size and age, therefore:  

Hypothesis 4a: Established ventures will be ascribed the organization 

personality trait of Dominance to a greater degree than will new 

ventures. 

Growth and survival can signal a greater amount of employment 

security for potential employees than organizations perceived to be in flux. A 

key construct underscoring materialist values is the scarcity hypothesis – that 

one places the greatest subjective value on those things that are relatively in 

short supply (Inglehart 1977). Materialists strive for, among other things, 

economic security and control and can be predicted to prefer organizations 

where they perceive organizational survival and ability to provide material 

rewards and economic security to be greater, therefore,  

Hypothesis 4b: The relationship between attributions of the 

organization personality attribute of Dominance and person-

organization fit will be moderated by an individual job seeker’s values 
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such that Traditional Materialist individuals will perceive fit with 

organizations perceived to be Dominant to a greater extent than will 

Traditional Postmaterialist individuals. 

 Beyond the dimensions of organization personality, another key 

characteristic of interest in this dissertation that can be signaled based on 

organizational size and age is the extent to which tasks and roles are defined in 

an organization. 

Defined Tasks and Roles 

As person-job fit considerations have been shown to be the strongest fit 

predictor of organizational attraction (Harold et al. 2007) and new ventures tend to 

have greater role ambiguity and defined tasks associated with jobs (May 1997; 

Levesque 2001), it can be expected that new ventures will also be perceived to have 

less role certainty and defined tasks. Because established organizations are more 

likely to have defined human resource management processes (Hanks et al. 1993), 

including job analysis and job description,  

Hypothesis 5a: Established ventures will be perceived to have more 

clearly defined roles assigned to jobs than will new ventures 

 Individuals who have the personality trait of Openness to Experience 

will likely tend to be less impacted by the extent to which role ambiguity and 

uncertainty are attributed to new ventures, therefore,  

Hypothesis 5b: The relationship between the extent to which tasks and 

roles are defined and person-job fit will be moderated by an individual 

job seeker’s personality such that individuals with higher levels of 



36 
 

Openness to Experience will perceive fit with jobs that feature less 

defined tasks and roles to a greater extent than those who have lower 

levels of Openness to Experience. 

Further, a tendency to be trusting and compliant would fit the uncertain nature 

of organizations that feature jobs with role ambiguity and uncertainty. To trust the 

leadership of a venture to direct an individual in a suitable manner and be compliant 

to their demands despite a lack of formal guidelines could point to individuals whose 

personalities feature agreeableness as being well-suited to organizations without role 

structure, therefore,  

Hypothesis 5c: The relationship between the extent to which tasks and 

roles are defined and person-organization fit will be moderated by an 

individual job seeker’s personality such that individuals with higher 

levels of Agreeableness will perceive fit with organizations whose jobs 

feature less defined tasks and roles to a greater extent than those who 

have lower levels of Agreeableness. 

 While hypotheses 1a-5a may seem relatively intuitive, it is important to understand 

the differences in organizational trait inferences based on size and age as these differences 

can profoundly impact the recruitment process (Anderson, Haar, and Gibb 2010; Slaughter et 

al. 2004; Slaughter and Greguras 2009), including job seekers’ self-selection out of this 

process (Turban, Eyring, and Campion 1993; Rynes and Cable 2003; Cable and Turban 

2001). From a practitioner’s perspective, understanding how one’s firm is perceived allows 

careful image management during the recruitment process, possibly by highlighting 

perceptions that are positive, or working to change incorrect perceptions.  
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Hyp # 

 
Type of Venture 

 
 

Perceived Organizational 
Attribute 

 
 

 
Individual Attribute 

 
 

 
Perceived 

Fit 
1a New Venture +ve Boyscout     
1b   Boyscout X Postmaterialist +ve P-O Fit 
2a New Venture +ve Innovative     
2b   Innovative X Openness to Experience +ve P-O Fit 
3a New Venture +ve Style     
3b   Style X Materialist +ve P-O Fit 
4a Established Venture +ve Dominance     
4b   Dominance X Materialist +ve P-O Fit 
5a Established Venture +ve Defined Tasks/Roles     
5b   Defined Tasks/Roles X Openness to Experience -ve P-J Fit 
5c   Defined Tasks/Roles X Agreeableness -ve P-O Fit 

 

Table 1. Hypotheses 
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Figure 3. Research Model Showing Hypothesized Relationships
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The purpose of this research project is not merely to replicate existing studies using 

new ventures as a variable of interest, but rather to examine which organizational 

attributes that are differentially perceived based on firm size and age, and this is the 

focus of the first study within this project. Once it is clear which attributes are 

perceived to vary based on firm age and size, the purpose of the second study is to 

examine the relative importance of these differentiated attributes to job seekers. The 

following section will describe the methodology to be used in the studies to be 

undertaken. 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODS 

 The research was undertaken as a two-study project; the first study is aimed at 

identifying which key organizational attributes are differentially perceived based on 

organizational size and age. In the second study, conjoint analysis is performed to 

determine the relative importance of the organizational attributes examined, their 

impact on perceived fit and their interaction with hypothesized personal attributes. 

Sample and Data Collection 

A web-based survey was conducted on 344 participants for this study; the 

sample comprised of students enrolled in undergraduate human resource management 

courses at a large Mid-Atlantic university who participated in exchange for course-

credit. Of the original sample, 306 began completing the survey instrument giving an 

initial response rate of 88.9%. However 56 respondents completed only one of the 

two-parts, reducing the sample size to 250. Of these, 34 respondents submitted 

surveys with incomplete data and their responses were removed from the sample, 

leaving the usable sample size at 216, or 62.8% of the initial sample size. The sample 

was 59.9% female and averaged 23.7 years of age.   

Though students cannot be considered to completely mirror the population of 

job seekers, the use of students, however, is a high-fidelity sample representing 

potential new entrants to the workforce. To control for the level of fidelity, 

respondents were asked what stage of the job search process they were in. 90.7% of 

respondents had searched for employment within the past year, were currently 

searching for employment or planned to search within the next year.  
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A Note on the Use of a Student Sample and External Validity 

Criticism of using students in behavioral research, or as proxies for 

organizational decision makers has been around for over half a century (e.g., 

McNemar 1946), with a primary concern being on the generalizability of student 

sample results to professional organizations. For instance, Copeland, Francia and 

Strawser (1973) condemn the practice, though their study examined student attitudes 

toward selected financial reporting practices. One could argue that for their study, 

students were a low-fidelity sample, and similarly that their own results are not 

generalizable to behavioral research as a whole, but limited in their applicability. As 

they state, “The results of the current study on attitudes raise further doubt concerning 

the effectiveness of the use of students as surrogates for businessmen in research” 

(Copeland, Francia, and Strawser 1973, 372). 

 Despite this type of criticism, the use of student samples is relatively common 

in the investigation of basic cognitive, psychological and organizational questions 

(e.g., Harkness, Tellegen, and Waller 1995) including those for use in management 

(e.g., Brock and Slusky 1994) and often when examining organizational trait 

inferences (e.g., Slaughter et al. 2004; Lievens and Highhouse 2003; Anderson, Haar, 

and Gibb 2010; Slaughter and Greguras 2009) and in recruitment research (e.g., 

Thompson and Aspinwall 2009; Collins 2007; Rynes, Bretz, and Gerhart 1991; Trank, 

Rynes, and Bretz 2002; Cunningham 2009).  

The study I have conducted doesn’t try to use students as surrogates for 

business professionals, but rather as job seekers, which over 90% of the sample 

proved to be as one might expect of a sample of upper-level students. Further, as 
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smaller organizations provide 67% of “first jobs” (United States Department of Labor 

2010), examining a sample consisting of respondents who are likely searching for 

their first professional job makes a student sample not merely convenient, but high 

fidelity.  

 Further, one could epistemologically argue against random sampling and a 

focus on external validity in a theory-building arena, “Random sampling is not only 

unnecessary in theoretical research, but it may actually interfere with achieving a 

severe theory test. This is because it is likely to increase error variance and thereby 

reduce statistical conclusion validity… research progress does not require external 

validity for any single research study” (Calder, Phillips, and Tybout 1982, 241). For a 

theoretical test (eg., ‘Job seekers high on personality construct X are more likely to 

perceive fit with an organization high on characteristic Y’), it makes little sense to try 

and rephrase the research question as ‘for any random sample of people X, how many 

would perceive fit with an organization randomly assigned characteristic Y’; the 

theory is tested as well by a non-random as a random sample (Calder, Phillips, and 

Tybout 1982). Another type of cry for external validity beyond commonsense is that 

if there are background variables or constructs that are not examined, but could 

interact with those examined, that can weaken the theoretical applicability. This is 

true, but amounts to tautology, whereby no researcher can be expected to conceive of 

every possible interaction, let alone measure them. 
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Part  1 – Differential Perception of Organizational Attributes  

The purpose of this study is to determine whether a perceptual bias exists with 

respect to organizational size and age and test Hypothesis 1 and the related sub-

hypotheses presented in Table 1.  

Procedure 

Pilot Study. Before carrying out the main data collection efforts for this study, I 

carried out a pilot study in order to ensure that the questions were clear and 

understandable and that the web-delivery of the survey did not create any undue 

confusion.  Twenty-two undergraduate students from the same university used in the 

main sample volunteered to take part in the pilot study in exchange for course credit. 

Minor wording adjustments to the response scales were made as a response to the 

feedback received from these.  

 Through the pilot, it was found that using semantic differential scales was 

preferable to measuring perception using Likert scales. Semantic differential scales 

proved to be quicker to administer, which should help increase response rate and there 

were no significant differences between the data produced. The semantic differential 

scale to be used in this study is included as Appendix A. 

Semantic Differential Scales 

Semantic differential scales, first introduced by Osgood, Suci and 

Tannenbaum (1957) have been used frequently for measuring social attitudes, 

commonly in the fields of linguistics and social psychology (cf.  Al-Hindawe 2009), 

as well as leadership and human resource management (Bovey and Hede 2001), brand 
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image management (Maoz and Tybout 2002) and entrepreneurship (Lumpkin and 

Dess 2001).  

Using semantic differential scales involves asking respondents to indicate the 

degree to which a word in a pair best describes the respondent’s feelings about the 

subject in question. In line with semantic differential scale design conventions, 

participants will be presented with a set of word pairs and asked to indicate which of 

the two words best describes their usual feelings, thoughts or reactions to the 

organization in question. Respondents are reassured that there is no “right” answer, 

but rather that the objective of this study is to understand respondents’ general 

feelings about these organizations.  

The scales used for this study are seven-point scales which is the most 

common number of points of choice on a scale and in line with Osgood et al.’s (1957) 

original scales. The use of a seven point scale is considered to be the best balance 

between giving respondents a fine enough grade of judgment compared to five-point 

scales, and still allowing a neutral (or midpoint) choice (Al-Hindawe 2009). Six-point 

scales are also common, but forces respondents to lean toward one word or the other. 

This leaves the researcher to wonder whether values of “3” or “4” represent a slight 

preference to one word, or whether the respondent is merely using these values as 

representations of neutrality. 

Criticism of semantic differential scales has often been focused on two areas 

of critique: that these scales are not shown to be reliable or valid compared with other 

measures; and that these scales are often created through ad-hoc selection of 

adjectives without empirical rationale that supports these selections (Lee 1971). I 
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have attempted to address the former concern through conducting the pilot study as 

described above. The adjectives selected for use in my study are based on empirically 

supported organization personality research (Slaughter et al. 2004) which addresses 

the latter concern. 

Other concerns when using semantic differential scales concern whether traits 

examined are considered positive or negative and the potential for biased response, 

for instance if all traits considered positive were listed first. I chose to randomize 

which attribute to list first in the word-pairs, thereby reducing this type of bias and 

doesn’t put adjectives that aren’t naturally positive or negative in unnatural polarities.  

Using semantic differential scales also bestows advantages unto the research in 

reducing an acquiescence bias that can occur in Likert-based constructs. In comparing 

Likert-based to semantic differential-based scorings of resilience, Friborg, 

Martinussen and Rosenvinge (2006) found that semantic scales proved better than the 

Likert version in terms of model fit and unidimensionality.   

Semantic differential scales concerning two organizations will be analyzed. 

The organizations are described as follows: 

Organization A was founded in 1966 and has over 1,000 employees 

Organization B was founded last year and has fewer than 50 employees  

This characterization of new ventures being both young in age and small in 

size is in line with previous studies and guidelines. For instance, the United States 

Small Business Administration defines a small business as having fewer than 500 

employees. The European Commission has further delineated between types of small 
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business and considers businesses with fewer than 50 to be “small businesses” and 

fewer than 250 to be “medium-sized”.  

I have intentionally chosen to examine size and age together in this study in 

order to examine perceptive differences between a new venture and its opposite – a 

large, established venture. Certainly all organizations do not fall into one of these two 

neat categories; there are established firms that have a relatively small workforce, and 

there are also firms whose age may be young, but have grown rapidly to 

accommodate many employees. By deliberately examining only these two contrasting 

ends of the spectrum, I am hoping to get a clearer distinction of the attributions made 

of small, new ventures compared to those of large, established ventures. The decision 

to use the cut-off of 50 employees in the profiles for this study was made to highlight 

the expected differences between small and large firms. There are clearly firms with 

far fewer than 50 employees, as small as micro-ventures all the way down to sole 

proprietorships. Similarly, the choice of 1,000 employees for the “large” designation 

was made to clearly distinguish that size from fewer than 50 employees. There are, of 

course organizations with far more than 1,000 employees. The choice of both 50 and 

1,000 employees is seen as representative “small” and “large” firms, sizes that present 

themselves far more frequently to job seekers than very large or very small 

companies. For instance, the CapitalIQ database2

                                                 
2 The numbers presented here reflect a recent search of the CapitalIQ database on November 21, 2009. Data 
retrieved from www.capitaliq.com 

 lists 836,331 private and publicly 

traded companies. Nearly twenty-five percent (202, 266) of these have between 26 

and 75 employees. Another 73,106 companies have between 501-1500 companies, a 

figure more than tenfold that (7,012) of companies with over 10,000 employees. 
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The choice of organizational age was again made with the intention of eliciting 

distinct impressions from respondents based on a clearly new and a clearly 

established age range, again recognizing that these are meant to be clearly 

distinguishable examples even if not polar opposites. The profiles will randomly be 

presented to participants (ie., half the respondents will see Organization A as the new, 

small venture) to minimize order-effect bias (Perreault 1975). Participants will then 

be asked to rate the extent to which the various attributes reflect the organizations 

presented.  

Measures 

 The measures of interest for this study are the key organizational attributes as 

well as demographic controls. Further, the two surveys used in this study will be 

administered with a one-week gap between administration to reduce single-method 

bias. Respondents will be randomly assigned to complete one survey at time (tx) and 

the subsequent survey at time (tx+1w.)  

Organization Personality. The measures of organization personality are based on 

Slaughter et al (2004). They are taken based on the top-three loading variables per 

organization personality dimension. A test of validity compared to the original 33-

item measure (Slaughter et al. 2004) was performed in the pilot study above, and 

demonstrated acceptable internal reliability.  

Semantic differential measures for each organization personality dimension 

are: “friendly vs. cold”, “attentive to people vs. neglectful toward people”, and 

“pleasant vs. disagreeable” (Boyscout); “interesting vs. dull”, “exciting vs. boring”, 

and “unique vs. common” (Innovativeness); “successful vs. losing”, “popular vs. 
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unpopular”, “dominant vs. inferior” (Dominance); “low-budget vs. extravagant”, 

“low-class vs. high-class”, “simple vs. complex” (Thrift); and “stylish vs. outmoded”, 

“fashionable vs. unfashionable”, and “hip vs. uncontemporary” (Style).  

