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Executive Summary 

Assuming that employee identity can support or even substitute monetary incentives, a few 

main questions arise for the employer (principal): How does employee identity emerge? What 

are the influencing factors (determinants) in the process of employee identity formation and 

how are the relationships between the single influencing factors shaped? To answer these 

questions, the formation process is analyzed from two perspectives. In the first part of this 

thesis, the theoretical framework is constructed to understand the employee’s identity 

formation and its influencing factors (determinants). In the second part, these determinants 

and their interdependencies are empirically examined. 

 

The concept of “employee identity” can be derived from the research field of “organizational 

identity” and Mead’s socio-psychological theory of human identity formation. Employee 

identity consists of three dimensions: i) continual development of identity, ii) identity 

components, and iii) identification. It is revealed that the main factors influencing the process 

of employee identity formation are organizational communication and culture, above all the 

cultural aspect of recognition in an organization. Recognition is relevant on two levels: (1) 

recognition as an equal member of an organization with a special role and function and (2) 

recognition as a member who makes a valuable, individual contribution to an organization. 

The influencing factors are analyzed and discussed according to the relevant issues in Mead’s 

theory and then compared with contemporary organizational theories and empirical studies 

in order to show parallels and differences for evaluating the applicability of Mead’s theory for 

the concept employee identity in the organizational environment. 

 

The second part of this thesis aims to evaluate empirically the effects of the influencing factors 

(determinants) on identification – one of three dimensions of the identity concept. The 

empirical study was conducted in a German DAX company in the R&D function and structural 

equation modeling (SEM) served as methodological basis. The results confirm the following: 

The single determinants (latent factors in SEM) embedded in the model structure with their 

interdependent relations amongst each other show effects towards the identification process. 

To analyze the heterogeneity of organizational communication and the cultural topic of 

recognition, ten model variants were created to discover which characteristics of the 

influencing factors have more significant effects in the respective structural models and which 

have fewer. Thereby, all model variants have the same model structure, because only selected 

measurement models change which represent the different characteristics of the influencing 

factors. 

In general, all ten different model variants show the hypothesized significant effects in the 

model structure. This means: The ten variants reveal that - derived from Mead’s theory - the 
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general structure and interdependences between the latent factors is relatively stable and 

enduring, although certain measurement models of the SEM change. All models indicate that 

being recognized as member of an organization always positively correlates with the 

communication determinant, which is expressed in five different model variants through 

diverse aspects of satisfaction with the communication content and climate. This influencing 

factor of communication often has a direct, positive correlation to the employee’s 

identification process and almost always correlates indirectly via the mediator recognition of 

an employee as valuable for the company. This mediation factor is also tested with two 

different measurement models in the model variants to reflect different possible ways of 

recognizing an employee’s value. The mediation effect is revealed for nine out of ten model 

variants. 

Based on this thesis’s theoretical and empirical results, recommendations can be derived for 

the principal how to trigger and enable employee formation processes in the DAX company’s 

R&D function and that only stimulating one influencing factor does not necessarily lead to 

expected effects. It is necessary to know the general system of the interdependent influencing 

factors for enabling identification processes and to consider the other two dimensions of 

identity in order to fully understand the concept employee identity. Then, the principal can 

actively control and successfully use employee identity as substitute for monetary incentives.  
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1. Objective and structure of this thesis: Employee identity serving as substitute of 

monetary incentives 

1.1 Motivation and objective 
To act successfully in the market, it is in the employers’ strong interest that employees work 

for the benefit of the company. This means to pursue and operate defined strategies in 

accordance to the organizational targets. Nevertheless, the intentions of the principals 

(employers) and agents (employees) can differ, a gap that is sometimes unfortunately 

strengthened through information asymmetries (Lafont and Martimort 2001; Picot et al., 

2008). To overcome these information asymmetries, the economic literature contains 

different approaches to incentivizing employees. Monetary approaches exist, but non-

monetary ones such as praise also have been in the focus (for more details, see the meta-

analyses by Cameron and Pierce, 1994; Eisenberger and Cameron, 1996). 

 

In the research field “incentives” Akerlof and Kranton introduced a completely new idea: 

Employee identity can supplement or even substitute monetary incentives which solely used 

are “costly and ineffective” (Akerlof and Kranton, 2005, p. 11). Based on the utility of 

employee identity, the agent takes a higher effort action, and this leads to a reduction in the 

wage needed to evoke this higher effort action. In contrast, an outsider - a person who does 

not identify with a company - “(…) requires a bigger wage differential to compensate her for 

the utility she loses when she works in the interests of the firm” (Akerlof and Kranton, 2005, 

p. 15). 

 

With respect to the principal’s application and controlling of incentives, the construct 

employee identity has a decisive characteristic: It cannot be “handed over” to the agent such 

as monetary incentives through financial transactions and the variability is also limited both 

with respect to their amount and to how they are paid, e.g., via bonus, higher salaries or the 

possibility of stockholdings. It is an inner process of every member to evoke and develop 

employee identity in an organization which is enabled and fostered by diverse influencing 

factors. Main factors are organizational communication, culture and its aspect recognition 

which will be extensively introduced, justified, and discussed in this thesis. For the principal, 

these factors and their interdependencies between them are essential to know in order to 

trigger, affect, and control their effects when considering employee identity as substitute for 

monetary incentives in the organization. This guidance how to act as employer is also 

presented on basis of this thesis’s results. 

  



1. Thesis: Motivation, objective, and structure 2 
 

Following this argumentation, this thesis’s central question is: 

What are the influencing factors (determinants) in the process of employee identity 

formation and 

how are the relationships between the single influencing factors shaped? 

 

This question is clarified in-depth by a theoretical and empirical examination. 

 

1.2 Research approach and structure 

Deriving from the central research question, the thesis’s aspiration is to discover and evaluate 

the relevant influencing factors evoking and developing the employee’s identity formation 

process. Thereby, the interplay between the single factors and their combined effects are 

studied. For the principal, these initializing factors and their interdependencies lay the 

foundation for using effectively employee identity as a substitute for monetary incentives. 

To cover this aspiration, this thesis’s approach adds to the existing literature as follows. The 

review of economic literature reveals a broad and extensive discourse on identity topics with 

regard to identity of organizations, identity characteristics, and employee identity. However, 

this thesis’s research focus on the examination of the interdependent factors influencing the 

employee’s identity formation which the principals can actively control up to a certain extent, 

has not been analyzed in detail yet. Therefore, the aspirations in the theory section are to 

develop an employee identity concept derived from a cross-disciplinary socio-psychological 

theory followed by in-depth analyses of each initializing factor. The aspirations in the empirical 

section complement the theory section by generating an empirical model structure of the 

influencing factors and their interdependencies. Thereby, it can be identified if the factors’ 

hypothesized relations in the general model structure are enduring, although certain 

characteristics of the factors are varied. 

 

This thesis is structured in a theoretical and an empirical section. In chapter 2, the theoretical 

framework entails the cross-disciplinary discussions on concepts of human identity formation, 

if and how to adapt them for the organizational context in line with economic research. This 

results in applying the symbolic interactionism approach, above all George Mead’s theory 

which postulates communication and culture, particularly recognition, as the main influencing 

factors of human identity formation. The chapters 3 and 4 focus on a systematical analyzation 

of each key finding in Mead’s theory in comparison with current economic research to reason 

their application for the concept employee identity or to which extend adaptations are 

necessary. 
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Based on the adapted key findings valid for the concept employee identity from the theory 

section, the hypotheses and the empirical model structure are created in chapter 6. The aim 

of the thesis’s second part is to examine empirically the factors’ interdependent effects on 

identification – one dimension of the concept employee identity next to the other two 

dimensions identity components and continual development of identity. To analyze the 

heterogeneity of the influencing factors organizational communication and culture - above all 

the cultural aspect recognition, ten model variants were created while the general structure 

between the factors remains unchanged (chapter 8). The model variants’ results show that 

the hypothesized relations between the factors are still valid. This approach of model variants 

can be adequately covered by Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) (see chapter 7). 

Dependent on the thesis’s theoretical and empirical results, practical implications are 

formulated for the employer (principal) to evoke and control employee identity acting as 

substitute for monetary incentives in the organization (chapter 10). Figure 1 visualizes the 

structure of the thesis. 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Structure of this thesis (own figure) 
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2. The construct of employee identity and its formation 

2.1 Identity: Technical term and differentiation from other related constructs  

What is identity? Who am I? These central questions are an integral subject of various research 

disciplines ranging from philosophy, theology to psychology and sociology. However, in the 

economic sciences, the awareness of identity topics has risen during the last decades to study 

an organization’s identity and employee identity. 

One single definition and interpretation of the technical term identity is not available because 

of large variation on the topic from inter- and intra-disciplinary researches. Nonetheless, 

irrespective of the scientific discipline, analyzing identity encompasses a broad range of 

perspectives which can be clustered into the following research dimensions: The constancy of 

identity, the characteristics and uniqueness of identity, the process of identity formation and 

its influencing factors, and the conceptual components of identity. These dimensions are now 

introduced at a glance in order to better understand their meaning. 