The internal reliability measures, shown in Table 2 below, ranged from α = 

0.631-0.813. Although the Cronbach’s alpha levels did not all quite meet the oft-cited 

0.7 threshold suggested by Nunnally (1978), this recommendation is qualified by the 

suggestion that recommendations about acceptable levels of alpha are contingent upon 

the function or purpose of the research, lower reliability is acceptable for exploratory 

research (Kent 2001). Further, “none of Nunnally’s recommendations have an 

empirical basis, a theoretical justification, or an analytical rationale. Rather, they 

seem to reflect either experience or intuition” (Kent 2001, 221). In fact, without 

explanation, Nunnally changed his own recommendations from his 1967 edition of 

Psychometric Theory in the 1978 version. In the former, his recommendation for 

preliminary research was that the minimally acceptable reliability should be in the 

range of 0.5-0.6 (Kent 2001; Peterson 1994). Others have suggested that an alpha 

level between 0.65-0.70 is minimally acceptable (DeVellis 1991). A low Cronbach’s 

alpha also needn’t indicate an unreliable scale – this could also be due to a relatively 

homogenous sample (Bernardi 1994). Given that I use only one scale with a 

Cronbach’s alpha level below α = 0.65, I am comfortable in the reliability of the 

scales used, and the conclusions I draw.  

Defined Tasks and Roles. I have created a 3-item measure for this study to assess the 

extent to which organizations are perceived to have jobs which feature defined tasks 

and roles. An example is, “This organization has clearly defined roles for its 
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employees.” This measure was included in the pilot study as described above to test 

for validity and is shown in Appendix B. 

Organizational Attributes 
Attribute 
 

OrgA 
α 

OrgB 
α 

Boyscout 0.796 0.790 
Innovativeness 0.665 0.631 
Dominance 0.691 0.675 
Style 0.728 0.664 
DTR 0.795 0.815 

N=216 

Individual Attributes 
Attribute α Items 

Materialism 0.894 14 
Postmaterialism 0.815 11 
Openness 0.778 9 
Agreeableness 0.748 8 
Extraversion 0.851 8 

N=216 

Table 2. Internal Reliability Analysis 

Control Variables. The sample was controlled using single-item variables measuring 

age, gender, work experience and current job search status. Exposure to new ventures, 

small-sized ventures, large ventures and established ventures were controlled using 

single-item measures, for instance, “I have worked for, or currently am employed by 

an organization that was founded less than 2 years before I joined that organization” 

(new ventures).  

Results 

To test the “a” hypotheses (i.e. 1a- 5a) and identify which organizational 

attributes are perceived differentially between small, new organizations and large, 
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established ones paired sample T-Tests were run to determine group differences 

comparing new and small organizations to large and established organizations.   

Recalling the “a” hypotheses: Hypothesis 1a predicted that new ventures would be 

ascribed the organization personality trait of Boyscout to a greater degree than established 

ventures; Hypothesis 2a predicted that new ventures would be ascribed the organization 

personality trait of Innovativeness to a greater degree than established ventures; Hypothesis 3a 

predicted that new ventures would be ascribed the organization personality trait of Style to a 

greater degree than established ventures; Hypothesis 4a predicted that established ventures 

would be ascribed the organization personality trait of Dominance to a greater degree than new 

ventures; Hypothesis 5a predicted that established ventures would be perceived to have more 

clearly defined roles assigned to jobs than new ventures. The results of this analysis are 

summarized in Table 3, below. 

Organizational Attribute Means by Organization Type3

 

 

Boyscout Innovativeness Dominance Style DTR 
Large and 
Established 
Venture 

3.7762 4.2701  2.5355 4.0899  2.4950 

Small and New 
Venture 2.4506 2.9954  4.0910 3.1860  2.7488 

Mean 
Difference4 1.3256***  1.2747*** -1.5555*** 0.9039*** -0.2538* 
* p≤ .05, ** p≤ .01, *** p≤ .001 
N=136 for Boyscout, Innovativeness and DTR; N=216 for Dominance and Style 

Table 3. Paired Sample T-Tests 

                                                 
3 A lower mean indicates stronger trait inference (e.g., Small and New organizations have a lower mean 
score for Boyscout indicating that they are perceived to hold the trait of Boyscout more so than Large and 
Established organizations). Please recall that the organization personality dimensions (ie., Boyscout, 
Innovativeness, Dominance and Style) were scored on a 7-point scale, while defined tasks and roles were 
scored on a 5-point scale, thus mean differences of organization personality dimensions should not be 
compared to the mean difference in defined tasks and roles.  
4 Positive differences indicate that Large and Established organizations had a higher mean score (ie., 
weaker trait inference), whereas negative differences indicate that the Small and New organizations had a 
higher mean score.  
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The results of the paired-sample T-tests showed support for all Hypotheses 1a-

5a as there were significant differences in how organizations were perceived on the 

various organizational personality dimensions based on size and age. For defined 

roles and tasks, new ventures were perceived as having less defined roles and tasks as 

hypothesized.  

Several one-way ANOVAs were performed to control for the impact of 

gender, age, prior exposure to entrepreneurship, and job-search status. None of these 

individual variables had a significant (p<0.10) impact on this study. This suggests that 

the differences in organizational traits are perceived relatively universally.  

Part  2 – Salience of Organizational Attributes with Respect to Perceived Fit  

The purpose of this study is to examine which organizational attributes are 

most salient to job seekers and thus have the greatest impact on perceived fit. Further, 

recognizing that these factors are usually not considered individually, in performing 

this study, I seek to understand some interactions between individual factors that 

impact organizational attraction. 

Conjoint Analysis 

Conjoint analysis is a policy capturing tool that is often used in marketing 

research (Green and Srinivasan 1990, 1978) to determine which product attributes are 

most important in purchase decisions for consumers; it has proven to be a popular and 

effective method in estimating customers’ preference structures (Sattler and Hensel-

Börner 2001). Conjoint analysis requires respondents to make a series of judgments 

based on a set of attributes (cues) from which the underlying structure of their 

decision policy can be investigated. From this series of judgments the respondent's 
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decisions can be decomposed, providing the researcher an opportunity to investigate 

the underlying structure of the decisions (Douglas and Shepherd 2002). There is an 

analogous relationship between consumer purchase behavior and job search behavior 

making this method an appropriate tool for recruitment researchers. Much as an 

organization markets a product based on product attributes (e.g., price, size, perceived 

image) to encourage consumers to choose their brand, in recruiting potential 

employees, an organization effectively needs to market itself based on its 

organizational attributes – actual and perceived – to encourage potential employees 

(i.e., employment opportunity consumers) to choose that organization.  

Policy Capturing vs. Direct Estimation. The choice to conduct a policy capturing 

study such as conjoint analysis as opposed to using direct estimates (e.g., rank-order 

preferences of attributes) is based on the assumption that candidates use a 

noncompensatory decision making strategy in which case policy capturing is a more 

effective method (Slaughter, Richard, and Martin 2006). Compensatory decision 

making is an extension of Vroom’s expectancy theory whereby job-seekers multiply a 

subjectively determined importance weight by the subjectively assessed degree to 

which an organization or job offers that attribute. Noncompensatory decision making 

suggests that job seekers determine the most important attribute and either choose the 

alternative with the highest value on the most important dimension (i.e., lexicographic 

procedure) or determine the cutoff value for that most important attribute and 

alternatives with values below the cutoff are eliminated, then repeating this process 

with the next most important attribute until a single alternative remains (i.e., 

elimination-by-aspects; cf., Slaughter et al. [2006]: 287-288).  
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Why Use Conjoint Analysis? Compared with methods of direct estimation, conjoint 

analysis is considered to have greater fidelity to actual decisions individuals make 

(Sattler and Hensel-Börner 2001). In conjoint analysis, several attributes must be 

considered simultaneously, whereas direct estimation traditionally examines attributes 

independent of one another. In evaluating an organization, individuals are faced with 

information on several attributes at the same time, thus a conjoint experiment that 

presents information about several attributes simultaneously has greater similarity to 

the actual choice decision, or in this case, evaluation of perceived fit. Further, 

conjoint experiments are less susceptible to social desirability bias than methods 

using direct estimation and produce a rich set of data for prioritizing job seekers’ 

needs (Simmons and Esser 2001).  

Conjoint analysis avoids the use of retrospective and self-reported data by 

collecting information about a decision as that decision is made, enabling researchers 

to “partition respondents’ decisions into underlying preference structures and decision 

rules by collecting data as respondents make decisions. Thus, researchers can assess 

respondents ‘theory in use’ rather than their ‘espoused theories of action’” (Lohrke, 

Holloway, and Wooley 2010, 17) 

Determining the level of fit they perceive with an organization or job is 

complex in that candidates must simultaneously process multiple characteristics in 

order to make a determination of fit and ultimately a decision to accept a job offer. 

Conjoint analysis has been used as a policy capturing methodology in hundreds of 

studies of judgment and decision making (cf. Green and Srinivasan 1990) and is 

considered to be an appropriate analytic framework when decisions are assumed to 
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involve the simultaneous evaluation and combination of information on multiple 

characteristics (Green and Srinivasan 1978, 1990), as is the case in a recruitment 

context for job-seekers. 

Experiment Design. In conjoint analysis, respondents are presented scenarios 

reflecting the decisions they are expected to make. These scenarios, or vignettes, 

include descriptions of organizations based on their attributes. A consideration in 

conjoint experimental design is the number of attributes that are presented in each 

profile; respondents have difficulty processing more than seven attributes at a time – 

when more than seven attributes are present, respondents tend to group several of 

these into a macro variable with the individual attributes within being traded off in a 

separate micro-conjoint set (Simmons and Esser 2001). 

Another question to answer when designing an experiment is the number of 

levels at which the attributes will be varied. A methodological artifact of concern is 

that attributes with a greater number of levels tend to be rated as more important than 

those attributes with fewer levels (Wittink et al. 1992; Wittink, Krishnamurthi, and 

Reibstein 1990) – this phenomenon is known as the number-of-levels effect or the 

attribute-level problem.  

Considering the limitations in the number of attributes that respondents can 

reasonably process, and the number-of-levels effect, this study consisted of seven 

attributes that vary at two levels each. Respondents will be presented with a series of 

descriptions of organizations; each description will consist of statements about the 

organization and each statement can vary at one of two levels. The attributes and their 

corresponding levels are shown in Appendix C along with a sample profile.  
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A full factorial conjoint analysis would involve vignettes depicting all possible 

permutations of organizational attributes. However, since I am examining seven 

organization attributes in this study, including the impact of size and age, a full 

factorial design involving seven dichotomous variables being presented would result 

in 128 vignettes. Due to the likelihood of respondent fatigue, it is recommended that 

the number of scenarios presented to respondents be limited (Green and Srinivasan 

1978; Gustafsson, Herrman, and Huber 2001). A method for addressing the balance 

between respondent fatigue and optimal understanding of the phenomena to be 

examined is to use a reduced design which aims for representation of the complete 

design using a smaller amount of scenarios (Gustafsson, Herrman, and Huber 2001).  

As such, I used a 27 fractional factorial design (Hahn and Shapiro 1966, plan 

6b) consisting of 16 profiles. The purpose of this fractional design was to determine 

the relative importance of each characteristic in the determination of perceived fit at 

the individual-subject (job seeker) level. This design is orthogonal, meaning that 

intercorrelations between the variables are zero. This eliminates concerns of 

multicollinearity and “increases the robustness of the conjoint by making it less likely 

that coefficients have counter-intuitive signs” (Huber 1987, as quoted in Haynie, 

Shepherd, and McMullen 2009, 347).  

This fractionated design also allows for a post-hoc examination of how 

organizational size, when separated from age, interacts with the other attributes of 

interest in this study.  

Each of the 16 profiles will be fully replicated in the study design, meaning 

that respondents will see both levels of each characteristic twice – replication enables 
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the use of individual error terms for individual-subject analyses of variance 

(ANOVA). Therefore, each respondent will evaluate a total of 16 different 

organizations twice each. Further, as is custom in conjoint studies, a practice profile is 

shown to each respondent in order to familiarize respondents with the conjoint task. 

This means that each respondent sees 33 profiles, of which 16 are replicated and one 

is not analyzed.  

The table in Appendix C shows the organizational attributes examined in the 

conjoint profiles, their high and low levels and how they are distributed amongst the 

profiles in plan 6b from Hahn and Shapiro (1966).  

While seven attributes is at the upper level of what respondents are presumed 

able to cognitively process, conjoint studies have previously been conducted with 

seven or more attributes (e.g., Choi and Shepherd 2004; zu Knyphausen-Aufseß and 

Vormann 2009). A recent  review of conjoint methodology in entrepreneurship 

research (Lohrke, Holloway, and Wooley 2010) located 16 published studies in 25 

leading entrepreneurship outlets. This review revealed that sample sizes ranged from 

51 to 300, and all studies only had internal validation (e.g., pilot studies, test-retest 

reliability) – none tested for external validity. The study I have conducted is in line 

with existing research using conjoint methodology, and my sample size is 216. I test 

internal but not external validity, and I am using seven attributes varied at two levels 

in an orthogonal fractional factorial design, similar to Choi and Shepherd (2004).  

Conjoint analysis is particularly appropriate for this study because as a real 

time method it overcomes many of the potential research biases associated with post-

hoc methods, such as, self-reporting biases, retrospective reporting biases, and 
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difficulty collecting contingent decision data (Choi and Shepherd 2004). In describing 

Conjoint analysis, Lohrke et al. focus on the uniqueness of this methodology in that 

data is collected in a decompositional manner:  

With a ‘compositional’ research approach, researchers obtain both 
independent and dependent variables from respondents and then use 
these data to estimate or ‘compose’ the predictive model, with conjoint 
analysis, researchers specify levels for each attribute (ie., independent 
variable) and then present respondents with different combinations of 
these levels. Because levels are known, researchers need only to collect 
respondent ratings to use as the dependent variable. In doing so, they 
can estimate or ‘decompose’ the importance that respondents assign to 
each variable.” (Lohrke, Holloway, and Wooley 2010, 18)  
 

With its advantages in examining respondents’ ‘theory in use’, conjoint analysis may 

help to open the decision making ‘black box’ by providing insight into job seekers’ 

attribute preference structures. 

In the following section, I describe the measures used in the conjoint analysis 

portion of my study. 

Measures 

Materialism and Postmaterialism. The revised materialism/postmaterialism index (R-

MPMI; Giacalone and Jurkiewicz 2005) was used in this study. An example of a 

question in the revised materialism scale is, “The things people own say a lot about 

how well they are doing in life,” while an example of a question in the revised 

postmaterialism scale is, “Managers should encourage their employees to search for 

meaning in their jobs.”  

Individual Personality Dimensions. To measure the individual personality dimensions 

of agreeableness and openness, the Big Five Inventory (BFI; Benet-Martinez and John 

1998; John, Naumann, and Soto 2008; John, Donahue, and Kentle 1991) was used. 



58 
 

Respondents indicate on a five-point Likert scale the extent to which they agree or 

disagree with a series of statements which all begin with “I am someone who…” An 

example of an item measuring agreeableness is “I am someone who is helpful and 

unselfish with others.” An example of an item measuring openness is “I am someone 

who is curious about many different things.” I have chosen to use the BFI as opposed 

to other methods of measuring personality for two main reasons: In addition to being 

a cost-free, publicly available inventory, the BFI has been shown to be 

psychometrically acceptable in comparison to the commercial, costly NEO-FFI (Costa 

and McCrae 1992).  