 

What does the dimension “constancy of identity” entail? Is identity always the same or does 

it change over time? The philosopher Ricoeur (1996) approached this topic by analyzing 

intensively the roots of the term identity deriving from the Latin words “idem” (sameness) 

and “ipse” (selfhood). The word “sameness” implicates duration over time, whereas the term 

“selfhood” integrates the possibility of changes during a period. Following his thoughts, both 

poles have to be combined in identity discussions. 

Assuming that there are stable and altering elements reflecting identity, what do stable 

elements mean? Ricoeur refers to characteristics and mimic but these stable identity elements 

can be influenced in social interactions over time albeit they cannot be changed completely. 

The psychologist Petzold (2012) stresses identity - embedded into a changing environment - 

as an important starting point for psycho analyses. Following this, are these elements matured 

at birth or is there a continuous or time-constraint development? The psycho analyst Erikson 

(1997) developed a life cycle model for identity formation and argued that it has to be 

developed step-by-step during the complete life cycle. In contrast, the psychotherapist Marcia 

(1994) examined identity formation with ending in full “identity achievement”. Thereout, the 

dimension rises: How is this formation process triggered by certain influencing factors? The 

social environment is one common stimulus being interpreted in various constellations of the 

different research disciplines. For Erikson (1997), for example, in every step in the 

development a rising conflict or crisis has to be solved by the individual with the environment 

whereas for the sociologist Mead (1978), symbolic interaction is the key word for evolving 

identity via communication processes in social orders and via the consideration of recognition. 

He stresses the successful interaction between the individual and the environment by 
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understanding the messages’ content, meaning, and intention in the cultural context and the 

individuals’ recognition of their roles and value contributions for the social environment. The 

philosopher Hegel also delved into the aspect of legal persons combined with the topic 

recognition (Hegel, 1973). Based on these thoughts and Mead’s theory, the philosopher 

Honneth (1995) developed a recognition theory. However, if the environment plays such an 

important factor in identity formation, why is not everyone’s personality uniform? The 

psychologist Freud (2005) already discussed the different components of identity and his 

thoughts are generally in line with those of many other researchers, including Mead, who are 

dividing identity into a personal (very individual and unique) and a social component. These 

components shall harmonically complement each other and build the inner unit of one 

person’s self – his identity. 

 

The previous paragraph outlines how diverse the field of identity can be discussed, and that 

one definition is not easy to publish. Nevertheless, describing technical terms in encyclopedias 

demands a strong reduction of complexity and a condensation to essential interpretations in 

order to understand them immediately. Even the time-honored Merriam-Webster’s 

encyclopedia does not publish one key description but encompasses these cross-disciplinary 

dimensions: Identity is defined as “sameness of essential or generic character in different 

instances” or “the distinguishing character or personality of an individual” or “the relation 

established by psychological identification” (N.N., Merriam Webster’s online encyclopedia: 

identity, n.d.). The last description shows the link to the technical term identification, which is 

defined as “an act of identifying: the state of being identified” or amongst other descriptions 

as “a largely unconscious process whereby an individual models thoughts, feelings, and 

actions after those attributed to an object that has been incorporated as a mental image” 

(N.N., Merriam Webster’s online encyclopedia: identification, n.d.). The interpretation of the 

term identification is the following: Identification of an individual deals with the external 

impressions (objects) or social environment and how these affect the individual’s personality 

(mental image) (details see chapter 2.4). Hence, these external influences have to be unified 

with the individual’s characteristics to get a stable identity in various situations distinguishing 

from other individuals (details see chapter 2.4). 

 

In economic literature, the already introduced dimensions are also reflected in examinations 

of the concepts “the organization’s identity” and “employee identity” whereby the latter is 

the central topic of this thesis. The general understanding of the relationship between the 

technical terms “identity” and “identification” is most of the time adopted in the 

organizational context (details see chapter 2.2). Employee commitment is another theoretical 

construct that is very often used for examinations in economic research (Meyer and Allen, 
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1997; Meyer et al., 2002; Rhoades and Eisenberger, 2002). This construct has similarities but 

also relevant differences. Van Knippenberg and Sleebos briefly summarize both constructs: 

“While commitment refers to a relationship in which the individual and the organization are 

separate entities psychologically, identification implies that the individual and the 

organization are one in the sense that the organization is included in individual’s self-

conception. Furthermore, (…) commitment is more contingent on perceptions of the quality 

of the exchange relationship between individual and organization than identification is, 

because identification implies psychological oneness whereas commitment does not” (van 

Knippenberg and Sleebos, 2006, p. 574). However, as this thesis focuses on the employee’s 

identity formation process including the relation between identity and identification, the 

construct of commitment will not be further examined in detail. 

 

2.2 Literature overview: Employee identity and its formation  

In the 1980s, scientific research in business started to develop different concepts for an 

organization’s identity. The research followed on trends in the daily business life of 

organizations (Birkigt et al., 2000). This approach still results in marketing and branding 

perspectives while examining an organization’s identity. Nevertheless, it was recognized that 

the role of employees, above all their employee identities, in organizational groups must be 

considered as well. Three main research fields were established, varying according to the 

research’s focus: An approach via an external marketing perspective, called corporate 

identity; an approach via an internal perspective – relevant both for an organization’s identity 

and for an employee’s identity, called organizational identity; and an approach via an 

individual’s cognitive perspective, called social identity (see next figure).  

The following sub-chapters examine the three approaches regarding the relevance and role of 

employee identity and its formation process. It is explained why the research field 

“organizational identity” provides the thesis’s theoretical basis. 
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Figure 2: Overview of the different research lines in the organizational environment (Cornelissen et al., 2007, p. S4) 

 

2.2.1 The role of employee identity in the research fields “corporate identity” and 

“social identity” 

Corporate Identity 

The intellectual movement of “corporate identity” concentrates on “outward-bound symbolic 

presentation” of an organization as a whole, integrating different facets of communication 

(see Balmer, 2008, p. 884). From a marketing perspective, brand identity and product identity 

as well as the corporate identity play an important role (Balmer, 2001). In particular, the 

corporate logos make an important contribution to an organization’s perception (Van Riel and 

Van den Ban, 2001; Henderson et al., 2003). Consequently, the outside view that an 

organization generates is deeply examined (Van Riel and Balmer, 1997; Birkigt et al., 2000). 

Above all, the role of the management in creating and establishing a corporate identity has 

been emphasized (Balmer, 1995). Symbolism, language, behavior, and visual aspects to 

externals and their backward perception (mirroring) of the organization have all been the 

object of studies, and this is defined as corporate image (Abratt, 1989; Christensen and 

Askegaard, 2001; Hatch and Schultz, 1997). But corporate image also includes how employees 

perceive that their organization is recognized by externals (Dutton and Dukerich, 1991; Dutton 

et al., 1994). Birkigt et al.’s (2000) practice-oriented concept summarize the focus of this 

research trend: Corporate identity is a planned and operative self-expression and how a 

company behaves toward its internal and external environment. It is based on the company’s 
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philosophy, a long-term company target, and a defined and desired image. It consists of four 

elements: Corporate personality, behavior, design, and communication. 

In general, the internal employees’ identification processes are somewhat neglected (Hatch 

and Schultz, 1997) and their contribution to shaping an organization’s identity. Therefore, this 

research approach is not pursued as general basis for this thesis. 

 

 

Social Identity 

“Social identity” has its spotlight on individual identification with a social group and the 

psychological effects of group membership in relation to inward and outward group-thinking 

or cognitive processes (Tajfel and Turner, 1986). This research field consists of social identity 

theory (SIT) by Tajfel and Turner in 1979 and 1986 and was extended by Turner with the social 

categorization theory (SCT). As this theory originated in psychology, not in organizational 

studies, the identity of organizations and the employee’s identity are not primarily in the 

focus. However, it is often applied for an organization perceived as a group with different sub-

groups and the behavioral relation to the employee (Ashforth and Meal, 1989; Hogg and Terry, 

2000; Haslam et al., 2000; Ellemers et al., 2004). 

SIT is based on three assumptions (details see Tajfel and Turner, 1986): First, individuals would 

like to see themselves in a positive way “(…) to maintain or enhance their self-esteem” (Tajfel 

and Turner, 1986, p. 16). Second, every group is evaluated by individuals and has therefore a 

tendency to a positive or negative reputation. This influences an individual’s social identity. 

Third, a group’s evaluation is conditioned by its environment, in detail through comparisons 

with other groups using social criteria such as characteristics or attributes. This means, if the 

group to which an individual belongs is more positively perceived than other groups, then the 

reputation is high. Contrarily, if the prestige is evaluated as low, the individual tends to leave 

the group. Turner’s extension of the SIT theory is the SCT theory and has its roots in defining 

more precisely the factors of social categories (Turner et al., 1994): Whether a person 

perceives himself more as an individual (personal identity) or more depersonalized as a social 

group (social identity) depends on the situation and the circumstances, his level of self-

categorization, his personal sense of self, and how he compares himself with others. In 

psychology, social identity theory contributes amongst others to research about conflicts 

(Ashforth and Mael, 1989). 

This research approach focuses on identification while categorizing groups (organizations) into 

high and low reputation and attractiveness compared with other groups and on the degree of 

depersonalization by an individual to shape his social identity. However, this thesis’s aim is to 

reveal the principal’s sphere of influence in evoking and controlling an employee’s identity 

formation process in order to use employee identity as substitute of monetary incentives. The 
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principal has an influence - but a limited one - on the company’s whole reputation. Too many 

actors contribute to a company’s perceived attractiveness. Additionally, the measurable 

characteristics how good a company’s reputation is ranked compared with other companies 

strongly vary from employee to employee according to the employee’s endeavor to enhance 

his personal self-esteem. This approach rather reflects the individual employee’s view and not 

the organization’s view of factors influencing the employee’s identity formation. In 

consequence, one further theoretical approach is needed which gives the principal enough 

leeway to trigger these factors. 

 

2.2.2 The role of employee identity in the research field “organizational identity” 

The research movement “organizational identity” focuses both on the identity of 

organizations that are perceived as unique units with their own selves “who am I as 

organization?” and focuses on the awareness that these units consist of collections of 

individuals having their own employee identities “who am I as employee?” (Hatch and Schultz, 

2002; Gioia et al., 2000; Cornelissen, 2002; Whetten, 2006; Ashforth and Mael, 1996). 

Thereby, the interplay between the organization and the individual employees for emerging 

organizational and employee identity is an elementary issue that was described by Hatch and 

Schultz in 1997: “Organizational identity refers broadly to what members perceive, feel and 

think about their organizations. It is assumed to be a collective, commonly-shared 

understanding of the organization's distinctive values and characteristics” (Hatch and Schultz, 

1997, p. 357). 

 

Following this idea, two foci developed. On the one hand, there are representatives of the 

“social actor perspective”, as for example Whetten, Czarniawska or Mackey. On the other 

hand, there is the “social constructionist perspective” represented by Dutton, Gioia, Schultz, 

Ravasi, Corley or Fiol. Both approaches have commonalities, but the central difference 

between them is that the “social actor perspective” is more static in describing the 

organization’s characteristics and pursues rather a centralistic definition created by the 

management that must be adopted by the employees for an organization’s identity to emerge 

(Ravasi and Schultz, 2006). In contrast, the “social constructionist perspective” involves all 

employees equally in the organization’s identity formation and examines the employee and 

his personal employee identity in that organization. 

 

“Social constructionist perspective” means that shared understandings of an organization’s 

sense-making, meaning, attitudes, beliefs, rules, behaviors guide the individual’s integration 



2. The construct of employee identity 10 
 

into that organization by shaping his actions and cognitions; furthermore, this idea leads to a 

unique self-definition of the whole organization as internalized by its members (Gioia et al., 

2000; Gioia and Thomas, 1996; Hatch and Schultz, 1997; Dutton et al., 1994; Elsbach and 

Kramer, 1996; Ravasi and Schultz, 2006; Corley et al., 2006). These processes of common 

understandings are not static and can be revised over the course of time (Ravasi and Schultz, 

2006). 

In 1948, Selznick examined the interplay of the organization’s and employees’ mutual identity-

influencing relations and this following section will summarize his relevant statements based 

on Selznick (1948 and 2011). Selznick (1948) noted that a consistent appearance of an 

organization as a whole reduces disaffection. However, the presumption is that there is a 

common perception of which character is reflected by this organization. Thereby, an 

organization can exist in its environment and can guarantee self-maintenance through 

organized and aligned actions. As consequence of Selznick’s argumentation, when an internal 

conflict of central attitudes begins to topple the organization, the existence of the organization 

as a whole is threatened (Selznick, 1948, p. 30). This stresses the importance of each member 

for an organization’s identity. Selznick argues that the individual’s and the organization’s 

identity are interdependent: While the individual has his own personality, he is integrated in 

the organization which also expresses its own identity as a community. Consequently, the 

individual shapes the organization and the organization shapes his personal employee 

identity. In 1957, Selznick wrote that the internal process of value commitment within a group 

leads to a “distinctive identity” (Selznick, 2011, p. 16). Furthermore, he emphasizes the 

importance of every organization’s history, through which a learning curve and a common 

behavior or social pattern emerges within the social construct organization for internal and 

external influences. 

 

The essential part of the “social actor perspective” is reflecting the organization’s character. 

While employees and their employee identities are mentioned, this perspective does not 

explicitly examine how they develop those identities. However, a basic understanding of a 

very well-known concept of how an organization’s identity can be described is relevant for 

further thoughts on employee identity. This concept was developed by Albert and Whetten 

(1985) to characterize the identity of organizations with the adjectives “central”, “enduring” 

and “distinctive”. According to Whetten (2006), “distinctive” means differentiated from all 

other competitors and standing out of the industry environment. “Central” can be seen as the 

fundamental attributes of each organization (Whetten, 2006) and represents the “social actor 

perspective”. 

Albert’s and Whetten’s (1985) original definition was reviewed in detail by Olof Brunninge, 

and he discovered an inconsistency of handling this definition in research: Most publications 
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cite identity as central, enduring and distinctive but in the original source it is obvious that 

identity “(…) is claimed to be central, distinctive and temporally continuous” (Brunninge, 2005, 

p. 12). According to his analyses, even Albert and Whetten did not pursue their original 

definition consistently, as can be seen in Albert et al. (2000) or in Whetten (1998). This shows 

that a common understanding of what organizational identity is and is not is still lacking. 

Subsequent to Brunninge’s publication, Whetten wrote a review of his original concept and 

also emphasizes that organizational identity “(…) failed to measure up to its own definitional 

standard” (Whetten, 2006, p. 220). Albert and Whetten’s revised definition of organizational 

identity is now explicitly embedded into an identity concept consisting of three components: 

The ideational, the definitional and the phenomenological one (Whetten, 2006). The first has 

its focus on the organization’s members (Who are we as an organization?), the second on the 

three organizational characteristics central, enduring, and distinctive for a specific identity, 

and the third on observations regarding identity and practical experiences in daily business 

life (Whetten, 2006, p. 220). 

 

Meanwhile, the representatives of the “social constructionist perspective” interpret “central” 

as “(…) beliefs about the organization that are widely “shared” by many organization 

members” (Corley et al., 2006, p. 91) and for example as described more fully in Dutton and 

Dukerich’s (1991) examination. A character is based on shared understandings and beliefs and 

therefore, cannot be changed every day by single members and so possesses enduring facets 

but there is still a continuous development through internal and external influences affecting 

the shared assumptions (Corley et al., 2006; Gioia and Thomas, 1996; Corley, 2004). 

The kind of building-up such shared understandings and the conscious process of defining 

what is central and enduring for the organization and distinguishes the organization from 

competitors, is strongly related to the organization’s culture. For Hatch and Schultz (1997), 

organizational culture that expresses the shared assumptions and values through the 

employees’ meanings, actions, and beliefs (details see Schein’s concept in chapter 4.1.1.2), 

influences the organization’s identity. Thereby, for the single employee sense-making during 

his identity process and during an organization’s identity process plays a key role. However, 

Whetten (2006) stresses the link between identity and culture only when the employees adopt 

cultural elements which are in line with the organization’s self-definition. For him, all other 

cultural elements are irrelevant. For the role of organizational culture in an organization’s 

identity formation process, Hatch and Schultz (2002) developed a concept based on Mead’s 

human identity formation theory (introduction to Mead see the next two chapters). Although 

an organization is not a human, Jenkins (2008) alludes to Mead’s theory on an abstract level 

applicable for different environments and argues that is possible to transfer such a theory to 

the concept organization’s identity formation. 



2. The construct of employee identity 12 
 

Cultural aspects must be expressed. This is associated with any kind of organizational 

communication. This exchange of communication - for example through language or other 

communicative expressions such as behavior - is central for each identity process (Czarniawska 

and Wolff, 1998; Czarniawska, 1997; Hatch and Schultz, 2002; Ibarra and Barbulescu, 2010; 

Pratt and Rafaeli, 2001). 

 

Summarized conclusions of the role of employee identity 

Following these thoughts, it can be recognized that organizational identity research has its 

focus on the unique identity of an organization but it does not neglect the view of individuals 

with their personal selves building up such a collective unit with its own self (e.g. Kreiner and 

Hollensbe, 2006). Furthermore, the interdependencies between the organization and the 

employee and their impacts on the employee’s identity as well as the organization’s identity 

play a crucial role – above all the approach of “shared” meanings, assumptions, and beliefs. 

Using employee identity as substitute of monetary incentives, the principal needs starting 

points to evolve the employee’s identity formation process. In this context, the research field 

“organizational identity” provides room for action for the principal: “Shared” indicates an 

influenceable exchange between an individual, the principal, and the collective. As discussed, 

this exchange induces identity formation processes in combination with communicational and 

cultural influence. This means that the organizational environment with its members is 

important for the individual employee’s identity formation to find an answer on the 

employee’s relevant question “Who am I as employee in the organization?”. 

 

The research field “organizational identity” already studied the formation process of an 

organization’s identity, but a comprehensive theoretical examination of influencing employee 

identity formation has not been extensively analyzed yet. In consequence, the 

interdependences of factors influencing the identity formation have also not been in the 

research focus. However, with respect to this thesis’s initial aim, such a theoretical concept is 

necessary. The next chapter will therefore provide an introduction to concepts drawn from 

other research disciplines examining the trigger points of human identity formations in order 

to derive them for the concept employee identity. 