Internal reliability for all individual measures of values and personality were 

acceptable (0.748≥ α ≥ 0.894) as shown in Table 2. 

For the analyses described below, the individuals are classified as Traditional 

Materialist or Traditional Postmaterialist based on the interaction of their median-split 

scales, whereby those scoring above the median on the Materialism index and low on 

the Postmaterialism index are considered Traditional Materialists and those score low 

on the materialism index and high on the Postmaterialism index are considered 

Traditional Postmaterialists.  

Though the use of a median-split to categorize a continuous variable has been 

criticized as it can reduce statistical power (Cohen 1983; MacCallum et al. 2002), it is 

common in the analysis of psychological inventories (Ryff and Singer 2002) and 

despite criticism has been relatively common in leading psychology journals 

(MacCallum et al. 2002). Using a median-split on each of the Materialism and 

Postmaterialism indices as opposed to a quartile-split or other categorizing procedure 
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ensures the least loss of data when combining the two variables to form a new 

category (ie., Traditional Materialist and Traditional Postmaterialst). 31% of 

respondents were categorized as Traditional Materialists and 24.5% were categorized 

as Traditional Postmaterialists, with 18.5% high in both Materialism and 

Postmaterialism and 25.9% low in both Materialism and Postmaterialism. 

Person-Organizational Fit. The 3-item measure of perceived person-organization fit 

is taken from Cable and DeRue (2002) and the wording is altered to reflect a 

recruitment focus as opposed to the original measure of fit with one’s current 

organization. An example is, “The things I value in life are very similar to the things 

that this organization values.”  

Person-Job Fit. The measure of perceived person-job fit is also taken from Cable and 

DeRue (2002) and measures needs-supplies P-J fit. Items have been slightly reworded 

where appropriate to reflect the current study. An example is, “The attributes I look 

for in a job would be fulfilled very well by a job in this organization.”  

Internal reliability for both the P-O and P-J fit measures was greater than α=0.9, 

consistent with Cable and DeRue (2002). 

Procedure 

Respondents were directed to a web site to complete the instrument. The 

directions ensured participants of their anonymity instructed them to place themselves 

in the situation of evaluating an organization from which they may receive a job offer. 

They are told to assume that pay and geographic location are the same for all 

organizations and to make their evaluation of the organizations based on the 

information provided, even if they find the information to be incomplete. This mirrors 
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real-life decisions job seekers face in making decisions under conditions of imperfect 

information. 

Respondents considered the descriptions of the organizations, or conjoint 

profiles as described by the eight characteristics, one at a time and indicate their 

perceived fit on 11-point Likert-style scales. The purpose of using an 11-point scale is 

to elucidate subtle differences between the profiles and is in line with other conjoint 

studies (e.g., Shepherd, Ettenson, and Crouch 2000; Douglas and Shepherd 2002; 

Haynie, Shepherd, and McMullen 2009).  

Results 

The data in this study were multilevel in nature.  At one level, each participant 

evaluated 32 separate organizational profiles whereby the variables (ie., 

organizational attributes) that described these organizations was manipulated.  At the 

next level, the variables that characterized individual differences (ie., values and 

individual personality) were held constant for each respondent.  Given this nested 

multilevel data structure, I employed hierarchical linear modeling and the statistical 

software, HLM (Raudenbush, Bryk, and Congdon 2009; ) as my primary analytical 

approach.5

Hofmann 1997

 In this study, individual variables are predicted to “influence or be 

influenced by” organizational-level variables, making their relationship hierarchical 

in nature ( ). Since the personality and values attributes of individual 

participants were constant while the organizational attributes of the hypothetical 

profiles varied (ie., across the 32 opportunity profiles evaluated by each participant), 

                                                 
5 There are many statistical software programs that can be used. For instance, the “Mixed” procedure in 
recent versions of SPSS can be used to study multi-level problems (Heck, Thomas and Tabata, 2010). I ran 
the data in both programs to cross-check one another, and the parameter estimates provided were identical. 
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the hypotheses were modeled as cross-level interactions.  In other words, the nested 

nature of my data required that the hypotheses be analyzed as interactions between 

variables that were static (ie., person-level attributes) and those that could vary (ie., 

within-organization manipulations in the profiles).  As Hofmann, Morgeson, and 

Gerras (2003) highlight, HLM is particularly well suited for the evaluation of cross-

level interactions.     

Before I could analyze the data, it was necessary to prepare the data into a 

format that the statistical software could use and create an omnibus file. Each 

evaluation of perceived fit is considered a distinct “case” for the purposes of analysis. 

Because there were 32 profiles examined by each of 216 individuals, the data was 

originally contained in a data file that was 216 rows x 80 columns, representing the 

individual-level variables (ie., personality, values and control variables) and the 64 fit 

assessments (ie., 32 POF and 32 PJF) per row. As fit perceptions (ie., POF and PJF) 

are the dependent variables of interest in this study, the data was reorganized into a 

data file with 6912 rows x 37 columns, holding constant the individual-level variables 

for each of the 32 judgments of perceived fit. Figure 4, on the following page shows 

how the transformation of data appears in the SPSS data file.  

In the next sections, I follow the outline provided by Hofmann (1997) to 

describe the analysis of hierarchical data using a typical sequence of models that 

allows the sequential testing of the necessary conditions described above, as well as 

the hypotheses listed in Table 1.  
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In the top screen-shot – where the red lines indicate a cut picture to show a 
representative amount of the 80 colums – each row represents an individual 
respondent.  
 
In the bottom screen-shot, each row represents one conjoint profile, and 
because of the replicated design, each profile is shown twice. Note that while 
the POF and PJF values change, the “Person” value remains constant, 
representing the respondent, and the individual variables including control 
variables also remain constant as they don’t vary within-subject. Each 
“Person” is thus represented in 32 rows, leading to the 6912 (32 profiles,  
n=216) rows.  

 

Figure 4. Data Reorganization
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Step 1, One-Way ANOVA, POF. To analyze the main effects of organizational 

attributes on perceived person-organization and person-job fit, I first perform a one-

way ANOVA, whereby main effects are shown if there is systematic within- and 

between-subject variance in person-organization fit. Examination of the moderating 

relationship between the individual attributes and organization attributes as 

hypothesized (H1b-H5b, H5c) requires significant variance in the level-1 slope 

coefficient across groups and this variance has to be significantly related to the 

individual attributes.  

The first condition specifies systematic within- and between-subject variance 

in person-organization fit (POF). The very nature of this dataset implies that 

separating the variance in POF into its within- and between-group components is 

necessary. To separate the variance in HLM, the following set of equations is 

estimated:  

Level 1:  POFi = π0 + e 
Level 2:  π0 = β00 + r0 

 
Where: 

π0  = mean POF 

β00 = grand mean POF 

Variance (e) = σ2 = within-individual variance in POF 

Variance (r0) = τ00 

 

between-individual variance in POF 
 

In the Level-1 equation above, POF is regressed onto a constant unit vector which is 

implied when no predictors are specified. Since there are no additional predictors in 

the model, the π0 parameter will be equal to that group’s mean level of POF. The 

Level-2 model regresses each group’s mean POF onto a constant, meaning π0 is 
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regressed onto a unit vector resulting in a β00 parameter equal to the grand mean of 

POF (ie., the mean of the group means, π0).  

Although HLM does not provide a significance test for the within-subject 

variance (σ2), it does provide a significance test for the between-subject variance 

(τ00). In addition, the ratio of the between-subject variance to the total variance can be 

described as an intra-class correlation. In the model above, the total variance in POF 

has been decomposed into its within- and between-subject components: 

Variance(POF) = Variance (e+r0) = τ00 + σ2  (1) 

Therefore, an intra-class correlation (ρ) can be computed by investigating the 

following ratio:  

ρ= τ00 /( τ00 + σ2) (2) 

This intra-class correlation represents a ratio of the between-subject variance in POF 

to the total variance in POF; in other words, proportion of variance in fit attributions 

that was accounted for by different participants. In this one-way ANOVA model, τ00 

was 1.2367 and σ2 was 5.21937, thus in this case, ρ= 19.16%.  

 This one-way ANOVA model has therefore provided the following pieces of 

information regarding POF: The amount of variance residing both within- and 

between-subjects, and the intra-class correlation specifying the percentage of the total 

variance residing between subjects.  

Step 2, Random Coefficient Regression Model, POF. Once the one-way ANOVA has 

been completed and the degree of within- and between-subject variance in POF is 

determined, Hofmann (1997) suggests investigating whether there is significant 

variance in the intercepts and slopes across subjects. If there is significant variance 
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across subjects in the intercepts, this indicates initial support for main effects for the 

individual-level (ie., personality and values) variables – something that was not 

hypothesized and is not expected. If there is significant variance across subjects in the 

slopes, this provides preliminary support for the moderating hypotheses. This model 

also directly tests for main effects. The random coefficient regression model takes on 

the following form:  

Level 1:  POFi = π0 + π1(SIZE) + π2(AGE) + π3(BOYSCOUT) + π4(INNOVAT) 
+ π5(DOMIN) + π6(STYLE) + π7(DTR)  + e 
Level 2:  π0= β00 + r0 
 π1= β10 + r1 
 π2= β20 + r2 

 π3= β30 + r3 
 π4= β40 + r4 
 π5= β50 + r5 
 π6= β60 + r6 
 π7= β70 + r7 
 
Where: 

β00  =   mean of the intercepts across subjects 

β10, β20, β30, β40, β50, β60, β70 =   mean of the slopes across subjects (Test of main effects) 

Variance (e) = σ2 = Level-1 residual variance 

Variance (r0) = τ00 = variance in intercepts 

Variance (r1… r7) = τ11 τ77 =  variance in slopes 
 

Because, in this model, there are no level-2 predictors of any of the organizational 

variables (ie., π1 … π7) or the intercept (ie., π0), the level-2 regression equations are 

simply equal to intercept terms and residuals. In this form, the βi0 parameters 

represent the level-1 coefficients averaged across groups meaning they represent the 

pooled πi parameters. Similarly, given that all πi are regressed onto constants, the 
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variance of the level-2 residual terms (ie., r0 … r7) represent the between-subject 

variance in the level-1 parameters. 

HLM (Raudenbush, Bryk and Congdon, 2009) provides a t-test related to the 

βi0 parameters whereby a significant t-value indicates that the parameter departs 

significantly from zero. For example, the case of the β30 parameter, this t-test provides 

a direct test of whether Boyscout is significantly related to POF (ie., direct effect). 

Note that this test is actually assessing whether the pooled level-1 slope between 

Boyscout and POF differs significantly from zero. Thus, this test investigates whether, 

on average, the relationship between Boyscout and POF is significant.  

HLM also provides a chi-square test for the residual variances (ie., r0 … r7). 

These chi-square tests indicate whether the variance components differ significantly 

from zero and provide a direct test of whether there is significant variance in the 

level-1 intercept and slopes. The results of these tests are shown in Table 4, on the 

following page.  

As shown in Table 4, there is evidence that each organizational attribute 

except for Age, is significantly related to POF. Because the organizational attributes 

were coded as 0=High, 1=Low, negative βi0 coefficients must be interpreted with care. 

For instance, β30 = -2.3118 can be interpreted that, ceteris paribus at this stage of the 

model, without individual attributes included, a single unit change in Boyscout (ie., 

from High Boyscout to Low Boyscout) results in a 2.3118 drop in POF. Further 

discussion of these results will follow in the Discussion section, as examining the 

results in too much depth at this early stage of analysis could be misleading. 
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Estimation of fixed effects (with robust standard errors) 

Parameter Coefficient Standard Error T-ratio 
β00  5.9921*** 0.0803  74.607 
β10 (Size)  0.1799*** 0.0506    3.556 
β20 (Age)  0.0740 0.0395    1.873 
β30 (Boyscout) -2.3118*** 0.1270 -18.203 
β40 (Innovativeness) -0.5333*** 0.0450 -11.853 
β50 (Dominance) -0.3215*** 0.0408   -7.886 
β60 (Stylish) -0.6082*** 0.0419 -14.500 
β70 (DTR) -0.8689*** 0.0691 -12.571 

    * p≤ .05, ** p≤ .01, *** p≤ .001, Approx. df =215 
 

Estimation of variance components 

Residual Standard Deviation Variance 
Component 

Chi-square 

r0 1.1536 1.3307 4353.101*** 
r1 0.5296 0.2804   431.888*** 
r2 0.2636 0.0695   263.615* 
r3 1.7955 3.2237 2721.228*** 
r4 0.4083 0.1668   341.563*** 
r5 0.3347 0.1120   280.431** 
r6 0.4091 0.1674   296.766*** 
r7 0.8772 0.7695   805.895*** 

    * p≤ .05, ** p≤ .01, *** p≤ .001, df =215 
 

Table 4. Random Coefficient Regression Model Tests, POF 
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The chi-square tests showed significant variance in both the level-1 intercept 

and slopes for all residuals, meaning that the variance in the intercepts and slopes 

across subjects is in fact significantly different from zero. As mentioned above, this 

indicates initial support for both the existence of main and moderating effects of 

individual-level variables; in other words, these effects are not yet shown but are 

similarly not yet disproven – not surprising given that the individual-level variables 

are not yet included in the model.  

In addition to estimating the fixed (β’s) and random (r’s) effects, HLM also 

estimates the level-1 residual variance (ie., the variance in e or σ2). In the one-way 

ANOVA model, σ2 was equal to the within-subject variance in POF. Since the 

random regression model adds level-1 predictors, σ2 is now equal to the level-1 

residual variance. Comparing these two values of σ2 can, therefore, provide an 

estimate of the level-1 variance in POF accounted for by the organizational attributes. 

More specifically, one can obtain the R2 for POF6

R2 for level-1 model = (σ2
oneway ANOVA - σ

2
random regression)/ σ2

oneway ANOVA   

 by computing the following ratio:  

(3) 

The σ2 in the one-way ANOVA model was 5.2194 and the σ2 in the random 

regression model was 2.2124. This leaves us with an R2= 0.5761. This estimation of 

R2 comes from transferring the customary treatment of explained variance as in 

multiple linear regression. It treats proportional reductions in the estimated variance 

components as analogues of R2 values (Snijders and Boskers 1994). This ratio 

compares the amount of variance accounted for by the organizational attributes in the 

numerator to the total within-subject variance in POF in the denominator. Thus, this 

                                                 
6 This measure of R2 is also called a pseudo-R2. An alternative way to estimate a pseudo-R2 is also found in 
Snijders and Bosker (1994) 
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ratio represents the percentage of the level-1 variance in POF accounted for by 

organizational attributes. 