 

2.3 Literature overview: Human identity formation concepts and their applicability 

to serving as theoretical basis for employee identity formation 

Based on the previous literature overview of identity in economic research, it became obvious 

that a comprehensive theoretical construct of the factors influencing the employee’s identity 
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formation has not been extensively studied yet. However, psychological, sociological, and 

philosophical sciences already intensively discussed human identity formation. This chapter 

concisely introduces to the important theories of each discipline with regard to potential 

applications for the concept employee identity and its formation in organizations. In 

particular, the appropriate human theory is selected considering the usage of employee 

identity as substitute for monetary incentives. Furthermore, this theory should fit into the 

research field organizational identity which was already identified as the relevant economic 

research field for employee identity studies. The literature overview will unveil why George 

Herbert Mead provides an applicable basic theory contributing to the “shared perceptions and 

meaning” perspective of the research field organizational identity. 

 

2.3.1 Approaches in psychology, sociology, and philosophy 

In the dimension of examining identity formation and its influencing factors two essential 

theories were called (see chapter 2.1) – the one from Erikson and the one from Mead which 

is explained in the next chapter. The psycho analyst Erik Erikson (1997) differentiated the 

identity formation process into eight different steps along the life cycle. In every certain age 

period, the human has to solve a “crisis” with basic attitudes in order to strengthen his identity 

in a demanding and changing environment and to build a continuous and stable set of 

characters. To illustrate exemplarily, during teenager age (so called fifth step) the crisis of 

identity versus identity confusions can be solved by Erikson’s defined basic attitude “fidelity” 

(Erikson, 1997, p. 32). This theory is still a very relevant fundament for further theories and is 

picked up in the gestalt psychology to treat in the presence missed conflicts in one of Erikson’s 

eight steps laying in the past (Ladisich-Raine and Pernter, 2012). Client-centered psychology 

refers to Erikson’s conflict resolution as well (Finke and Stumm, 2012).  

Sigmund Freud also discussed the topic of inner fight of the growing self. For him, the psyche 

consists of different facets that represent norms from the “outer” world and complete inner 

characteristics “id”, “ego” and “super-ego” (Freud, 2005). These components are in conflict 

with each other (Freud, 2005). 

 

The philosopher and sociologist Jürgen Habermas developed the “kritische 

Gesellschaftstheorie”. Habermas’s theory (1976) includes life cycle aspects referring to 

Erikson and adds the ideas of “role-taking” and “social interaction” from Mead as the main 

representative of symbolic interactionism (for details on this theory see the following 

chapter). The philosopher Paul Ricoeur (1996) developed a very abstract and wide-spanning 

theory on identity incorporating constancy and changing aspects of identity. He defines 
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formation processes through narrative and communicational interactions between 

individuals. For him, the experiences and expressions with other individuals have to be told to 

get a consistent and comprehensible story on his identity formation between the identity’s 

poles of stable parts (e.g. characteristics) and changeable parts in the course of time. Ricoeur 

(1996) calls that “narrative identity”. According to Axel Honneth (1995), the philosopher Georg 

Hegel emphasizes the mutual recognition in the societies as an important trigger for identity 

formation processes. Besides communicative interactions, the recognition-idea is also an 

elementary factor in Mead’s theory. Referring to Hegel and Mead, the social philosopher 

Honneth (1995) picks up this fundamental element to create a multilayered recognition 

theory. Recognition is based on societal value systems and impacts the perspective on a legal 

personality in a state. 

 

Considering the initial spark of this thesis which is employee identity acting as substitute of 

monetary incentives, the principal is interested in knowing and controlling factors influencing 

the employee’s (the agent’s) identity formation. Following this, Erikson’s and Habermas’s 

theories covering life cycle aspects from birth and the respective crisis to overcome in certain 

age periods, do not provide sufficiently transferrable influencing factors relevant in the 

business context. Ricoeur with its narrative identity approach also provides difficult starting 

points for the principal to enable employee identity processes. However, theories which 

address recognition and communicative interaction topics as trigger points for identity, can 

be actively controlled by the principal and they are generally adaptable for the organizational 

environment. Mead’s theory tackles these topics. The next chapters will give a comprehensive 

introduction and then discussion on the applicability of this theory. 

 

2.3.2 Research field “symbolic interactionism” and its conceptual relevance for 

employee identity formation 

The fundamental subject of symbolic interactionism is the interactionism between an 

individual and society. “Shared” understandings and beliefs as well as the role of culture are 

essential arguments for identity formations. Mead was an important figure in social 

behaviorism research. His theory is from a behavioral point of view but it is not an idealistic 

or a subcutaneous one: He did not find a satisfying answer in the tradition of psychology as to 

how a human’s fully developed mind was embedded in behavior (Mead, 1978, p. 39). 

Therefore, his point of view was: Analyzing human experiences from a society’s standpoint, 

not from individual psychology. The condition for his approach is that communication is the 

basis for any kind of social order. Therefore, he analyzes how individuals’ experiences and 
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behaviors are influenced by social systems (Mead, 1978, p. 39). Mead’s theory was further 

discussed by Strauss, Goffman, and Krappmann. Cooley was another pioneer. 

In the next chapter, Mead’s theory will be described in detail to understand its key messages. 

Then, it is possible to discuss its application for the construct employee identity. At this point, 

the main statements are already summarized in this paragraph to get a first overview based 

on Mead (1978): Human identity must be developed over time through all kinds of 

experiences, actions, processes, norms, and structures in social cultures via “significant 

symbols” in communicative interactions between the individual and the environment (Mead, 

1978, p. 177). Significant symbols are the key for evolving identity because then, the 

message’s content, meaning, and intention was successfully transmitted between the sender 

and the receiver and provokes action-reactions between them. These significant interactions 

also enables role-taking in order to draw conclusions on the reaction of other persons and 

mirroring one’s behavior from the other’s perspective (Mead, 1978, p. 187ff). The interactions 

are based on “shared”-perspectives and “shared”-developments of social norms, values, and 

behavior systems and strongly reflect the individual’s recognition of his role and value 

contribution in society (Mead, 1978, p. 197). Significant communication and the 

communicated society’s culture to receive recognition are the main influencing factors for 

identity formation processes. Due to the continuous exchange of the individual with his 

environment he is influenced by the society, incorporates the communicated cultural behavior 

and in return, he also can shape and change his social environment with his characteristics, 

reactions, ideas, and demands. For a fully-developed human identity, Mead emphasizes to 

harmonize the individual’s characteristic and his incorporated cultural imprint. Therefore, the 

importance of the society on identity formation is reflected in the identity components: The 

self consists of the components “I” (personal) and “me” (social) and both parts should be 

balanced to represent one identity (Mead, 1978, p. 216ff). 

 

The researchers Goffman, Krappmann, and Strauss address special topics with regard to the 

basic understanding of identity formation processes in symbolic interactionism research. They 

delved deeply into diverse details, whereas Mead provides a comprehensive theory on 

identity. Cooley was the intellectual leader for the social interactionism movement. He laid 

the foundation for the inextricable relation between human identity and a society. Moreover, 

he also introduced reflected recognition and behavior in identity formation processes and 

called it the “looking-glass self“ (Cooley, 1922, p. 184). Krappmann’s focus lies on 

communication but he criticizes the emphasis on interactionism while neglecting life cycle 

aspects (Krappmann, 1975). Strauss also refers to communication, though his main focus is on 

an individual acting in a specific role and his interaction with the society on the basis of this 
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communicated role (Strauss, 1968). Goffman’s theory emphasizes daily interaction and above 

all the influence of society’s norms and rules on the individual (Goffman, 1974). 

 

Applicability of human identity formation theories for employees 

In general, the symbolic interactionism approach is applicable for studying identity formation 

processes in the organizational environment – in particular the usage of employee identity 

acting as substitute for monetary incentives. It offers an abstract level how the process of 

identity formation functions (e.g. no life cycle allusion) and does not neglect the influence of 

communication, culture, recognition and society (e.g. the organization, the principal) in such 

processes. The “shared”-perspective is also reflected in both the social interactionism and the 

“organizational identity” research field. 

Transferring Mead’s main statements roughly to the organizational environment, indicate 

interesting starting points for its application: A principal’s and agent’s “shared”-approach to 

perceptions and beliefs with regard to corporate culture, the active use of recognition towards 

the agent, and the processes of inter-organizational interaction and reflection (role-taking) 

over time, in which communication between the principal and the agent plays an essential 

role. Then, the employee can balance his identity components “I” and “me” according to his 

individual characteristics, his private and business life imprints over years and the 

organization’s cultural influence in order to answer “Who am I as employee in the 

organization?”. In organizational identity theory, Hatch and Schultz (2002) already transferred 

Mead’s theory to the concept of the organization’s identity. In the following chapters now, 

Mead serves as basis for all further thoughts on employee identity. The applicable main 

statements of his theory will be deeply discussed and reasoned (see chapter 3 and 4). 