Step 3, Intercepts-As-Outcomes Model, POF. Since there was significant variance in 

the intercept term, the intercepts as outcomes model assesses whether this variance is 

significantly related to the individual attributes of respondents. Thus, this model 

directly tests whether the variance in the intercept is significantly predicted by 

individual attributes. As mentioned when building the random coefficient regression 

model, I did not hypothesize nor do I expect the variance in the intercept to be 

significantly predicted by the individual attributes. The intercepts-as-outcomes model 

takes the following form:  

Level 1:  POFi = π0 + π1(SIZE) + π2(AGE) + π3(BOYSCOUT) + π4(INNOVAT) + 
π5(DOMIN) + π6(STYLE) + π7(DTR)  + e 

Level 2:  π0= β00 + β01(BFI_AGR)  + β02(BFI_OPE) + β03(TRADMAT) + 
β04(TRADPM) + r0 

  π1= β10 + r1 
  π2= β20 + r2 

π3= β30 + r3 
π4= β40 + r4 
π5= β50 + r5 
π6= β60 + r6 
π7= β70 + r7 

 

Where: 

β00  = Level-2 intercept 

β01, β02, β03, β04 = Level-2 slopes 

β10, β20, β30, β40, β50, β60, β70 = mean (pooled) slopes 

Variance (e) = σ2 = Level-1 residual variance 

Variance (r0) = τ00 = variance in intercepts 

Variance (r1… r7) = τ11…τ77 = variance in slopes 
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This model is similar to the random regression model discussed above, with the 

addition of individual level variables (ie., Traditional Materialist, Traditional 

Postmaterialist, and the BFI measures of Agreeableness, and Openness) as level-2 

predictors of π0. Therefore, the t-test associated with the β0j parameters provides a 

direct test that a significant relationship exists between individual attributes and POF 

after controlling for organizational level attributes. For instance, the parameter β01 

tests the relationship between agreeableness and POF after controlling for 

organizational attributes. As shown in Table 5, below, there is no support for main 

effects between individual attributes and POF, as none of the individual variables 

parameters had a significant T-ratio.  

Given that the level-2 equation for π0 now includes predictors, the variance in 

the r0 parameter (ie., τ00) represents the residual variance in π0 across subjects. If the 

chi-square test for this parameter is significant, it indicates that there remains 

systematic level-2 variance that could be modeled by additional level-2 predictors. All 

other parameters take on the same meaning as they did under the estimation of the 

random regression model, that is, a significant chi-square value for r1... r7 indicates 

significant variance in the level-1 slope. 
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Estimation of fixed effects (with robust standard errors) 

Parameter Coefficient Standard Error T-ratio 
β00  5.9921*** 0.0804 74.539 
β01 (Agreeableness) 0.1209 0.1438 60.843 
β02 (Openness) 0.0086 0.1356 60.063 
β03 (Traditional Materialist) 0.1457 0.1652 60.882 
β04 (Traditional Postmaterialist) 0.0462 0.1897 60.244 
* p≤ .05, ** p≤ .01, *** p≤ .001, Approx. df =211 
 

Estimation of variance components 

Residual Standard 
Deviation 

Variance Component Chi-square 

r0 1.1643 1.3557 4361.164*** 
r1 0.5296 0.2804 6431.899*** 
r2 0.2639 0.0696 6263.622* 
r3 1.7955 3.2237 2721.295*** 
r4 0.4084 0.1668 6341.571*** 
r5 0.3349 0.1122 6280.437** 
r6 0.4090 0.1673 6296.773*** 
r7 0.8772 0.7694 6805.915*** 
* p≤ .05, ** p≤ .01, *** p≤ .001, df =215, except r0, df=211 

Table 5. Intercepts-As-Outcomes Model Tests, POF 

Step 4, Slopes-As-Outcomes Model, POF. Since there was significant variance in the 

Level-1 slope as shown in the previous model, the next step is to examine whether the 

variance in the slope across subjects is significantly related to the individual attributes 

examined. Therefore, this model provides a direct test of the necessary precondition 

for moderating relationships, that is, that variance in the slope is significantly 

predicted by individual attributes; this also serves as a test of H1b-H4b, and H5c.   

The slopes-as-outcomes model takes the following form:  
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Level 1:  POFi = π0 + π1(SIZE) + π2(AGE) + π3(BOYSCOUT) + π4(INNOVAT) + 
π5(DOMIN) + π6(STYLE) + π7(DTR)  + e 

Level 2:  π0= β00 + β01(BFI_OPE) + β02(BFI_AGR)  + β03(TRADMAT) + 
β04(TRADPM) + r0 

  π1= β10 + r1 
  π2= β20 + r2 

π3= β30 + β31(TRADMAT) + β32(TRADPM) + r3 
π4= β40 + β41(BFI_OPE) + r4 
π5= β50 + β51(TRADMAT) + β52(TRADPM) + r5 
π6= β60 + β61(TRADMAT) + β62(TRADPM) + r6 
π7= β70 + β71(BFI_AGR) + r7 

 

Where: 

β00  = Level-2 intercept 

β01, β02, β03, β04 = Level-2 slope  

β10, β20, β30, β40, β50, β60, β70 = Level-2 intercepts 

β31, β32, β41, β51, β52, β61, β62, 

 

= Level-2 slopes (Test of interaction effects) 

Variance (e) = σ2 = Level- 1 residual variance 

Variance (r0) = τ00 = residual intercept variance 

Variance (r1… r7) = τ11…τ77 =  residual slope variance 
 

The differences between this model and the intercepts-as-outcomes model above are 

that individual variables (ie., Traditional Materialism, Traditional Postmaterialism, 

Openness and Agreeableness) are now included as predictors of the πij parameters and 

as a result, the ri variance is now the residual variance in the πij parameters across 

subjects instead of the total variance across subjects. Once again, if the chi-square test 

associated with this parameter variance is significant, it indicates that there remains 

systematic variance in the πij parameters that could be modeled by additional level-2 

predictors. In addition, the t-tests associated with the β31… β71 parameters provide a 

direct test of Hypotheses H1b-4b and 5c. These hypotheses represent cross-level 
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moderators or cross-level interactions because an individual level variable is 

hypothesized to moderate the relationship between two organizational-level variables 

(ie., POF and an organizational attribute).  

 As shown in Table 6, on the following page, the chi-square test associated 

with the residual variance parameters is significant for all parameters. This indicates 

that the relationships proposed in this model are not sufficient to account for all 

variance. This is not a surprise, and it was neither my ambition nor intention to fully 

model all variables that could have an impact on POF, but rather to examine specific 

hypothesized relationships. 

 The values for β31… β71 indicate partial support for the hypothesized 

moderating relationships. To better understand the relationships uncovered, it is 

instructive to plot the significant interactions.  
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Estimation of fixed effects (with robust standard errors) 

Parameter Coefficient Standard 
Error 

T-ratio Approx 
d.f. 

β00  5.9921*** 0.0804 74.573 211 
β10 (Size) 0.1799*** 0.0506 3.556 215 
β20 (Age) 0.0740 0.0395 1.873 215 
β30 (Boyscout) -2.3118*** 0.1261 -18.328 213 
β40 (Innovativeness) -0.5333*** 0.0444 -12.013 214 
β50 (Dominance) -0.3215*** 0.0408 -7.943 213 
β60 (Stylish) -0.6082*** 0.0419 -14.500 213 
β70 (DTR) -0.8689*** 0.0684 -12.705 214 
β31 (Boyscout X TRADMAT) 0.0677 0.2763 0.245 213 
β32 (Boyscout X TRADPM) -0.4619 0.3242 -1.425 213 
β41 (Innovativeness X Openness) -0.2186** 0.0794 -2.753 214 
β51 (Dominance X TRADMAT) -0.1991* 0.0961 -2.072 213 
β51 (Dominance X TRADPM) -0.0560 0.0823 -0.680 213 
β61 (Stylish X TRADMAT) -0.0331 0.0836 -0.396 213 
β61 (Stylish X TRADPM) -0.0484 0.0880 -0.550 213 
β71 (DTR X Agreeablenesss) -0.1476 0.1003 -1.472 214 
* p≤ .05, ** p≤ .01, *** p≤ .001 
  

Estimation of variance components 

Residual Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component 

Chi-square d.f. 

r0 1.1642 1.3553 4358.087*** 211 
r1 0.5295 0.2804 431.981*** 215 
r2 0.2625 0.0689 263.671* 215 
r3 1.7906 3.2064 2684.592*** 213 
r4 0.3946 0.1557 330.106*** 214 
r5 0.3367 0.1133 275.884** 213 
r6 0.4067 0.1654 295.627*** 213 
r7 0.8732 0.7624 797.546*** 214 

* p≤ .05, ** p≤ .01, *** p≤ .001 

Table 6. Slopes-As-Outcomes Model Tests, POF 
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Figure 5. Innovation X Openness  



76 
 

 

 

Figure 6 – Dominance X Materialism 
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The cross-level interaction shown in Figure 5 represents how the within-

subject relationship between Innovation and POF changes as a function of an 

individual’s level of Openness to Experience. Similarly, Figure 6 represents how the 

within-subject relationship between Dominance and POF changes as a function of an 

individual’s level of Materialism and Postmaterialism. 

 Hypothesis 1b predicted that Postmaterialism would moderate the relationship 

between an organization’s attribution as Boyscout and perceived Person-Organization 

fit. The results of the models described above revealed that the interaction was not 

significant (β31 = -0.068, p= .807; β32 = -0.462, p= .156), thus Hypothesis 1b was not 

supported.  

  Hypothesis 2b predicted that Openness to Experience would moderate the 

relationship between an organization’s attribution as Innovative and perceived 

Person-Organization fit. The results of the models described above showed a 

significant cross-level interaction (β41 = -0.219, p< .05) and the plot in Figure 5 shows 

that this interaction is as predicted whereby individuals high in Openness to 

Experience perceived greater levels of fit with organizations considered Innovative 

than did those individuals low in Openness to Experience. Therefore, Hypothesis 2b 

was supported.  

Hypothesis 3b predicted that Materialism would moderate the relationship 

between an organization’s attribution as Stylish and perceived Person-Organization 

fit. The results of the models described above revealed that the interaction was not 

significant (β61 = -0.033, p= .692; β62 = -0.048, p= .583), thus Hypothesis 3b was not 

supported. 
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Hypothesis 4b predicted that Materialism would moderate the relationship 

between an organization’s attribution as Dominant and perceived Person-Organization 

fit. The results of the models described above showed a significant cross-level 

interaction for Traditional Materialism (β51 = -0.199, p< .05) and no significant cross-

level interaction for Traditional Postmaterialism (β52 = -0.056, p= .497). The plot in 

Figure 6 shows that this interaction is as predicted whereby Traditional Materialists 

perceived greater levels of fit with organizations considered Dominant than did 

Traditional Postmaterialists. Therefore, Hypothesis 4b was supported.  

Hypothesis 5c predicted that Agreeableness would moderate the relationship 

between an organization’s characteristic of having Defined Tasks and Roles and 

perceived Person-Organization fit. The results of the models described above revealed 

that the interaction was not significant (β71 = -0.148, p= .142), thus Hypothesis 5c was 

not supported. 

As with the one-way ANOVA model, it is worthwhile to calculate an intra-

class correlation (i.e., equations [1] and [2]). In the slopes-as-outcomes model, τ00 was 

1.35534 and σ2 was 2.21190, thus in this case, ρ=0.3799, meaning that over one-third 

of variance in the model is explained between-subjects.  

Though an R2 value is not a suitable measure of variance explained for this 

model, because there is not a single level-2 error term in this model, to understand the 

percentage of variance accounted for by each source of variance, calculating the 

omega-square (ω2) statistical index is appropriate (Hortin and Sheriff 1981): 

Viewed either as a proportion of variance in Y accounted for by X or as 
a relative reduction of uncertainty, this index, ω2, can assume values 
ranging from zero to unity... When ω2 is 1.0, this tells us that the 
independent variable lets us know the dependent variable exactly. On 
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the other hand, when ω2 is zero, the knowledge of the independent 
variable does not reduce in any way our uncertainty about the 
dependent variable. In general, we will say that the higher the value of 
ω2, the greater the practical significance for the association of X and Y.  
-- McNamara, 1978: 50-51 as quoted in (Hortin & Sheriff, 1981: 228) 
 

The American Psychological Association (APA) Task Force on Statistical 

Inference urged researchers to pay much less attention to accept–reject decisions such 

as significance, and to focus more on measures of effect size such as omega-squared, 

stating that “reporting and interpreting effect sizes . . . is essential to good research” 

(Wilkinson and The Task Force on Statistical Inference 1999, 599); further, 

significance levels do not reflect the magnitude of an effect or the strength of a 

relationship. By examining the ω2 values, effect size is presented alongside the 

traditional significance levels.  

Although two or more organizational attributes may significantly affect an 

individual’s perception of fit, it is unlikely that those characteristics will be of equal 

importance. Therefore, omega squared was used to assess the relative importance of 

the organizational attributes for each individual. Reporting the ω2 is common in 

conjoint studies (eg., Shepherd and Zacharakis 1999; Leslie, Ettenson, and Cumsille 

2000; Shepherd, Ettenson, and Crouch 2000) as a way to assess the relative 

importance of the variables under study – in this case, the relative salience of 

organizational personality attributes for individual’s assessment of fit.  

Hays (1973) suggested calculating ω2 by using the following 

formula:  

ω2 = 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵−(𝑘𝑘−1)𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆𝑊𝑊𝐵𝐵
𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇+ 𝑀𝑀𝑆𝑆𝑊𝑊𝐵𝐵

 (5) 
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where SSBG is the sum of squares between groups, k is the number of levels of the 

independent variable, MSWG is the mean square within groups, and SSTOTAL is the 

total sum of squares. Neither the HLM program nor the Mixed Model function of 

SPSS displays the values for the sum of squares, therefore I use McNamara’s (1971: 

51) alternate version to estimate ω2: 

est. ω2 = (𝑘𝑘−1)∙𝐹𝐹−(𝑘𝑘−1)
(𝑘𝑘−1)∙𝐹𝐹+(𝑁𝑁−𝑘𝑘)+1 (6) 

where F is the numerical value for the ANOVA test, N is the total number of 

individuals in the sample, and k is the number of levels of the independent variable. 

For each independent variable, there are 2 levels and N=6912, representing the 6912 

decisions made, nested in the 216 respondents. Estimated omega square levels are 

shown in Table 7, below:  

Variable k F N ω2 
Size 2 0016.286 6912 0.002207 
Age 2 0002.757 6912 0.000254 
Boyscout 2 2651.928 6912 0.277209 
Innovativeness 2 0149.385 6912 0.021017 
Dominance 2 0052.162 6912 0.007348 
Stylish 2 0185.853 6912 0.026047 
DTR 2 0384.526 6912 0.052570 

Table 7 – Omega Square (Ω²) for Person-Organization Fit Variables  

 On average, the most important organizational attributes for individuals in 

their assessment of person-organization fit is that an organization is considered to be 

Boyscout (ω2 =0.28), has defined tasks and roles (ω2 = 0.05) and is considered Stylish 

(ω2 = 0.03). Relatively speaking, when assessing person-organization fit, individuals 

place considerably higher importance on an organization’s personality characteristic 
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of Boyscout than they do on any other characteristic as it accounts for over a quarter of 

variance in person-organization fit perceptions. 

A similar four-model approach was used to examine the data with respect to person-job 

fit (PJF) as described below. The error terms have the same meanings as in the models outline 

above.  

Step 1, One-Way ANOVA, PJF. As with the earlier examination of person-organization fit, 

here, the first condition specifies systematic within- and between- individual variance in 

person-job fit (PJF). To separate the variance, the following set of equations is estimated:  

Level 1:  PJFi = π0 + e 
Level 2:  π0 = β00 + r0 

 

In this model, the intra-class correlation represents a ratio of the between-individual 

variance in PJF to the total variance in PJF; in other words, proportion of variance in fit 

attributions that was accounted for by different participants. In this one-way ANOVA model, 

τ00 was 1.35461 and σ2 was 5.10218, thus in this case, ρ= 20.98%.  

Step 2, Random Coefficient Regression Model, PJF. The random coefficient model which 

directly tests for main effects takes on a nearly identical form when examining PJF as when 

examining POF as only the dependent variable has changed.   

Level 1:  PJFi = π0 + π1(SIZE) + π2(AGE) + π3(BOYSCOUT) + π4(INNOVAT) + 
π5(DOMIN) + π6(STYLE) + π7(DTR)  + e 
Level 2:  π0= β00 + r0 
 π1= β10 + r1 
 π2= β20 + r2 

 π3= β30 + r3 
 π4= β40 + r4 
 π5= β50 + r5 
 π6= β60 + r6 
 π7= β70 + r7 
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Estimation of fixed effects (with robust standard errors) 

Parameter Coefficient Standard Error T-ratio 
β00 05.8910*** 0.084 70.527 
β10 (Size) 00.2471*** 0.051 04.860 
β20 (Age) 00.0446 0.040 01.109 
β30 (Boyscout)  -2.0983*** 0.112 -18.660 
β40 (Innovativeness)  -0.5893*** 0.042 -13.901 
β50 (Dominance)  -0.3629*** 0.041 0-8.927 
β60 (Stylish)  -0.7156*** 0.046 -15.602 
β70 (DTR)  -1.0543*** 0.071 -14.841 
* p≤ .05, ** p≤ .01, *** p≤ .001, Approx. df =215 

Estimation of variance components 

Residual Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component 

Chi-square 

r0 1.1999 1.4398 4383.050*** 
r1 0.5135 0.2637 0405.792*** 
r2 0.2531 0.0640 0254.019* 
r3 1.5644 2.4472 1986.034*** 
r4 0.3264 0.1066 0282.199** 
r5 0.3411 0.1164 0259.527* 
r6 0.4638 0.2151 0330.409*** 
r7 0.8997 0.8094 0792.491*** 

* p≤ .05, ** p≤ .01, *** p≤ .001, df =215 

Table 8 – Random Coefficient Regression Model Tests, PJF 

As shown in Table 8, as with POF, there is evidence that each organizational 

attribute except for Age, is significantly related to PJF. The chi-square tests showed 

significant variance in both the level-1 intercept and slopes for all residuals. Again, 

this indicates initial support for both the existence of main and moderating effects of 

individual-level variables.  

Using equation (3) to calculate the R2 for this model, the σ2 in the one-way 

ANOVA model was 5.10218 and the σ2 in the random regression model was 2.37658.  

R2 for level-1 model = (σ2
oneway ANOVA - σ

2
random regression)/ σ2

oneway ANOVA   (3) 
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This leaves us with an R2= 0.5342. Again, this value represents that over 53% of the 

level-1 variance in PJF is accounted for by organizational attributes. 

Step 3, Intercepts-As-Outcomes Model, PJF. As above, since there was significant 

variance in the intercept term, the intercepts as outcomes model assesses whether this 

variance is significantly related to the individual attributes of group members. Similar 

to the analysis of POF, I did not hypothesize nor do I expect the variance in the 

intercept to be significantly predicted by the individual attributes. The intercepts-as-

outcomes model takes the following form:  

Level 1:  PJFi = π0 + π1(SIZE) + π2(AGE) + π3(BOYSCOUT) + π4(INNOVAT) + 
π5(DOMIN) + π6(STYLE) + π7(DTR)  + e 

Level 2:  π0= β00 + β01(BFI_OPE) + r0 
  π1= β10 + r1 
  π2= β20 + r2 

π3= β30 + r3 
π4= β40 + r4 
π5= β50 + r5 
π6= β60 + r6 
π7= β70 + r7 

 

Since the only moderating hypothesis related to PJF is between the organizational 

attribute of Defined Tasks and Roles and Openness to Experience, this model adds 

only the individual level variable of Openness to Experience as a level-2 predictor of 

π0. Therefore, the t-test associated with the β01 parameter provides a direct test that a 

significant relationship exists between Openness to Experience and PJF after 

controlling for organizational level attributes. As shown in Table 9, below, there is no 

support for main effects between individual attributes and PJF, as the parameter for 

Openness to Experience did not have a significant T-ratio.  
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Given that the level-2 equation for π0 now includes the individual predictor, 

the variance in the r0 parameter (ie., τ00) represents the residual variance in π0 across 

individuals. If the chi-square test for this parameter is significant, it indicates that 

there remains systematic level-2 variance that could be modeled by additional level-2 

predictors. All other parameters take on the same meaning as they did under the 

estimation of the random regression model, that is, a significant chi-square value for 

r1... r7 indicates significant variance in the level-1 slope. 

Estimation of fixed effects (with robust standard errors) 

Parameter Coefficient Standard Error T-ratio 
β00 05.8910*** 0.0831 070.923 
β01 (Agreeableness) -0.1805 0.1504 0 -1.200 
* p≤ .05, ** p≤ .01, *** p≤ .001, Approx. df =214 

Estimation of variance components 

Residual Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component 

Chi-square 

r0 1.1952 1.4285 4334.254*** 
r1 0.5135 0.2637 0405.786*** 
r2 0.2530 0.0640 0254.016* 
r3 1.5644 2.4472 1986.004*** 
r4 0.3263 0.1065 0282.195** 
r5 0.3417 0.1168 0259.523* 
r6 0.4634 0.2147 0330.404*** 
r7 0.8997 0.8095 0792.480*** 

* p≤ .05, ** p≤ .01, *** p≤ .001, df =215, except r0, df=214 

Table 9 – Intercepts-As-Outcomes Model Tests, PJF 
 
Step 4, Slopes-As-Outcomes Model, PJF. As with my examination of POF, there was 

significant variance in the Level-1 slope, thus the next step is to examine whether the 

variance in the slope across individuals is significantly related to the individual 

attributes examined. This will serve as a test of H5b.   

The slopes-as-outcomes model for person-job fit takes the following form:  
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Level 1:  PJFi = π0 + π1(SIZE) + π2(AGE) + π3(BOYSCOUT) + π4(INNOVAT) 
+ π5(DOMIN) + π6(STYLE) + π7(DTR)  + e 
Level 2:  π0= β00 + β01(BFI_OPE) + r0 

  π1= β10 + r1 
  π2= β20 + r2 

π3= β30 + r3 
π4= β40 + r4 
π5= β50 + r5 
π6= β60 + r6 
π7= β70 + β71(BFI_OPE) + r7 

 

Again, if the chi-square test associated with this parameter variance is significant, it 

indicates that there remains systematic variance in the π7 parameter that could be 

modeled by additional level-2 predictors. The t-test associated with the β71 parameters 

provides a direct test of the PJF cross-level moderation Hypothesis 5b. 

 As shown in Table 10, below, the chi-square test associated with the residual 

variance parameters is significant for all parameters. This indicates that the 

relationships proposed in this model are not sufficient to account for all variance and 

again is not surprising given my intentions in conducting this study. The value for β71 

indicates no support for the hypothesized moderating relationship between an 

individual’s Openness to Experience and an organization’s level of Defined Roles and 

Tasks in the context of person-job fit.  

Hypothesis 5b predicted that Openness to Experience would moderate the 

relationship between an organization’s characteristic of having Defined Tasks and 

Roles and perceived Person-Job fit. The results of the models described above 

revealed that the interaction was not significant (β71 = -0.1835, p= .116), thus 

Hypothesis 5b was not supported.  
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Estimation of fixed effects (with robust standard errors) 

Parameter Coefficient Standard Error T-ratio Approx d.f. 
β00  05.8910*** 0.0831  70.879 214 
β10 (Size) 00.2471*** 0.0508  04.860 215 
β20 (Age) 00.0446 0.0402 0 1.109 215 
β30 (Boyscout)  -2.0983*** 0.1125 -18.660 215 
β40 (Innovativeness)  -0.5893*** 0.0424 -13.901 215 
β50 (Dominance)  -0.3629*** 0.0407   -8.927 215 
β60 (Stylish)  -0.7156*** 0.0459 -15.602 215 
β70 (DTR)  -1.0543 0.0712 -14.809 214 
β71 (DTR X Openness) 00.1835 0.1162  01.579 214 
* p≤ .05, ** p≤ .01, *** p≤ .001 

Estimation of variance components 

Residual Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component 

Chi-square d.f. 

r0 1.1960 1.4305 4341.270*** 214 
r1 0.5136 0.2638 405.949*** 215 
r2 0.2533 0.0641 254.117* 215 
r3 1.5644 2.4474 1986.801*** 215 
r4 0.3264 0.1066 282.308** 215 
r5 0.3434 0.1179 259.627* 215 
r6 0.4647 0.2160 330.537*** 215 
r7 0.9049 0.8189 796.220*** 214 
* p≤ .05, ** p≤ .01, *** p≤ .001 

Table 10 – Slopes-As-Outcomes Model Tests, PJF 

As with the examination of POF, calculating an intra-class correlation here is 

worthwhile. In the slopes-as-outcomes model, τ00 was 1.43046 and σ2 was 2.37566, 

thus in this case, ρ=0.3758 meaning that nearly 38% variance in the model is 

explained between-individuals. In this slopes-as-outcomes model, it would be 

possible to calculate an R2 as described by Hofmann (1997), but since the relationship 

was not significant, this calculation would not be relevant.   

 As with my analysis of person-organization fit, I have calculated estimated 

omega square levels for the organizational personality attributes as they impact 

individuals’ perceptions of person-job fit; these are shown in Table 11.  
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Variable k F N ω2 
Size 2 30.921 6912 0.004310 
Age 2 1.008 6912 0.000000 
Boyscout 2 2230.434 6912 0.243882 
Innovativeness 2 175.902 6912 0.024680 
Dominance 2 66.711 6912 0.009417 
Stylish 2 259.417 6912 0.036039 
DTR 2 552.870 6912 0.073939 
 

Table 11 – Omega Square (Ω²) for Person-Job Fit Variables 

 Compared to person-organization fit assessment, defined tasks and roles are 

more salient in assessing person-job fit, however, as with the POF analysis, the most 

important organizational attributes for individuals in their assessment of person-job fit 

is that an organization is considered to be Boyscout (ω2 =0.24), followed by the 

presence of defined tasks and roles (ω2 = 0.07) and that it is considered Stylish (ω2 = 

0.04).  
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CHAPTER 4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The research I conducted in this dissertation develops and tests a model of 

organization personality in a recruitment context, specifically as it relates to the 

organization personality trait impressions as signaled by organizational size and age. 

Previous research had informed that signals are sent by organizations in the 

recruitment process, and two research questions framed the present research: what are 

these signals? and what might their impact on the recruitment process be?  

I set out to examine these research questions and developed two overarching 

propositions and a set of hypotheses to test key relationships to gain insight into 

potential answers to these research questions. The first proposition was that “Key 

organizational attributes will be perceived differentially based solely on the explicitly 

defined attributes of age and size.” The “a” hypotheses were developed with this 

proposition in mind and I found that for the key organizational attributes in question 

in this study, organization personality, they were indeed perceived differently based 

solely on the explicitly defined attributes of age and size. Specifically, small and new 

organizations were perceived to be higher than large and established organizations in 

the organization personality attributes of Boyscout, Innovativeness, and Style. 

Conversely, large and established organizations were perceived to be more Dominant 

and have more Defined Tasks and Roles than small and new organizations. These 

results were all consistent with the “a” hypotheses, and the results suggest that job 

seekers do make differential personality trait inferences based solely on 

organizational age and size. 
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While the “a” hypotheses presented may seem relatively intuitive, it is 

important to understand the differences in organizational trait inferences based on size 

and age as these differences can profoundly impact the recruitment process (Slaughter 

et al. 2004; Anderson, Haar, and Gibb 2010). From a practitioner’s perspective, 

understanding how one’s firm is perceived allows one to manage one’s firm’s image 

during the recruitment process, possibly by highlighting perceptions that are positive, 

or working to change incorrect perceptions.  

Individuals generally perceive greater fit with organizations perceived to be 

high in Boyscout, Innovativeness, Dominance and Style (Slaughter et al. 2004) and 

extant research indicates that individual personality differences moderate the 

relationship between organization personality type and perceived fit and organization 

attraction for job seekers (Slaughter et al. 2004; Slaughter and Greguras 2009); initial 

evidence supports that Conscientiousness moderates the effect of Boyscout, 

Innovativeness, and Thrift, while Extraversion and Agreeableness also moderate the 

effect of Thrift (Slaughter and Greguras 2009). This line of research is promising, but 

not rich; replication is the key to scientific advancement (Hubbard, Vetter, and Little 

1998; Hunter 2001; Tsang and Kwan 1999). It is with this in mind that in the second 

part of this study I examined the moderating effects of individual personality and 

values on perceived fit and investigate the direct effects and the relative salience of 

organization personality dimensions on perceived fit.  

 I was able to replicate Slaughter et al.’s (2004) findings that individuals 

perceived greater fit with organizations high in Boyscout, Innovativeness, Dominance 

and Style. Extending this line of research, I examined the relative salience of each 
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organization personality dimension as well as the extent to which tasks and roles were 

clearly defined. With respect to perceived fit, both POF and PJF, Boyscout was the 

single most salient characteristic accounting for more variance than all other 

examined characteristics combined. This finding suggests that organizations who are 

perceived to be Boyscout may have a significant edge at least in the initial stages of 

the recruitment process. For instance, organizations demonstrating work/life balance 

policies and benefits may be considered higher Boyscout than those not 

demonstrating such benefits and recent research has suggested that certain work/life 

benefits have a positive impact in a recruitment context (Thompson and Aspinwall 

2009). Combining this finding with the earlier personality trait inferences, small and 

new organizations are perceived to be attentive to people, personal and friendly to a 

greater degree than are large and established firms. This suggests that perhaps small 

size and young age are not necessarily liabilities in a recruitment context.  

The extent to which roles and tasks were defined was the second most 

important attribute in predicting perceived fit for job seekers. This finding is 

especially relevant for small and new ventures, as small and new ventures tend to 

have greater role ambiguity and defined tasks associated with jobs (May 1997; 

Levesque 2001), and  are less likely to have defined human resource management 

processes (Hanks et al. 1993), including job analysis and job description that facilitate 

task and role definition. That job seekers seem to prefer structured jobs suggests that 

small and new ventures may benefit from HR outsourcing and the use of professional 

employer organizations (Klaas 2003; Klaas, McClendon, and Gainey 2000). 
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Another important contribution I make with this study is extending Slaughter 

and colleagues’ (Slaughter and Greguras 2009; Slaughter et al. 2004) research on 

organization personality and the interaction effects individual personality dimensions 

have in the recruitment process. In this research, Materialism moderated the 

relationship between an organization being considered Dominant and perceived POF, 

and Openness moderated the relationship between an organization being considered 

Innovative and perceived POF. Though the other hypothesized interactions were not 

significant, continuing this line of research has the potential to further inform both 

academics and practitioners in this area.  

Limitations 

The method I have chosen in this research has the potential to expose job 

seekers’ perceptions of fit in a new light; however it shares some limitations with 

most judgment-based management research. Most of the limitations involve 

challenges to the replicability or external validity of “cost-free” experiments such as 

the one in this study; there is no emotional “cost” to these attributions of fit and the 

subsequent job search activities individuals may be predicted to make based on them. 

However, there is evidence that even in the most artificial situations, conjoint 

analyses significantly reflect the decision policies actually used by individuals 

(Brown 1972; Hammond and Adelman 1976).  Although it can be argued that this 

task does not realistically capture the manner in which job seekers consider various 

information sources to assess perceived fit because the respondents were not actually 

seeking employment opportunities and the organizations they were rating were 

created specifically for the experiment, this exercise mimics the approach many first-
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time job seekers take in apply for a job. Many job seekers, particularly first time job 

seekers who lack the skills and experience that would allow them the luxury of 

selectively choosing among employers, “cast a wide net” during the initial phases of 

the job search process. During this initial phase, job seekers likely have relatively 

limited information about the companies they are applying to work for. Detailed 

information about specific companies is often not gathered until the pool has been 

narrowed down considerably and job-seekers are examining one or two options 

(Thornbury 2006). 