 

2.4 Symbolic interactionism: Introduction to George Herbert Mead’s theory of 

human identity formation - 16 key findings 

Mead’s original theory is now extensively introduced. For the purpose of receiving a 

comprehensive overview of the central contents, his thoughts are outlined and then 

summarized in key findings which are relevant for this thesis’s aim. These key findings lay the 

foundation for later discussions in depth on the usage of this theory as conceptual basis of 

employee identity and the factors influencing the formation process (chapter 3 and 4). 
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2.4.1 Continual development in identity formation: Key finding 1 

For developing a human identity, Mead introduced society as the relevant factor. He stresses 

that mind and identity must be developed over time in the context of social orders – they are 

not matured at birth (Mead, 1978, p. 244). In these social orders, social and moral conflicts 

are produced between the individual and the “other” and these have impacts on identity 

formation (Mead, 1978, p. 351ff). Furthermore, social orders change over time. Consequently, 

identity is not a complete fixed construct; it is a constant development during a life cycle 

(Mead, 1978, p. 351ff). There are identity components which are relative enduring but not 

complete unchangeable. The roots of these evolutionary thoughts are from Darwin’s theory 

of evolution theory (Dunn, 1998, p. 190). Dunn (1998), p. 190 calls that principle of emergence 
– “the idea that life forms are in a continual state of evolution”. This means changeability and 

a (lifetime) interplay between an organism with its environment. Here, a society is to be 

imagined as an evolutionary, complex unit (Morris, 1978, p. 13). Based on Mead’s thoughts, 

the first key finding can be phrased: 

 

Key finding: 
 (1) The self is not a stable and unchangeable construct. It is developed over time and not complete fixed. 
 

2.4.2 Identification through communication: Key findings 2-5 

Mead’s identity formation theory contains a strong focus on identification, constructed 

through three essential factors: Communication, role-taking for a person’s acceptance in 

society as well as for reflecting oneself, and participation through mutual kinds of recognition. 
“The principle which I have suggested as basic to human social organization is that of communication involving 
participation in the other. This requires the appearance of the other in the self, the identification of the other 
with the self, the reaching of self-consciousness through the other. This participation is made possible through 
the type of communication which the human animal is able to carry out - a type of communication distinguished 
from that which takes place among other forms which have not this principle in their societies” (N.N., livros 
gratis, p. 114 and Mead, 1978, p. 299). 
 
“It is this recognition of the individual as a self in the process of using his self-consciousness which gives him the 
attitude of self-assertion or the attitude of devotion to the community. He has become, then, a definite self” 
(N.N., livros gratis, p. 88 and Mead, 1978, p. 237). 
 

Communication is the key to evolving an identity, “the appearance of the self” (N.N., livros 

gratis, p. 33 and Mead, 1978, p. 108). Through it, an individual gets in contact with others, can 

express himself, can reflect himself and can adapt himself. Individuals communicate via 

different channels such as words, gestures or facial expressions which all have a meaning 

(Mead, 1978, p. 51) – communication is multilayered. A communication match between the 

sender and the receiver is successful, when the message’s purpose, meaning, and intention 

was transmitted and not just an order of signs (Mead, 1978, p. 51). Mead compares this 
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process that the pure message becomes a “significant symbol” (Mead, 1978, p. 189 and p. 

111) and the significant symbol stimulates the initializing person in the same way as the other 

person (Mead, 1978, p. 191). An “intelligent conduct” of such actions is only possible in a 

society of reflective characters - an animal cannot think about its action by taking another 

animal’s role and cannot reflect or predict the other animal’s reaction (Mead, 1978, p. 112). 

For reflective individuals, the meaning of interactions appears in the context of their own 

experiences and how they conduct themselves in future conversations (Mead, 1978, p. 112f).  

Sometimes the reactions follow an unconscious procedure (Mead, 1978, p. 188). This means 

that the receiver’s response is completely individual associated with experiences he made in 

the past, his individual character, and his intention in the communicational exchange. 
“We are, especially through the use of the vocal gestures, continually arousing in ourselves those responses 
which we call out in other persons, so that we are taking the attitudes of the other persons into our own conduct. 
The critical importance of language in the development of human experience lies in this fact that the stimulus is 
one that can react upon the speaking individual as it reacts upon the other" (N.N., livros gratis, p. 33 and Mead, 
1978, p. 108). 
 
“It is, of course, the relationship of this symbol, this vocal gesture, to such a set of responses in the individual 
himself as well as in the other that makes of that vocal gesture what I call a significant symbol. A symbol does 
tend to call out in the individual a group of reactions such as it calls out in the other” (N.N., livros gratis, p. 34 
and Mead, 1978, p. 110). 
 

To briefly summarize Mead’s statements in the key findings for communication as the initiator 

and the influencing factor for an identity formation process: 

 

Key findings: 
 (2) Communication processes are multi-layered and need senders and receivers. 
 (3) “Significant symbols” are transported messages with a purpose, meaning, and intention.  
 (4) Communication processes are successful when the sender and receiver have a common understanding 

of the “significant symbols”, which induces an “intelligent conduct” of action-reaction processes based on 
an individual’s background of experiences and expectations. 

 (5) Communication enables and influences the identification process. 

 

2.4.3 Different facets of role-taking in the identification process: Key findings 6-9 

Role-taking can proceed in two different constellations: First, an individual can take the role 

of another person to himself (as reflection) and second he can switch between different actors 

in a human interaction process. This leads to situations in which he has to face phases and 

facets of common tasks in a society in which all members are involved (Mead, 1978, p. 197). 

But how does role-taking emerge between the individual and the social group? Mead 

differentiates the steps of human development from childhood to adulthood: The “play” and 

the “game” phase. During the first phase (this paragraph refers to Mead, 1978, p. 187ff), 

children very often play with imaginary friends and lead discussions by switching the roles of 
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significant others between themselves and the invisible friend (Mead, 1978, p. 192). In this 

context, they get a better understanding of other roles and can also test imaginary 

socialization how the imaginative colleague reacts to their action and how they feel about this 

reaction. The second step, the “game” phase (this paragraph refers to Mead, 1978, p. 187ff), 

contains the next challenge. In a real game with other children, one child takes over one role, 

but he must be able to reconstruct and assess everyone else’s reactions in order to be 

successful in that role. It is not necessary that all the other roles are conscious in one’s mind 

at the same time. However, during the game while interacting in a special situation, he has to 

recall the other’s aim and attitude (Mead, 1978, p. 193). Individuals are dependent and 

affected by the other’s behaviors and the other way around. This means that role-taking 

controls the development of an individual personality (Mead, 1978, p. 195). 

 

As already described, other persons play an important role in a person’s identity process. 

Mead calls this influencing society or group “the generalized other” entering “as an organized 

process or social activity into the experience of any one of the individual members of it”, (N.N., 

livros gratis, p. 71 and Mead, 1978, p. 197). Moreover, role-taking means that an individual 

has to adopt 
“(…) attitudes of their attitudes toward the various phases or aspects of the common social activity or set of 
social undertakings in which, as members of an organized society or social group, they are all engaged; and he 
must then, by generalizing these individual attitudes of that organized society or social group itself, as a whole, 
act toward different social projects which at any given time it is carrying out, or toward the various larger phases 
of the general social process which constitutes its life and of which these projects are specific manifestations. 
This getting of the broad activities of any given social whole or organized society as such within the experiential 
field of any one of the individuals involved or included in that whole is, in other words, the essential basis and 
prerequisite of the fullest development of that individual's self” (N.N., livros gratis, p. 71 and Mead, 1978, p. 197). 
 
For Mead, this is decisive to develop a full identity. In this, on the one hand an individual has 

to identify with general targets and purpose of a social order he belongs to. Moreover, he 

must take an active part in the “common social activity” to contribute to a lively social group. 

In concrete terms, an individual has to be familiar with the norms, rules, values, attitudes and 

behaviors of a social order. On the other hand, the “generalized other” plays a significant role 

in internalizing these, in turning them into long-term attitudes, values, and behaviors which 

can be recalled in the different situations and phases of life that an individual goes through 

within a social system (N.N., livros gratis, p. 77ff and Mead, 1978, p. 209ff). Generally speaking, 

it enables him to develop a full individual identity that functions as a moral compass for 

appropriate behavior in this social order. Identification means adopting the culture of the 

environment in which the individual lives. However, it also means critically considering with 

the “generalized other” to contribute actively in shaping both the community and one’s own 

identity. Role-taking is based on communicative interactions between the individual and the 

social order to transfer the cultural understanding. Mead thus refers to his already explained 

communication process (see chapter 2.4.2), when describing role-taking as relevant for 
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entering certain societies as a new member and for deciding which sort of social group fits 

with the individual’s own cultural convictions: 

“(…) for of all such classes or subgroups, it is the one which claims the largest number of individual members, 
and which enables the largest conceivable number of human individuals to enter into some sort of social relation, 
however indirect or abstract it may be, with one another – a relation arising from the universal functioning of 
gestures as significant symbols in the general human social process of communication” (N.N., livros gratis, p. 72 
and Mead, 1978, p. 199). 
 

Based on Mead’s explications on the meaning of role-taking, these are the key findings: 

 

Key findings: 
 (6) The evolution of role-taking has two main steps, the “play” and “game” phase. 
 (7) Role-taking is enabled and based on “significant” symbols in communication processes. 
 (8) Culture is represented by - above all - shared basic attitudes, beliefs, values, norms, behaviors and 

functions as a guardrail how to act as individual in a social order. 
 (9) Culture is expressed by communication, which enables role-taking with the social order – this means that 

an individual’s identity formation is influenced by the group’s culture, but he as an individual with his own 
set of characteristics can also influence the group with his convictions. 