Another criticism common with much judgment-based research is that 

respondents do not consider all of the information presented – if respondents find 

there to be too much information, they may make fit attributions based on some form 

of categorizing the variables or focusing on certain attributes and ignoring others. By 

limiting the number of attributes examined to seven at two levels each, I addressed 

this concern, however in doing so, I also limited my analysis from examining other 

variables or the impact that including more levels may have on individuals’ 

perceptions of fit. 

 Judgment-based research often faces criticism that respondents could attach 

importance to decision criteria simply because they were included in the experiment. 

This is a possibility, however, the purpose of this research was to examine the 

importance of the organizational attributes in the study relative to one another. 

Therefore, it is quite likely that an organization being considered Boyscout is not the 

most important attribute in assessing potential fit that a job seeker would consider. 

However, determining the single most important attribute of the hundreds that a job 
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seeker might conceivably consider was not my aim in conducting this study. The 

purpose of this study was to examine some of the signals sent by an organization 

based on size and age, and the impact of those signals.  

Another limitation of my study was my sample. The fact that the sample was 

undergraduate students was not in and of itself problematic; since over 90% of the 

participants were job seekers, this sample was of high fidelity and representative of 

job seekers, especially those seeking entry-level positions. However, this sample was 

not representative of all job seekers. Replicating this study using individuals seeking 

positions requiring more education or work experience, such as management and 

upper-management positions would be of value.   

It is both a limitation and strength of the current study that the organizations 

presented to respondents were generic and limited in description only to size and age.  

By limiting the descriptions, the genuineness of the organizations portrayed may be 

reduced. However, by presenting generic organizations, no effect of any specific 

company’s reputation is able to bias the results. This extends the generalizability of 

the findings in this paper to organizations that are not well known to potential 

applicants, which is likely the case for many small and new businesses; an applicant’s 

first impression may be the organization’s size and age, and this study shows that this 

first impression may be strong. Previous research shows that actions once the 

recruitment process has begun have little impact on job seekers’ perceptions of firms 

(Powell and Goulet 1996; Turban 2001), thus managing perceptions at the outset is 

integral to recruitment success for firms of all sizes.  
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Directions for Future Study 

 In this study, I examined organization personality traits as they are 

differentially inferred and as they relate to perceived fit in a recruitment context. This 

research represents a small, but important step toward more in-depth understanding of 

the impact organizational personality trait inferences can have in the recruitment 

process.  

The benefit of using conjoint methodology is that the fit perceptions can be 

decomposed based on respondents considering all attributes simultaneously. Future 

research examining other relevant organizational attributes in a recruitment context 

would benefit from the use of conjoint methodology, taking advantage of being able 

to examine several attributes as opposed to two or three as in many policy-capturing 

studies performed in recruitment and HRM research (e.g., Kristof-Brown, Jansen, and 

Colbert 2002). The use of conjoint methodology to examine several attributes meets 

the call for multi-attribute utility research in HRM (Roth and Bobko 1997) allowing 

researchers to examine more attributes at the same time.  

 As discussed in the limitations section, replicating this study using job seekers 

at different career levels would be instructive, as would a replication in other national 

cultural contexts. The results of this study cannot be assumed to apply to a non-US 

sample, and as such conducting a similar study using an international sample would 

be informative and valuable.  

Conclusions 

The research I conducted makes a significant and important contribution to the 

literature and is also informative for practitioners. With this research, I have begun to 
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provide insight as to what about an organization differentially appeals to job seekers 

and have expanded organization personality research into a new context.  

 In conducting this research, I have heeded the repeated calls for integration of 

HRM and entrepreneurship research (e.g., Hornsby and Kuratko 1990; Baron 2003; 

Mayson and Barrett 2006; Tansky and Heneman 2003; Heneman, Tansky, and Camp 

2000) as well as integration of recruitment and consumer behavior research (e.g., 

Hanigan 1994; Breaugh 1992). Clearly, more research remains to be done, however I 

feel confident that the contributions made through this research are a valuable step in 

the right direction. 



96 
 

REFERENCES CITED 

Aaker, J. L. 1997. Dimensions of brand personality. Journal of Marketing Research 
34:347-356. 

Al-Hindawe, Jayne. 2009. Considerations when constructing a semantic differential 
scale. In LaTrobe Papers in Linguistics. 

Aldrich, Howard. 1999. Organizations Evolving. London, England: Sage Publications. 

Anderson, Marc H., Jarrod M.  Haar, and Jenny L. Gibb. 2010. Personality trait 
inferences about organizations and organizational attraction: an organizational-
level analysis based on a multi-cultural sample. Journal of Management & 
Organization 16 (1):140-150. 

Backes-Gellner, Uschi, and Arndt Werner. 2007. Entrepreneurial Signaling via 
Education: A Success Factor in Innovative Start-Ups. Small Business Economics 
29 (1):173-190. 

Barber, Alison, E. , Michael J. Wesson, Quinetta Roberson, M., and M. Susan Taylor. 
1999. A Tale of Two Job Markets: Organizational Size and its Effects on Hiring 
Practices and Job Search Behavior. Personnel Psychology 52 (4):841-867. 

Barber, Alison, E., and M. V. Roehling. 1993. Job postings and the decision to interview. 
Journal of Applied Psychology 78:845-856. 

Barney, J. 1991. Firm Resources and Sustainable Competitive Advantage. Journal of 
Management 17 (1):99-120. 

Barney, J. 1996. The resource-based theory of the firm. Organization Science 7 (5):469. 

Barney, J. 2001. Is the Resource-based View a Useful Perspective for Strategic 
Management Reseach? Yes. Academy of Management Review 26 (1):41-56. 

Barney, J. B., and P. W. Wright. 1998. On becoming a strategic partner: The role of 
human resources in gaining competitive advantage. Human Resource 
Management 37 (1):31-46. 

Baron, Robert A. 2003. Human resource management and entrepreneurship: some 
reciprocal benefits of closer links. Human Resource Management Review 13 
(2):253-256. 

Baron, Robert A., and Gideon D. Markman. 2000. Beyond social capital: How social 
skills can enhance entrepreneurs' success. Academy of Management Executive 14 
(1):106-116. 



97 
 

Barrett, Rowena, and Susan Mayson. 2006. Exploring the Intersection of HRM and 
Entrepreneurship. Guest Editors' Introduction to the Special Edition on HRM and 
Entrepreneurship. Human Resource Management Review 16 (4):443-446. 

Barrick, M. R., M. K. Mount, and Timothy A. Judge. 2001. Personality and performance 
at the beginning of the new millennium: What do we know and where do we go 
next? Personality and Performance 9 (1/2):9-30. 

Baum, J. R., Edwin A. Locke, and K. G. Smith. 2001. A multidimensional model of 
venture growth. Academy of Management Journal 44 (2):292-303. 

Benet-Martinez, V, and O. P John. 1998. Los Cinco Grandes across cultures and ethnic 
groups: Multitrait-multimethod analyses of the Big Five in Spanish and English. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 75:729-750. 

Bernardi, Richard A. 1994. Validating Research Results when Cronbach's Alpha is 
Below .70: A Methodological Procedure. Educational and Psychological 
Measurement 54 (3):766-775. 

Borgman, Ronal G. 1973. Winning the Recruiting Battle in Small Business. Journal of 
Small Business Management 11 (3):22-26. 

Boudreau, J. W., W. R. Boswell, T. A Judge, and Robert D. Bretz, Jr. 2001. Personality 
and cognitive ability as predictors of job search among employed managers. 
Personnel Psychology 54 (1):25-50. 

Bovey, Wayne H, and Andy Hede. 2001. Resistance to organizational change: the role of 
cognition and affective processes. Leadership & Organization Development 22 
(8):372-382. 

Breaugh, James A. 1992. Recruitment: Science and Practice. Boston: PWS-Kent 
Publishing. 

Breaugh, James A. , and Mary Starke. 2000. Research on Employee Recruitment: So 
Many Studies, So Many Remaining Questions. Journal of Management 26 
(3):405-434. 

Bretz, Robert D., Jr., and Timothy A. Judge. 1994. The Role of Human Resource 
Systems in Job Applicant Decision Processes. Journal of Management 20 
(3):531-551. 

Brock, D, and L Slusky. 1994. Attitudes toward computers: Construct validation and 
relations to computer use. Journal of Organizational Behavior 15 (1):17-36. 

Brown, T. R. 1972. A comparison of judgmental policy equations obtained from human 
judges under natural and contrived conditions. Mathematics Bioscience 15 
(2):205-230. 



98 
 

Brüderl, Josef, Peter Preisendörfer, and Rolf Ziegler. 1992. Survial Chances of Newly 
Founded Business Organizations. American Sociological Review 57 (2):227-242. 

Business Wire. 2006. Hyrian OnDemand Reveals Five Big Ways Small Businesses Can 
Compete with Fortune 500 to Recruit Top Talent. 

Cable, Daniel M., and D. Scott DeRue. 2002. The Convergent and Discriminant Validity 
of Subjective Fit Perceptions. Journal of Applied Psychology 87 (5):875-884. 

Cable, Daniel M., and T. A Judge. 1996. Person-organization fit, job choice decisions, 
and organizational entry. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 
Processes 67 (3):294-311. 

Cable, Daniel M., and Daniel B. Turban. 2001. Establishing the dimensions, sources and 
value of job seekers' employer knowledge during recruitment. In Research in 
personnel and human resource management, edited by G. R. Ferris. New York: 
Elsevier Science. 

Calder, Bobby J, Lynn W  Phillips, and Alice M Tybout. 1982. The Concept of External 
Validity. Journal of Consumer Research 9 (3):240-244. 

Cardon, Melissa S., and Christopher E. Stevens. 2004. Managing human resources in 
small organizations: What do we know? Human Resource Management Review 
14 (3):295-323. 

Carless, Sally A. 2005. Person-job fit versus person-organization fit as predictors of 
organizational attraction and job acceptance intentions: A longitudinal study. 
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology 78:411-429. 

Chambers, Elizabeth G, Mark Foulon, Helen Handfield-Jones, Steven M. Hankin, and 
Edward G Michaels, III. 1998. The War For Talent. The McKinsey Quarterly 
(3):44-57. 

Chen, Ming-Jer, and Donald C. Hambrick. 1995. Speed, Stealth, and Selective Attack: 
How Small Firms Differ from Large Firms in Competitive Behavior Academy of 
Management Journal 38 (2):453-482. 

Child, John. 1973. Predicting and Understanding Organizational Structure. 
Administrative Science Quarterly 18 (2):168-185. 

Choi, Young Rok, and Dean A. Shepherd. 2004. Entrepreneurs’ Decisions to Exploit 
Opportunities. Journal of Management 30 (3):377-395. 

Coff, Russell W. 1997. Human Assets and Management Dilemmas: Coping with Hazards 
on the Road to Resource-based Theory. Academy of Management Review 22 
(2):374-402. 



99 
 

Cohen, J. 1983. The Cost of Dichotomization. Applied Psychological Measurement 7 
(2):249-253. 

Collins, Christopher, J. 2007. The Interactive Effects of Recruitment Practices and 
Product Awareness. Journal of Applied Psychology 92 (1):180-190. 

Collins, Christopher, J, and Cynthia K. Stevens. 2002. The Relationship Between Early 
Recruitment-Related Activities and the Application Decisions of New Labor-
Market Entrants: A Brand Equity Approach. Journal of Applied Psychology 87 
(6):1121-1133. 

Conner, Kathleen R. 1991. A Historical Comparison of Resource-Based Theory and Five 
Schools of Thought Within Industrial Organization Economics: Do We Have a 
New Theory of the Firm? Journal of Management 17 (1):121-154. 

Copeland, Ronald M., Arthur J. Francia, and Robert H. Strawser. 1973. Students as 
Subjects in Behavioral Business Research. Accounting Review 48 (2):365-372. 

Costa, P., Jr., and R. R. McCrae. 1992. The revised NEO personality inventory (NEO-PI-
R) and NEO Five-Factor inventory (NEO-FFI) professional manual. Odessa, FL: 
Psychological Assessment Resources. 

Cunningham, Christopher J. L. 2009. Keeping Work in Perspective: Work-Nonwork 
Considerations and Applicant Decision Making. Employee Responsibilities and 
Rights Journal 21 (1):89-113. 

DeVellis, R. F. 1991. Scale Development. Newbury Park, NJ: Sage Publications. 

Digman, J. M. 1997. Higher-order factors of the Big Five. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology 73 (6):1246-1256. 

Douglas, Evan J, and Dean A. Shepherd. 2002. Self-Employment as a Career Choice: 
Attitudes, Entrepreneurial Intentions, and Utility Maximization. Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice 26 (3):81-90. 

Edwards, J. R. 1991. Person-job fit: A conceptual integration, literature review and 
methodological critique. In International Review of Industrial/Organizational 
Psychology. London, England: Wiley. 

Edwards, J. R., and R. V. Harrison. 1993. Job demands and worker health: Three-
dimensional reexamination of the relationship between P-E fit and strain. Journal 
of Applied Psychology 78:628-648. 

Edwards, Jeffrey R, Daniel M. Cable, Ian O Williamson, Lisa Schurer Lambert, and 
Abbie J Shipp. 2006. The Phenomenology of Fit: Linking the Person and 
Environment to the Subjective Experience of Person-Environment Fit. Journal of 
Applied Psychology 91 (4):802-827. 



100 
 

Erhart, Karen Holcombe. 2006. Job Characteristic Beliefs and Personality as Antecedents 
of Subjective Person-Job Fit. Journal of Business and Psychology 21 (2):193-226. 

Feather, N. T. 1995. Values, valences, and choice: The influences of values on the 
perceived attractiveness and choice of alternatives. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology 68 (6):1135-1151. 

Friborg, Oddgeir, Monica Martinussen, and Jan H. Rosenvinge. 2006. Likert-based vs. 
semantic differential-based scoring of positive psychological constructs: A 
psychometric comparison of two versions of a scale measuring resilience. 
Personality and Individual Differences 40:873-884. 

Funder, David C. 2001. Personality. Annual Review of Psychology 52 (1):197-221. 

Gatewood, Robert D., Mary A. Gowan, and Gary J.  Lautenschlager. 1993. Corporate 
Image, Recruitment Image, and Initial Job Choice Decisions. Academy of 
Management Journal 36 (2):414-427. 

Giacalone, Robert A., and Dafna Eylon. 2000. The Development of New Paradigm 
Values, Thinkers, and Business. American Behavioral Scientist 43 (8):1217-1230. 

Giacalone, Robert A., and Carole L. Jurkiewicz. 2005. The interaction of materialist and 
postmaterialist values in predicting dimensions of personal and social identity. 
Human Relations 57 (11):1379-1405. 

Gilbert, Brett Anitra, Patricia P. McDougall, and David B. Audretsch. 2006. New 
Venture Growth: A Review and Extension. Journal of Management 32 (6):926-
950. 

Gillen, Marion, Susan Kools, Cade McCall, Juliann Sum, and Kelli Moulden. 2004. 
Construction managers' perceptions of construction safety practices in small and 
large firms: A qualitative investigation. Work 23 (3):233-243. 

Goldberg, L. R. 1990. An alternative "description of personality": the Big-Five factor 
structure. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 59 (6):1216-1229. 

Green, Paul E., and V. Srinivasan. 1978. Conjoint Analysis in Consumer Research: Issues 
and Outlook. Journal of Consumer Research 5:103-123. 

Green, Paul E., and V. Srinivasan. 1990. Conjoint Analysis in Marketing: New 
Developments with Implications for Research and Practice. Journal of Marketing 
24 (4):3-19. 

Greenhaus, Jeffrey H., T. Sugalski, and G. Crispin. 1978. Relationships between 
perceptiosn of organizational size and the organization job process. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior 13 (1):113-125. 



101 
 

Gupta, Udayan, and Jeffrey A. Tannenbaum. 1989. Labor Shortages Force Changes at 
Small Firms. Wall Street Journal, May 22, B1-B2. 

Gustafsson, Anders, Andreas Herrman, and Frank Huber. 2001. Conjoint Analysis as an 
Instrument of Market Research Practice. In Conjoint Measurement: Methods and 
Applications, edited by A. Gustafsson, A. Herrman and F. Huber. Berlin, 
Germany: Springer. 

Hahn, G, and S. S. Shapiro. 1966. A Cataolog and Computer Program for the Design and 
Analysis of Orthogonal Symmetric and Assymetric Fractional Factorial 
Experiments. Schenectady, NY: General Electric Research and Development 
Center. 

Hammond, K. R., and L. Adelman. 1976. Science, values and human judgment. Science 
194 (4263):389-397. 

Hanigan, Maury. 1994. Recruiting graduates? Get a marketing plan. Advertising Age 65 
(12):24. 

Hanks, Steven H., Collin J. Watson, Erik Jansen, and Gaylen N. Chandler. 1993. 
Tightening the Life-Cycle Construct: A Taxonomic Study of Growth Stage 
Configurations in High-Technology Organizations. Entrepreneurship: Theory & 
Practice (Winter):5-29. 

Harkness, Allan R., Auke Tellegen, and Niels Waller. 1995. Differential Convergence of 
Self-Report and Informant Data for Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire 
Traits: Implications for the Construct of Negative Emotionality Journal of 
Personality Assessment 64 (1):185-204. 

Harold, C. M., and B. C. Holtz. 2007. Examining the Influence of Corporate Vision 
Statements on Organization Attraction. In 22nd Annual Conference for Industrial 
Organizational Psychology. New York, NY. 

Harold, C. M., R. E. Ployhart, Z. J. Steiner, and D. A. Kotheimer. 2007. Determinants of 
job seeker organization attraction: The relative importance of person-job, 
organization, and group fit. In 22nd Annual Conference for Industrial 
Organizational Psychology. New York, NY. 

Harold, C. M., and Jerel E. Slaughter. 2007. Organizational Personality Perceptions and 
Attraction: The Role of PO Fit and Recruitment Information. In 67th Annual 
Conference of the Academy of Management. Philadelphia, PA. 

Hausdorf, P. A., and D.  Duncan. 2004. Firm Size and Internet Recruiting in Canada: A 
Preliminary Investigation. Journal of Small Business Management 42 (3):325-
334. 



102 
 

Haynie, J. Michael, Dean A. Shepherd, and Jeffrey S. McMullen. 2009. An Opportunity 
for Me? The Role of Resources in Opportunity Evaluation Decisions. Journal of 
Management Studies 46 (3):337-361. 

Hays, William. 1973. Statistics. New York, NY: Holt, Rinehart & Winston. 

Heck, Ronald H., Scott L. Thomas, and Lynn N. Tabata. 2010. Multilevel and 
Longitudinal Modeling with IBM SPSS. Edited by G. A. Marcoulides, 
Quantitative Methodology Series. New York: Rutledge. 

Heneman, Robert L., Judith W. Tansky, and S. Michael Camp. 2000. Human Resource 
Management Practices in Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises: Unanswered 
Questions and Future Research Perspectives. Entrepreneurship: Theory and 
Practice (Fall):11-26. 

Highhouse, Scott, and J. R. Hoffman. 2001. Organizational attraction and job choice. In 
International review of industrial and organizational psychology, edited by C. L. 
Cooper and I. T. Robertson. Chichester, England: John Wiley and Sons. 

Hofmann, David A. 1997. An Overview of the Logic and Rationale of Hierarchical 
Linear Models. Journal of Management 23 (6):723-744. 

Hofmann, David A, F. P. Morgeson, and S. J. Gerras. 2003. Climate as a moderator of 
the relationship between Leader-Member Exchange and content specific 
citizenship: Safety climate as an exemplar. Journal of Applied Psychology 88 
(1):170-178. 

Holland, J. L. 1977. The vocational preference inventory. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting 
Psychologists Press. 

Holland, J. L. 1985. Making vocational choices: A theory of careers. 2nd ed. Englewood 
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Hornsby, Jeffrey, S., and Donald F. Kuratko. 1990. Human Resource Management in 
Small Business: Critical Issues for the 1990s. Journal of Small Business 
Management 28 (3):9-18. 

Hortin, John A, and Dennis E Sheriff. 1981. Research in AVCR: A Critical Review. 
Educational Technology Research and Development 29 (4):227-230. 

Hubbard, R., D. E. Vetter, and E. L. Little. 1998. Replication in strategic management: 
Scientific testing for validity, generalizability, and usefulness. Strategic 
Management Journal 19 (3):243-254. 

Hunter, John E. 2001. The desperate need for replications. Journal of Consumer 
Research 28 (1):149-158. 



103 
 

Inglehart, Ronald. 1977. The silent revolution: Changing values and political styles 
among western publics. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Inglehart, Ronald. 2000. Globalization and Postmodern Values. The Washington 
Quarterly 23 (1):215-228. 

Jack, Sarah, Jeff Hyman, and Fraser Osborne. 2006. Small entrepreneurial ventures 
culture, change and the impact on HRM: A critical review. Human Resource 
Management Review 16 (4):456-466. 

John, O. P. 1990. The "big five" factor taxonomy: Dimensions of personality in the 
natural language and in questionnaires. In Handbook of Personality Theory and 
Research, edited by L. A. Pervin. New York, NY: Gilford Press. 

John, O. P, E. M. Donahue, and R. L Kentle. 1991. The Big Five Inventory -- Versions 4a 
and 54. University of California, Berkely, Institute of Personality and Social 
Research. 

John, O. P., and S. Srivastava. 1999. The Big-Five Trait Taxonomy: History, 
Measurement, and Theoretical Perspectives. In Handbook of personality: Theory 
and research, edited by L. A. Pervin and O. P. John. New York, NY: Guilford. 

John, Oliver P., Laura P. Naumann, and Christopher Soto, J. 2008. Paradigm Shift to the 
Integrative Big Five Trait Taxonomy: History, Measurement and Conceptual 
Issues. In Handbook of personality: Theory and research, edited by O. P. John, R. 
W. Robins and L. A. Pervin. New York, NY: Guilford Press. 

Judge, Timothy A., and J. E. Bono. 2000. Five-factor model of personality and 
transformational leadership. Journal of Applied Psychology 85 (5):751-765. 

Kasser, Tim. 2002. The High Price of Materialism. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press. 

Kent, Raymond. 2001. Data Construction and Data Analysis for Survey Research. New 
York: Palgrave. 

Kirzner, Israel M. 1973. Competition & Entrepreneurship. Chicago, IL: The University 
of Chicago Press. 

Klaas, B. S., J. McClendon, and T. W Gainey. 2000. Managing HR in the Small and 
Medium Enterprise: The Impact of Professional Employer Organizations. 
Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice 25 (1):107-124. 

Klaas, Brian S. 2003. Professional Employer Organizations and Their Role in Small and 
Medium Enterprises: The Impact of HR Outsourcing. Entrepreneurship: Theory 
and Practice 28 (1):43-61. 



104 
 

Kristof-Brown, Amy L. 2000. Perceived Applicant Fit: Distinguishing Between 
Recruiters' Perceptions of Person-Job and Person-Organization Fit. Personnel 
Psychology 53:643-671. 

Kristof-Brown, Amy L., Karen J. Jansen, and Amy E. Colbert. 2002. A Policy-Capturing 
Study of the Simultaneous Effects of Fit With Jobs, Groups, and Organizations. 
Journal of Applied Psychology 87 (5):985-993. 

Kristof, Amy L. 1996. Person-Organization Fit: An Integrative Review of its 
Conceptualizations, Measurement and Implications. Personnel Psychology 49:1-
49. 

Lee, R. R. 1971. Dialect perception: A critical review and re-evaluation. Quarterly 
Journal of Speech 59 (3):337-342. 

LePine, J. A., J. A. Colquitt, and A Erez. 2000. Adaptability to changing task contexts: 
Effects of general cognitive ability, conscientiousness and openness to 
experience. Personnel Psychology 53 (3):563-593. 

Leslie, Leigh A., Richard Ettenson, and Patricio Cumsille. 2000. Selecting a Child Care 
Center: What Really Matters to Parents? Child & Youth Care Forum 29 (5):299-
322. 

Levesque, Laurie, L. 2001. Role Creation Processes in Start-Up Firms, Graduate School 
of Industrial Administration, Carnegie Mellon University, Pittsburgh, PA. 

Lievens, Filip, Christoph Decaesteker, Pol Coetsier, and Jo Geirnaert. 2001. 
Organizational Attractiveness for Prospective Applicants: A Person-Organization 
Fit Perspective. Applied Psychology: An International Review 50 (1):30-51. 

Lievens, Filip, and Scott Highhouse. 2003. The relation of instrumental and symbolic 
attributes to a company's attractiveness as an employer. Personnel Psychology 56 
(1):75-102. 

Lievens, Filip, Greet Van Hoye, and Bert Schreurs. 2005. Examining the relationship 
between employer knowledge dimensions and organizational attractiveness: An 
application in a military context. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 
Psychology 78:553-572. 

Lippman, S. A., and J. J. McCall. 1976. Job Search in a Dynamic Economy. Journal of 
Economic Theory 12:365-390. 

Locke, Edwin A. 1976. The nature and causes of job satisfaction. In Handbook of 
industrial and organizational psychology, edited by M. Dunnette. Chicago, IL: 
Rand McNally. 



105 
 

Lohrke, Franz T., Betsy Bugg Holloway, and Thomas W. Wooley. 2010. Conjoint 
Analysis in Entrepreneurship Research: A Review and Research Agenda. 
Organizational Research Methods 13 (1):16-30. 

Lumpkin, G. T, and Gregory G. Dess. 2001. Linking Two Dimensions of Entrepreneurial 
Orientation to Firm Performance: The Moderating Role of Environment and 
Industry Life Cycle. Journal of Business Venturing 16 (5):429-451. 

MacCallum, Robert C., Shaobo Zhang, Kristopher J. Preacher, and Derek D. Rucker. 
2002. On the Practice of Dichotomization of Quantitative Variables. 
Psychological Methods 7 (1):19-40. 

Maoz, Eyal, and Alice M Tybout. 2002. The Moderating Role of Involvement and 
Differentiation in the Evaluation of Brand Extensions. Journal of Consumer 
Psychology 12 (2):119-131. 

May, Karen E. 1997. Work in the 21st Century: Understanding the Needs of Small 
Businesses. The Industrial and Organizational Psychologist 35 (1):94-97. 

Mayson, Susan, and Rowena Barrett. 2006. The ‘science’ and ‘practice’ of HRM in small 
firms. Human Resource Management Review 16 (4):447-455. 

McCrae, R. R., and P. T. Costa, Jr. 1999. A five-factor thoery of personality. In 
Handbook of Personality: Theory and Research, edited by L. A. Pervin and O. P. 
John. New York, NY: Guilford. 

McNemar, Q. 1946. Opinion-Attitude Methodolgy. Psychological Bulletin 43 (4):289-
374. 

Mehta, Stephanie N. 1996. Worker Shortages Continue to Worry About a Quarter of 
Small Businesses. The Wall Street Journal, June 27, B2. 

Miller, Laurence. 2003. Personalities at Work: Understanding and Managing Human 
Nature on the Job. Public Personnel Management 32 (3):419-434. 

Mitchell, Terence R., Brooks C. Holtom, Thomas W. Lee, Chris J. Sablynski, and Miriam 
Erez. 2001. Why People Stay: Using Job Embeddedness to Predict Voluntary 
Turnover. Academy of Management Journal 44 (6):1102-1121. 

Mount, M. K., and M. R. Barrick. 1995. The big five personality dimensions: 
Implications for research and practice in human resource management. In 
Research in Personnel and Human Resource Management, edited by G. R. Ferris. 
Oxford, England: JAI Press/Elsevier Science. 

Mount, M. K., M. R. Barrick, and G. L. Stewart. 1998. Five-factor model of personality 
and performance in jobs involving interpersonal interactions. Human 
Performance 11 (2/3):145-165. 



106 
 

Moy, Jane W. , and Kim F. Lam. 2004. Selection Criteria and the Impact of Personality 
on Getting Hired. Personnel Review 33 (5):521-535. 

Moynihan, Donald P., and Sanjay K. Pandey. 2008. The Ties that Bind: Social Networks, 
Person-Organization Value Fit, and Turnover Intention. Journal of Public 
Administration Research and Theory 18 (2):205-227. 

Muchinsky, P. M., and C. J. Monahan. 1987. What is person-environment congruence? 
Supplementary versus complementary models of fit. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior 31:268-277. 

Nunnally, J. C. 1978. Psychometric Theory. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Ollala, Marta Fossas. 1999. The Resource-Based Theory and Human Resources. 
International Advances in Economic Research 5 (1):84-92. 

Osgood, C. E., G. J Suci, and P. H. Tannenbaum. 1957. The measurement of meaning. 
Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press. 

Perreault, William D., Jr. 1975. Controlling Order-Effect Bias. The Public Opinion 
Quarterly 39 (4):544-551. 

Perrewé, Pamela L., and Paul E. Spector. 2002. Personality Research in the 
Organizational Sciences. In Research in Personnel and Human Resources 
Management, edited by G. Ferris and J. J. Martocchio. Amsterdam, The 
Netherlands: JAI Press. 

Peterson, R. A. 1994. A meta-analysis of Cronbach's coefficient alpha. Journal of 
Consumer Research 21 (2):381-391. 

Pfeffer, Jeffrey, and John K. Veiga. 1999. Putting people first for organizational sucess. 
Academy of Management Executive 13 (2):37-48. 

Ployhart, R. E. 2006. Staffing in the 21st Century: New Chllenges and Strategic 
Opportunities. Journal of Management 32 (6):868-897. 

Powell, G. N., and L. R. Goulet. 1996. Recruiters' and Applicants' Reactions to Campus 
Interviews and Employment Decisions. Academy of Management Journal 39 
(6):1619-1640. 

Hierarchical Linear and Nonlinear Modeling. HLM for Windows (Version 6.08). 
Scientific Software International, Inc. 

Ray, Paul H. 1997. The emerging culture. American Demographics 19 (2):28-34, 56. 

Rentsch, Joan R., and Alicia H. McEwan. 2002. Comparing Personality Characteristics, 
Values and Goals as Antecedents of Organizational Attractiveness. International 
Journal of Selection and Assessment 10 (3):225-234. 



107 
 

Rokeach, M. 1973. The Nature of Human Values. New York, NY: Free Press. 

Roth, Philip R., and Philip Bobko. 1997. A Research Agenda for Multi-Attribute Utility 
Analysis in Human Resource Management. Human Resource Management 
Review 7 (3):341-368. 

Ryff, Carol D., and Burton Singer. 2002. From Social Structure to Biology: Integrative 
Science in Pursuit of Huamn Health and Well-Being. In Handbook of Positive 
Psychology, edited by C. R. Snyder and S. J. Lopez. New York: Oxford 
University Press. 

Rynes, S. L., and Alison Barber, E. 1990. Applicant attraction strategies: An 
organizational perspective. Academy of Management Review 15:286-310. 