 

2.4.4 Recognition in the identification process: Key findings 10-13 

As already described role-taking plays an important role in the identity formation processes 

of every individual with the environment. However, membership in a social group presumes 

a central aspect: Recognition. Mead describes it in the following way: “It is that self which is 

able to maintain itself in the community, that is recognized in the community in so far as it 

recognizes the others” (N.N., livros gratis, p. 90 and Mead, 1978, p. 240). The more interaction 

partners the individual meets in his life, the more his personal self-image is extended due to 

the many reflections he receives from his environment. In step 2 of role-taking (“game” 

phase), the individual learns to adopt and to internalize the social norms, rules, behaviors, and 

values of a social group, called the “generalized other”. This process shows the individual’s 

recognition of these social attitudes towards the “generalized other”. At the same time, the 

individual experiences the fact of being recognized as a member of this social order. In Mead’s 

opinion, an individual must be recognized as a legal person and this has two implications 

(Honneth, 1995, p. 78f): On the one hand, the individual learns which obligations he has in a 

social order. On the other hand, he also experiences which rights he has in a social group and 

realizes that these legitimate rights are respected. Consequently, such a system also enables 

him to demand fulfilling roles within the society. 
“If one is maintaining his property in the community, it is of primary importance that he is a member of that 
community, for it is his taking of the attitude of the others that guarantees to him the recognition of his own 
rights (…) It gives him his position, gives him the dignity of being a member in the community, it is the source of 
his emotional response to the values that belong to him as a member of the community. It is the basis for his 
entering into the experience of others” (N.N., livros gratis, p. 91 and Mead, 1978, p. 242f). 
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Furthermore, Mead mentions a second kind of recognition next to membership recognition, 

namely being recognized as individual with a value for the society. Honneth interprets Mead’s 

explanations of recognition of rights linked to the dignity of membership in social group as 

follows (Honneth, 1995, p. 79f): Experiencing recognition means being aware of one’s own 

individual social value for the society as it is perceived by the other members. Being in a legal 

social system though means understanding the social orders, but every reaction is individual 

and grounded in personal experiences (compare chapter 2.4.2). These individual reactions are 

not completely controllable for groups and challenge every interaction. An individual discusses 

his role and social attitudes and norms within a group. In the course of such a process, conflicts 

arise – above all when the individual has another opinion contrary to the “generalized others” 

(Mead, 1978, p. 351). These moral conflicts force the individual to seek for new forms of 

recognition within the group (Honneth, 1995, p. 82). Consequently, social attitudes are 

frequently under high scrutiny. An individual’s intention to renew social norms can be, for one 

thing, to get more leeway to interpret them within the social norm constructs (Honneth, 1995, 

p. 82) and, for another thing, to reach self-fulfillment (Mead, 1978, p. 249). With regard to 

divisions of work in a social group, recognition helps an individual to be conscious of his own 

unique individual skills (Mead, 1978, p. 253 and Honneth, 1995, p. 88). The following key 

findings reflect Mead’s perspective with regard to the individual’s recognition: 

 

Key findings: 
 (10) Being part of a social group is related to recognition on the social role and appreciation. 
 (11) Recognition is expressed through cultural features by the social order and has an essential function in 

the process of human identity formation. 
 (12) In a social order, the individual must be recognized as a legal person who understands his rights and 

obligations. 
 (13) The individual can be recognized as valuable for the social order based on his performance. 

 

2.4.5 Identity components “I” and “Me”: Key findings 14-16 

In Mead’s theory, there is a strong focus on social interactions for building up a personality. 

This approach is also reflected in the identity’s components. Which components does the 

human identity contain? Mead differentiates between the “I” and the “me” (Mead, 1978, p. 

216ff). The “self” arises from both. The interdependence between them is the following: The 

“me” develops by adopting attitudes and behaviors of a social group (Mead, 1978, p. 217). 

The “I” represents the individual attitudes, behaviors, and reactions towards the community’s 

attitudes in the context of the individual’s experience from beginning of his life (Mead, 1978, 

p. 240). Both components reflect an individual’s identity and their interdependence is the 

harmonization of both components to get a balanced identity. Therefore, both have to be 
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considered. This explains the individuality of each person. Despite individuals growing up in 

one social group with the same values and attitudes and facing with similar or identical 

schemata regarding different roles in a society, they perceive and react as an individual person 

with a unique background of personal experiences. To summarize, the “I” is not always one 

hundred percent calculable (Mead, 1978, p. 221) due to individual instinctive and impulsive 

reactions (Mead, 1978, p. 254), also partially based on personal experiences, and whereas, 

the “me” represents the sum of an individual’s attitudes shaped by different roles and 

philosophies in a social group (Mead, 1978, p. 221). In consequence, the “me” also reflects 

how others perceive the individual and the corresponding expectations of the individual. 
“The “I” both calls out the “me” and responds to it. Taken together, they constitute a personality as it appears in 
social experiences. The self is essentially a social process going on with these two distinguishable phases. If it did 
not have these two phases there could not be conscious responsibility, and there would be nothing novel in 
experience” (N.N., livros gratis, p. 81 and Mead, 1978, p. 221). 
 

Mead infers that the self must be a “reflective thought” (N.N., livros gratis, p. 92 and Mead, 

1978, p. 245). Both identity components reflect Mead’s general approach: The interplay 

between the individual and his environment and how this human with his balanced identity 

find his position in this social context to answer the question “Who am I in this society?”. 

Mead’s key statements can be summarized in the following key findings: 

 

Key findings: 
 (14) The human self, identity, is categorized in the two parts “I” and “me”. 
 (15) The “I” subsumes the individual attitudes, behaviors, and reactions towards the community’s attitudes 

in the context of the individual’s experience. 
 (16) The “me” is the sum of an individual’s attitudes shaped by different roles and philosophies in a social 

group. 
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2.5 Derivation of Mead’s theory to the organizational context: General applicability 

of the key findings 1-16 for the concept employee identity and its formation  

Based on the developed key findings in Mead’s theory, the next step is to derive the human 

identity formation concept to the organizational context – above all to employees and their 

employee identity process. The key findings’ applicability in the organizational context is 

examined in detail in chapter 3 and 4. 

 

Key findings in Mead’s theory at a glance: 
 
Continual development: 
 (1) The self is not a stable and unchangeable construct. It is developed over time and not fixed. 
 
Communication: 
 (2) Communication processes are multi-layered and need senders and receivers. 
 (3) “Significant symbols” are transported messages with a purpose, meaning, and intention.  
 (4) Communication processes are successful when the sender and receiver have a common understanding 

of the “significant symbols”, which induces an “intelligent conduct” of action-reaction processes based on 
an individual’s background of experiences and expectations. 

 (5) Communication enables and influences the identification process. 
 

Role-taking: 
 (6) The evolution of role-taking has two main steps, the “play” and “game” phase. 
 (7) Role-taking is enabled and based on “significant” symbols in communication processes. 
 (8) Culture is represented by - above all - shared basic attitudes, beliefs, values, norms, behaviors and 

functions as a guardrail how to act as individual in a social order. 
 (9) Culture is expressed by communication, which enables role-taking with the social order – this means 

that an individual’s identity formation is influenced by the group’s culture, but he as an individual with his 
own set of characteristics can also influence the group with his convictions. 

 
Recognition: 
 (10) Being part of a social group is related to recognition on the social role and appreciation. 
 (11) Recognition is expressed through cultural features by the social order and has an essential function in 

the process of human identity formation. 
 (12) In a social order, the individual must be recognized as a legal person who understands his rights and 

obligations. 
 (13) The individual can be recognized as valuable for the social order based on his performance. 
 
The identity components: 
 (14) The human self, identity, is categorized in the two parts “I” and “me”. 
 (15) The “I” subsumes the individual attitudes, behaviors, and reactions towards the community’s attitudes 

in the context of the individual’s experience. 
 (16) The “me” is the sum of an individual’s attitudes shaped by different roles and philosophies in a social 

group. 
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The key findings are ordered according to the main three dimensions which lay the foundation 

for Mead’s identity theory: i) continual development of identity, ii) identity components and 

iii) identification through communication, role-taking and culture, respectively recognition.  

 

According to these key findings, the concept employee identity can be derived as follows: 

To identify with the organizational group and its subgroups, (e.g. divisions in an organization), 

an employee must get in contact with the groups’ culture, namely shared assumptions, social 

norms, rules and behaviors - via multilateral communication processes (see for comparison 

key findings 8 and 9). Following this, from an employee’s identity perspective, the organization 

and its internal sub-groups shape the employee’s identity component “me”, whereas each 

employee’s characteristics are represented by the identity component “I” (see for comparison 

key findings 14-16). Both identity components shape the employee’s self – his identity in the 

organization. The employee adapts himself to the respective organizational group and its 

shared culture and influences the group with his experiences and individual set of 

characteristics (see for comparison key finding 9). Thereby, role-taking effects – enabled by 

significant symbols – play a crucial role in identifying with the organization (see for comparison 

key finding 7). Without communication an employee is not able to identify with a company 

(see for comparison key finding 5). He receives feedback in any kind of a communicated 

cultural expression that takes account of recognition, which also fosters identification (see for 

comparison key finding 11). To be concrete, recognition is twofold – an employee can be 

recognized both as an accepted member of the organization with special roles and functions 

and as valuable for the company based on his skills, ideas, and performance (see for 

comparison key finding 10, 12, and 13). 