Rynes, Sara L., Robert D. Bretz, Jr., and Barry Gerhart. 1991. The Importance of 
Recruitment in Job Choice: A Different Way of Looking. Personnel Psychology 
44 (3):487-521. 

Rynes, Sara L., and Daniel M. Cable. 2003. Recruitment Research in the Twenty-First 
Century. In Handbook of Psychology, edited by W. C. Borman, D. R. Ilgen and R. 
J. Klimoski. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley and Sons. 

Rynes, Sara L., Herbert G. Heneman, III, and Donald P. Schwab. 1980. Individual 
Reactions to Organizational Recruiting: A Review. Personnel Psychology 33 
(3):529-542. 

Rynes, Sara L., and Howard E. Miller. 1983. Recruiter and Job Influences on Candidates 
for Employment. Journal of Applied Psychology 68 (1):147-154. 

Salop, Joanne, and Steven Salop. 1976. Self-Selection and Turnover in the Labor Market. 
The Quarterly Journal of Economics 90 (4):619-627. 

Sattler, Henrik, and Susanne Hensel-Börner. 2001. A Comparison of Conjoint 
Measurement with Self-Explicated Approaches. In Conjoint Measurement: 
Methods and Applications, edited by A. Gustafsson, A. Herrman and F. Huber. 
Berlin, Germany: Springer-Verlag. 

Schjoedt, Leon. 2007. Entrepreneurial Job Characteristics: An Examination of Their 
Effect on Entrepreneurial Satisfaction. Entrepreneurship: Theory & Practice 
Under Review. 

Schneider, Benjamin, Harold W. Goldstein, and D. Brent Smith. 1995. The ASA 
Framework: An Update. Personnel Psychology 48:747-773. 

Schumpeter, J. A. 1934. The theory of economic development. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press. 



108 
 

Schwartz, Shalom H. 1994. Are there Universal Aspects in the Structure and Contents of 
Human Values? Journal of Social Issues 50:19-45. 

Schwartz, Shalom H. 1999. A Theory of Cultural Values and Some Implications for 
Work. Applied Psychology: An International Review 48:23-47. 

Shane, Scott, and S. Venkataraman. 2000. The Promise of Entrepreneurship as a Field of 
Research. Academy of Management Review 25 (1):217-226. 

Shepherd, Dean A., Richard Ettenson, and Andrew Crouch. 2000. New Venture Strategy 
and Profitability: A Venture Capitalist's Assessment. Journal of Business 
Venturing 15:449-467. 

Shepherd, Dean A., and Johan Wiklund. 2009. Are We Comparing Apples with Apples 
or Apples with Oranges? Appropriateness of Knowledge Accumulation across 
Growth Studies. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 33 (1):105-123. 

Shepherd, Dean A., and Andrew Zacharakis. 1999. Conjoint analysis: a new 
methodological approach for researching the decision policies of venture 
capitalists. Venture Capital 1 (3):197-217. 

Short, Jeremy, Alexander McKelvie, David J. Ketchen, Jr., and Gaylen N. Chandler. 
2009. Firm and industry effects on firm performance: A generalization and 
extension for new ventures. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal 3 (1):47-65. 

Simmons, Sid, and Mark Esser. 2001. Developing Business Solutions from Conjoint 
Analysis. In Conjoint Analysis: Methods and Applications, edited by A. 
Gustafsson, A. Herrman and F. Huber. Berlin, Germany: Springer-Verlag. 

Slaughter, Jerel E., and Gary J. Greguras. 2009. Initial Attraction to Organizations: The 
influence of trait inferences. International Journal of Selection and Assessment 17 
(1):1-18. 

Slaughter, Jerel E., Erin M. Richard, and James H. Martin. 2006. Comparing the Efficacy 
of Policy-Capturing Weights and Direct Estimates for Predicting Job Choice. 
Organizational Research Methods 9 (3):285-314. 

Slaughter, Jerel E., Michael Zickar, J., Scott Highhouse, and David C. Mohr. 2004. 
Personality Trait Inferences About Organizations: Development of a Measure and 
Assessment of Construct Validity. Journal of Applied Psychology 89 (1):85-103. 

Smith, D. B., Paul J. Hanges, and M. W. Dickson. 2001. Personnel selection and the five-
factor model: reexamining the effects of applicant's frame of reference. Journal of 
Applied Psychology 86 (2):304-315. 

Snijders, Tom A. B., and Roel J Boskers. 1994. Modeled Variance in Two-Level Models. 
Sociological Methods and Research 22 (3):342-363. 



109 
 

Solberg, Emily G., Edward Diener, and Michael D. Robinson. 2003. Why are materialists 
less satisfied? In Psychology and Consumer Culture: The Struggle for a Good 
Life in a Materialistic World, edited by T. Kasser and A. D. Kanner. Washington, 
DC: American Psychological Association. 

Spence, Michael. 1973. Job Market Signaling. The Quarterly Journal of Economics 87 
(3):355-374. 

Spence, Michael. 2002. Signaling in Retrospect and the Informational Structure of 
Markets. The American Economic Review 92 (3):434-459. 

Tansky, Judith W., and Robert L. Heneman. 2003. Guest editors' note: Introduction to the 
special issue on human resource management in SMEs: A call for more research. 
Human Resource Management 42 (4):299-302. 

Thompson, Lori Foster, and Kimberly R. Aspinwall. 2009. The Recruitment Value of 
Work/Life Benefits. Personel Review 38 (2):195-210. 

Thornbury, Erin E. 2006. Determinants of Symbolic Inferences About Organizations 
Among Job Market Entrants, Graduate College, Bowling Green State University, 
Bowling Green, KY. 

Trank, Christine Quinn, Sara L. Rynes, and Robert D. Bretz, Jr. 2002. Attracting 
Applicants in the War for Talent: Differences in Work Preferences Among High 
Achievers. Journal of Business and Psychology 16 (3):331-345. 

Trump, Thomas M. 1991. Value Formation and Postmaterialism: Inglehart's Theory of 
Value Change Reconsidered. Comparative Political Studies 24 (3):365-390. 

Tsang, Eric W. K., and Kai-Man Kwan. 1999. Replication and Theory Development in 
Organizational Science: A Critical Realist Perspective. Academy of Management 
Review 24 (4):759-780. 

Turban, D. B. 2001. Organizational Attractiveness as an Employer on College Campuses: 
An Examination of the Applicant Population. Journal of Vocational Behavior 58 
(2):293-312. 

Turban, Daniel B., Allison R. Eyring, and James E. Campion. 1993. Job Attributes: 
Preferences Compared with Reasons Given for Accepting and Rejecting Job 
Offers. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology 66 (1):71-81. 

U.S. Small Business Administration. 2010. Frequently Asked Questions. 
http://app1.sba.gov/faqs/faqIndexAll.cfm?areaid=24. 

United States Department of Labor. 2010. Small Business in America. 
http://www.dol.gov/odep/pubs/ek00/small.htm. 

http://app1.sba.gov/faqs/faqIndexAll.cfm?areaid=24�
http://www.dol.gov/odep/pubs/ek00/small.htm�


110 
 

Van Boven, Leif, and Thomas Gilovich. 2003. To Do or to Have? That Is the Question. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 83 (6):1193-1202. 

Weinzimmer, Lawrence G. . 1997. Top Management Team Correlates of Organizational 
Growth in a Small Business Context: A Comparative Study. Journal of Small 
Business Management 35:1-10. 

Westerman, James W., and Linda A. Cyr. 2004. An Integrative Analysis of Person-
Organization Fit Theories. International Journal of Selection and Assessment 12 
(3):252-261. 

Wiener, Joash. 1988. Forms of Value Systems: A Focus on Organizational Effectiveness 
and Cultural Change and Maintenance. Academy of Management Review 13 
(4):534-545. 

Wilensky, Harold L. 2003. Postindustrialism and Postmaterialism? A Critical View of the 
"New Economy", the "Information Age", the "High Tech Society", and All That. 
Berlin, Germany: Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin für Sozialforschung (WZB). 

Wilkinson, L., and The Task Force on Statistical Inference. 1999. Statistical methods in 
psychology journals: Guidelines and explanations. American Psychologist 54 
(5):594-604. 

Williamson, Ian O. 2000. Employer Legitimacy and Recruitment Success in Small 
Businesses. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice (Fall):27-42. 

Wittink, Dick R., Joel Huber, Peter Zandan, and Richard M. Johnson. 1992. The Number 
of Levels Effect in Conjoint: Where Does it Come From, and Can it Be 
Eliminated? Paper read at Sawtooth Software Conference, at Sun Valley, ID. 

Wittink, Dick R., Lakshman Krishnamurthi, and David J. Reibstein. 1990. The effect of 
differences in the number of attribute levels on conjoint results. Marketing Letters 
1 (2):113-123. 

Wright, Patrick M, Benjamin Dunford, B, and Scott A Snell. 2001. Human resources and 
the resource-based view of the firm. Journal of Management 27 (6):701-721. 

Wright, Patrick M, G. C. McMahan, and A McWilliams. 1994. Human resources and 
sustained competitive advantage: A resource-based perspective. International 
Journal of Human Resource Management 5 (2):301-326. 

Zellars, K. L., and Pamela L. Perrewé. 2001. Affective persoanlity and the content of 
emotioanl social support: Coping in organizations. Journal of Applied Psychology 
86 (3):459-467. 

zu Knyphausen-Aufseß, Dodo, and Claus Vormann. 2009. Personnel selection criteria in 
IT ventures: A policy-capturing analysis. Zeitschrift für Betriebswirtschaft 79 
(2):213-234. 



APPENDIX A 

 Semantic differential scale 

Scale design7

You will be presented with a list of word pairs that could describe organizations. Please 
read each word pair and then give your reaction about which of the two words best 
describe your usual feelings, thoughts, or reactions to the organization in question. Don't 
worry if you can't exactly describe this organization. The objective of this survey is to 
indicate your general feelings about these organizations based only on the information 
provided and any inferences you might make based on that information. Again, there is 
no "right" answer. Just indicate whatever comes to mind first. For each word pair, select 
the space that best describes your reaction.  

 

Organization A was founded in 1966 and has over 2,000 
employees 

For the following word pairs, please check the space you feel best describes 
your reaction to Organization A 

Organization A is: 
 
Friendly        Cold 

Attentive towards people        Neglectful towards people 

Pleasant        Disagreeable 

Interesting        Dull 

Exciting        Boring 

Unique        Common 

Successful        Losing 

Popular        Unpopular 

Dominant        Inferior 

Low-Budget        Extravagent 

Low-Class        High-Class 

Simple        Complex 

Stylish        Out-Moded 

Fashionable        Unfashionable 

Hip        Uncontemporary 

 
                                                 
7 There are two semantic differential scales to be used – the second will be presented identically, however 
the organization to be described will be described as, “Organization B was founded last year and has fewer 
than 50 employees.” 
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Online version of Semantic Differential Scale 
The online version of the semantic differential scale is shown on the following page and 
involves users selecting a value between 1and 7 from a drop-down menu where one value 
above is labeled 1, and the other is labeled 7. Words were randomly chosen to appear at 
either value anchor (1 or 7) in order to minimize bias as described in the Methods section 
 

  
The online-administered version of the semantic differential appears as shown below, 
with the following direction at the top of each page: 
 
YOU WILL BE PRESENTED WITH SEVERAL DROP-DOWN LISTS OF WORD-PAIRS THAT 
COULD DESCRIBE ORGANIZATIONS. PLEASE READ EACH WORD PAIR AND THEN GIVE 
YOUR REACTION ABOUT WHICH OF THE TWO WORDS BEST DESCRIBE YOUR USUAL 
FEELINGS, THOUGHTS, OR REACTIONS TO THE ORGANIZATION IN QUESTION. 
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APPENDIX B  

Author-Created Measures 

Exposure to New Ventures 
 

 Yes No Not Sure 
I have worked for or currently am employed by an 
organization with fewer than 50 employees 

   

I have worked for or currently am employed by an 
organization that was founded less than 2 years before 
I joined that organization 

   

I have taken a class in entrepreneurship or small 
business management 

   

 

Exposure to Large, Established Ventures 
 

 Yes No Not Sure 
I have worked for or currently am employed by an 
organization with more than 1000 employees 

   

I have worked for or currently am employed by an 
organization that was founded more than 10 years 
before I joined that organization 

   

 

Defined Tasks and Roles 
 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Neither 
agree 

nor 
disagree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Strongly 
agree 

This organization has clearly defined 
roles for its employees 

     

If I were to work in this organization, 
my tasks would be clearly specified 

     

If I were to work in this organization, 
my role would be differentiated from 
the roles of my coworkers 
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APPENDIX C 

Conjoint Analysis Attributes 

The conjoint analysis cases are developed using the attribute/definition pairing shown below. An example case is given.  
 

Attribute Level Value Definition 

Size Small 0 Has fewer than 50 employees 
 Large 1 Has more than 1,000 employees 
Age Young 0 Was founded last year 
 Old 1 Was founded over 40 years ago 
Boyscout High 0 Has a reputation for treating their employees like family 
 Low 1 Has a reputation as an impersonal place to work 
Innovative High 0 Is considered a leader in their market when it comes to bringing forth new ideas 
 Low 1 Sticks to what they know best, aren’t known for bringing new ideas to the fore 
Dominance High 0 Is a leader in sales and market share in their industry 
 Low 1 Is neither at the top of their industry in terms of sales or market share 
Style High 0 Has the reputation as the “in” company 
 Low 1 Is not considered “in touch” with the current trends 
Defined 
Roles/Tasks 

High 0 The roles and responsibilities of workers are very clear and distinguished from those of other workers 
Low 1 Employees at this company can’t easily differentiate their tasks and responsibilities from those of their 

coworkers and there is ambiguity about which tasks fall to which worker 
 

Organization C (first row from Master Plan 5, below):  
• Has fewer than 50 employees 
• Was founded last year 
• Has a reputation for treating their employees like family 
• Is considered a leader in their market when it comes to bringing forth new ideas 
• Is a leader in sales and market share in their industry 
• Has the reputation as the “in” company 
• The roles and responsibilities of workers are very clear and distinguished from those of other workers 
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Design Index from Hahn and Shapiro (1966; plan 6b) 
Total 

Number 
of 

Variables 

Number of Variables at Number 
of Tests 
Required 

Are all main effects 
independent of 2-

factor interactions? 

Number of Independent 
2-factor Interactions 

Under Assumed Model 

Residual 
Degrees of 
Freedom 

Master 
Plan # 

Using Columns Number 
2 

Levels 
3 

Levels 
4 

Levels 
5 

Levels 

7 7 0 0 0 16 Yes 6 2 5 11, 12, 14, 15, 20, 24, 25 
 

Master Plan 5 from  Hahn and Shapiro (1966) 
Profiles 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 

           Size Age  BS IN     DOM    STY DTR 
C 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
D 0 1 1 2 3 0 1 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 
E 0 2 2 3 1 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 
F 0 3 3 1 2 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 
G 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 
H 1 1 0 3 2 1 1 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 
I 1 2 3 2 0 1 2 1 2 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 
J 1 3 2 0 3 1 1 2 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 
K 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 
L 2 1 3 0 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
M 2 2 0 1 3 2 2 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 
N 2 3 1 3 0 2 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 
O 3 0 3 3 3 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 
P 3 1 2 1 0 1 1 2 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 
Q 3 2 1 0 2 1 2 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 
R 3 3 0 2 1 1 1 0 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 

 
The first column (Profiles) has been added to correspond to the profiles used in this study. The highlighted columns correspond 
with those directed from Plan 6b (above) 
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