An employee who has a network of diverse groups within the organization can boost his 

influence and is more influenced by the organization’s culture or even sub-cultures. This 

enables a continual development of the way of working together due to permanent verbal 

and non-verbal communicational exchanges between the individual and the organization. In 

consequence, the employee’s identity is not a fixed construct – it is permanently confronted 

with influencing and affecting impulses (see for comparison key finding 1). Communication 

exchanges in organizations have senders and receivers – independently from the 

organizational hierarchy (see for comparison key finding 2). The transported message 

becomes a significant symbol when sender and receiver both have the same understanding of 

the message’s content, meaning and intention (see for comparison key finding 3) – the main 

prerequisite for starting identity processes. It is accompanied by satisfying action-reaction 

processes based on significant symbols in an organization but always contingent on the 

individual’s background of experiences and expectations (see for comparison key finding 4). 
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The first derivation of the key findings into the organizational context shows that 

organizational communication and organizational culture, above all recognition, seem to 

contribute essentially to an employee’s identification which is one of the three dimensions of 

identity theory. Therefore, it is necessary to further analyze in-depth the applicability of the 

key findings in the organizational context in the chapters 3 and 4 based on the key findings 2-

13, but except key finding 6. This key finding refers to the identity formation process during 

childhood; consequently, it is irrelevant to discuss that in this thesis’s context. For the general 

understanding of Mead’s theory, it was necessary to introduce this aspect though. 

The key findings 1 and 14-16 are important for understanding the whole concept employee 

identity. However, they are very context-independent; they can be used in each context. 

Therefore, these key findings can be applied in the organizational context without further 

business-specific adaptations. Employee identity is a continual, changing process and the 

employee’s identity consists of the components the employee’s unique “I” and the 

employee’s “me” influenced by the organization. Both have to be harmonized for a balanced 

employee identity. 

Irrespective of the need to adapt one dimension for the organizational context or not, these 

three dimensions are essential to regard in order to give an adequate answer on the 

employee’s identity - “Who am I as employee in the organization?”. To find this answer, the 

interplay between the employee and the organization are at center stage according to Mead’s 

“symbolic interactionism” approach. Following this logic, the influencing factors 

communication and recognition represent this interplay. Communication describes the 

interactional exchange between the employee and the organization which can enable 

internalizing and identification effects. Recognition reflects the position and value of an 

individual employee embedded into the community of the organization. 

 

  



3. Influencing factor: Organizational communication 26 
 

3. Evaluation of organizational communication as first influencing factor for 

employee identity formation: Mead in comparison with current theoretical and 

empirical approaches 

In chapter 2, the key findings of Mead’s theory were worked out, summarized and in a first 

step adapted for the organizational context. The key findings 1, 5 and 14-16 are applicable for 

each social community and as a consequence for the organizational context, too. However, 

communication, role-taking, and culture related key findings might be driven by the social 

context. Therefore, these key findings in Mead’s theory are analyzed and compared with 

current economic theories and empirical research to prove their applicability in the 

organizational environment. Chapter 3 mainly focuses now on communication and relevant 

aspects of communication concerning role-taking whereas chapter 4 analyzes in-depth role-

taking, and culture, above all recognition.  

 

This chapter contains examinations of those key findings which address the topic 

communication: 

 

Key findings - communication: 
 (2) Communication processes are multi-layered and need senders and receivers. 
 (3) “Significant symbols” are transported messages with a purpose, meaning, and intention.  
 (4) Communication processes are successful when the sender and receiver have a common understanding 

of the “significant symbols”, which induces an “intelligent conduct” of action-reaction processes based on 
an individual’s background of experiences and expectations. 

 (5) Communication enables and influences the identification process. 

 

Moreover, the specific facet of role-taking enabled by communication is also already 

examined in this chapter with a focus on communication. 

 
Key finding – role-taking: 
 (7) Role-taking is enabled and based on “significant” symbols in communication processes. 

 

Based on these key findings on communication, the following questions arise for the 

organizational context. 

 How does a communication process emerge in organizations and how is it processed to 

become significant according to Mead? (see chapter 3.1.1 “social interaction” – Fiske, 

1990, p. 2 or Goldhaber’s concept in chapter 3.1.2) 

 Does the nowadays used technical term information relate to Mead’s concept of 

“significant symbol” and transfer the purpose, meaning, and intention of a message in 
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organizations? (see chapter 3.1.1 “create, negotiate, and manage meanings” - Cheney and 

Christensen, 2001, p. 234 or Goldhaber’s concept in chapter 3.1.2) 

 When is the transmitted message satisfying and what does the presence of 

communication satisfaction in an organizational communication process mean? Is this 

comparable with Mead’s “significant symbol” understanding? (see chapter 3.1.1 “desired 

way” - Oliver, 1997, p. 64 or Goldhaber’s concept in chapter 3.1.2) 

To answer these questions, a deeper understanding of organizational communication must be 

developed. Therefore, first of all, organizational communication is defined. The subsequent 

steps put the key findings center stage to analyze and compare Mead’s statements with 

current theories and empirical studies for the purpose of discussing the applicability of Mead’s 

theory in the organizational context. 

 

3.1 Organizational communication 

3.1.1 Overview of definitions 

Traditional research lines differentiate organizational communication into external and 

internal communication, although one recent trend sees both as linked and no further 

relevance to differ between them (Cheney and Christensen, 2001). But there are also opposing 

voices that still stress the importance of differences (Vercic et al., 2012). Based on the already 

developed concept employee identity (see chapter 2.5), it is necessary to consider both 

external and internal communication, whereby the latter is essentially more important for this 

thesis’s studies on employee identity formation. Vercic et al. (2012) argue that in decentral, 

highly-branched companies in a volatile market environment trust and loyalty have to be built 

up through internal communication. Kalla (2003) describes the dimensions of internal 

communication as follows: Business, management, corporate, and organizational 

communication. Business communication “(…) addresses the communication skills of all 

employees, management communication focuses on the development of the managers’ 

communication skills and capabilities, corporate communication focuses on the formal 

corporate communication function, and organisational communication addresses more 

philosophically and theoretically oriented issues” (Kalla, 2003, p. 305). Another approach to 

defining dimensions of internal communication creates the categories of “internal line 

management communication”, “internal team peer communication”, “internal project peer 

communication”, and “internal corporate communication” (Welch and Jackson, 2007). 
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Independently from the focus on the internal or external addressees, how is organizational 

communication defined? Oliver characterizes communication as “(…) an interchange of ideas, 

facts and emotions, by two or more persons, with the use of words, letters and symbols based 

on the technical problem of how accurately the symbols can be transmitted, the semantic 

problem of how, precisely, the symbols convey the desired meaning, and the effectiveness of 

how the received meaning affects conduct in the desired way” (Oliver, 1997, p. 64). Or a very 

simple definition by Fiske: “social interaction through messages” (Fiske, 1990, p. 2). Cheney 

and Christensen define “(…) organizational communication in general terms as a set of 

processes through which organizations create, negotiate, and manage meanings (including 

those related to their own constitution), external organizational communication can be 

thought of as a subset of those processes (…)” (Cheney and Christensen, 2001, p. 234). 

Goldhaber defines organizational communication as follows and adds a full concept to his 

definition which explains the relevant details of the heterogeneous field of communication: 

“Organizational communication is the process of creating and exchanging messages within a 

network of interdependent relationships to cope with environmental uncertainty” 

(Goldhaber, 1986, p. 16). In comparison to the other definitions, his one is more general and 

needs more explanations what is meant (see following chapter). 

 

3.1.2 Conceptual overlaps between Mead and Gerald Goldhaber’s organizational 

communication theory 

The previous chapter illustrated the heterogeneity of the definitions’ foci and also introduced 

Goldhaber’s comprehensive organizational communication. This one will now be discussed 

and analyzed because it gives the most comprehensive overview of the main relevant topics 

of this wide-spanning field. Goldhaber’s concept set the boundaries for the following 

definition: “Organizational communication is the process of creating and exchanging 

messages within a network of interdependent relationships to cope with environmental 

uncertainty” (Goldhaber, 1986, p. 16). The definition reveals seven sub-concepts, namely 

focus topics that are interdependent, and this definition functions as bracket for these focus 

topics. These sub-concepts are listed in the order of the definition: “process, message, 

network, interdependence, relationship, environment, and uncertainty” (Goldhaber, 1986, p. 

16). The next section summarizes Goldhaber’s concept based on his publication in 1986 and 

shows parallels to Mead’s statements (see chapter 2.4). 

 Goldhaber calls communication between members of the organization among themselves 

and with externals as a “process”. A process contains the creation and the exchange of the 
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message being “ongoing, ever changing and continuous” (Goldhaber, 1986, p. 16). The 

same view on communication processes can be found in Mead’s theory (see chapter 

2.4.2). 

 For Goldhaber, the concept of “message” covers the different aspects of “when a message 

is a message”. The first question is hereby: “How does a message emerge?” A symbol 

becomes significant when the individual associates it with a meaning and feeling. A symbol 

can be a word or a gesture. To achieve an effective exchange of the message, the sender 

and the receiver have to have the same understanding and meaning of a series of 

significant symbols. Otherwise, the purpose of the message cannot be fulfilled. Hence, 

Goldhaber’s view of emerging communication processes is relatively similar to Mead’s 

theory (see chapter 2.4.2). Those series of symbols become a message which is exchanged 

through the interaction of the sender and the receiver. According to Goldhaber, the 

second question is: "To whom is the message to be addressed?" In organizational 

communication, two main categories are common: Messages to internals and messages 

to externals. The third question in Goldhaber’s concept “message” can be formulated as: 

"Which channel is used to transport the message?" To gain a deeper insight into the 

different kinds of messages, the following list covers the main types: Verbal (such as 

discussions, letters, speeches) or non-verbal (such as gestures, behavior, body language, 

the personal impression with voice, clothing, physical look); and also the context in which 

a message is embedded, (such as the room environment or further contexts such as 

background music). Many messages are also supported by technologies such as videos, 

voice technologies (telephones, …), or computer technologies (chat programs, emails, …). 

The fourth question belonging to every message is “Why is this message created and what 

is its aim or function?” 

 The concept of “network” by Goldhaber covers the roles between the sender and the 

receiver who represent individuals or groups and how these roles can be influenced by 

communication in and between the organizational hierarchies, by the shared 

interpretation of a message, and the content of that message. Every member in an 

organization has an official role derived from his position and job description. Depending 

on their role, employees and managers get a special network with others within and 

outside the company. However, everybody in the company also has an informal network 

based on sympathies, office neighbors, and so on. The formal and informal networks can 

be influenced by the organization’s hierarchy to which senders and receivers belong. In 

general, it is differentiated by vertical communication to subordinates, to managers, and 

by horizontal communication. Furthermore, a receiver within a network does not always 

receive the message firsthand. Depending on whether the message is transported, it can 

have positive or negative consequences on the network. Last but not least, the content of 



3. Influencing factor: Organizational communication 30 
 

each message is a very strong determining factor on the sender-receiver-roles. Mead also 

examines this aspect of roles having a certain function in a social order, but in relation to 

the society’s culture (see chapter 2.4.3). This network-aspect – the interdependencies 

between culture and communication – will be addressed in chapter 4.1.1.3. 

 The fourth sub-concept which is mentioned in the organizational communication 

definition by Goldhaber is “interdependence”. Goldhaber compares an organization with 

an open system consisting of different subsystems that influence each other. 

Communication affects and induces consequences such as activities for different sub-

groups like departments or different communication networks independently from official 

structures like divisions or teams. The sender of a message should be aware of the cascade 

he can induce. Mead examines this fact in his theory with the successful match of a 

communication process between the sender and the receiver which evolves action-

reaction processes (see chapter 2.4.2 and 2.4.3). 

 The sub-concept of “relationship” addresses the part of organizational communication 

studies that considers the human behavior of the sender and receiver in their personal 

relationship to one another. 

 The sixth research focus, Goldhaber’s definition implies, is “environment”. An employee is 

affected by the internal and external environment. This means that research examines in 

depth how employee’s behavior emerges from structures in an organization. Internally, 

the organization’s culture is very formative, and the external environment shapes an 

employee’s behavior based on factors such as industry, segment, and embedding of the 

organization into its environment. These environmental influences on the individual are 

also analyzed by Mead (see chapter 2.4.3). 

 The last concept is the perpetual “uncertainty” in the world. This uncertainty should be 

reduced through communication. Goldhaber defines it “as the difference between 

information available and information needed” (Goldhaber, 1986, p. 26). Mead also 

alludes to this fact that a successful communicative match requires the sender’s and 

receiver’s common understanding of message’s content, meaning, and intention – the 

harmonization of the availability and the necessity of information (see chapter 2.4.2 and 

2.4.3). 

 

Goldhaber’s definition of organizational communication demonstrates the heterogeneity of 

organizational communication. In general, the conceptual parts “process” and “message” 

follows the content in the key findings 2 and 3. The parts “relationship”, “interdependence”, 

and “uncertainty” reflect aspects of the fourth key finding. Therefore, there are content-

related theoretical overlaps between Mead and Goldhaber. These will be now analyzed in 
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detail with further modern, specialized theories to concretize the role of organizational 

communication in employee identity processes. 

3.2 Evaluation of the key findings by Mead and their applicability in the 

organizational context 

3.2.1 Key finding 2: Message transfer in sender-receiver models 

To return to Mead’s theory, the initial spark of an identity process is the interaction of defined 

individuals to gain a mutual understanding of the interpretation of the exchanged significant 

symbols. This point of view is summarized in the key finding (2) “Communication processes 

are multi-layered and need senders and receivers”. According to Mead, language is in the 

foreground as a channel, but he also includes non-verbal aspects. Are his thoughts also 

relevant in an organizational environment? Goldhaber’s topics of “process” and “message” as 

two of the sub-concepts of the entire organizational communication definition also emphasize 

these aspects as being important to examine and they can be summed up in four questions: 

 How does a message emerge? 

 To whom is the message to be addressed? 

 Which channel is used to transport the message? 

 Why is this message created and what is its aim or function? 

To answer these questions, modern sender-receiver models will be introduced in the 

following. Then, discussions on the key finding (2) can be led. 

 

 

Figure 3: Shannon-Weaver communication model (Weaver, 1964, p. 7) 

 

The Shannon and Weaver model from 1949 explicitly analyzes the emergence of a message 

(relates to the first question one paragraph above). It compares human communication with 
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a technical interaction process (Weaver, 1964).  The transfer of signs forms the center of this 

theory. At the beginning of this concept is an information source. From this information pool, 

certain sign combinations are chosen according to pre-defined rules. The transmitter encodes 

these signs, gives a signal and transfers them to the receiver via a “communication channel”. 

Once they have reached the receiver, the signals must be decoded and will then be forwarded 

to the envisaged destination (see Figure 3). To illustrate this concept, the two researchers give 

a simple example (Weaver, 1964): In an oral conversation, the sender’s brain is the 

information source and the transmitting channel is split into the signal, represented by the 

voice, and the channel, is in this case the air. The receiver is illustrated by the ear and the 

eighth cranial nerve. Shannon and Weaver also considered the case of a “noise source” when 

the intended message cannot be correctly transferred. Message transmission can be 

interrupted on three different levels (Weaver, 1949): On the one hand, it can be a “technical” 

problem like telephone line disturbances or problems with the different languages that the 

sender and the receiver are speaking. On the other hand, Weaver also expanded the original 

theory to communication problems which do not affect the syntactic level of communication. 

He mentioned that the meaning of the sender’s message can be interpreted completely in 

another way by the receiver. 

 

While drawing on Weaver’s problems that are not technical issues, the semiotic model shows 

different levels how to receive the receiver. It consists of three levels, whereby the first level 

is the syntactic one focusing on signs, signal combinations and their correct and full 

transmission (Picot et al., 2008). This level is comparable to Shannon and Weaver’s focus of 

their communication model. Moreover, the semantic level concentrates on the meaning of 

each single sign or sign combination. If the sender and the receiver “(…) attribute an identical 

meaning to the transmitted sign” (Picot et al., 2008, p. 77), the sign is mutated into a message. 

Although the sender and the receiver have the same understanding of the meaning, the 

intention of the communication is not necessarily interpreted in the same way. The significant 

effect on the communication process is to match the sender's and receiver's communication 

process correctly. A message with an intention gets then a new substance, namely, to lead to 

action, and is called information. This is examined in the third rubric, the pragmatic level (Picot 

et al., 2008). The fact that a communication has a purpose and is embedded into an individual 

context makes it relevant to name messages “information”. In consequence, the second 

question can be answered that a message shall be addressed to receivers who enhance the 

probability to get a successful match on the three levels. 

 

The third questions “Which channel is used to transport the message?” can be analyzed by 

the communication axiom by Watzlawick, Beavin and Jackson, and Schulz von Thun’s model. 
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The popular axiom “One cannot communicate” (details see Watzlawick et al., 1990, but 

English translation used from Picot et al., 2008, p. 79) is frequently cited. It describes that 

irrespective of whether you communicate via language, gestures, facial expressions, behavior 

or do absolutely nothing, it is still a kind of communication sending out a message. Following 

this, the communication terminus is obviously extended and enables an overall view that 

besides transmission of information the involved individuals play a big role as communicative 

influencing factors. Schultz von Thun (2016) picks up both the individuals’ importance in 

communication exchanges by Watzlawick et al.’s first communication axiom and the 

pragmatic level of the semiotic theory. Although it is a socio-psychological model, the message 

is the focus of the theory. Every message has four sides - content, relationship, appeal and 

self-revelation (Schulz von Thun, 2016, p. 15ff) which is received by the receiver with four 

“ears”. To be concrete: These four sides are transferred with verbal or non-verbal 

communication channels and are also perceived by the receiver. Sender and receiver come 

together by using the level of meta-communication, which means informing each other how 

the message with its four sides is meant. This alludes also to the second question again, to 

whom the message should be addressed. 

 

Discussion of the four models’ relevance to employee identity formation based on Mead 

The four introduced sender-receiver models study the transmission process of a message. 

Shannon and Weaver’s concept allows to portray and to structure the different theoretical 

components involved in a communication process. Nevertheless, the theory is too technical 

and rather neglects the persons and the individual behaviors behind these constructs. In 

contrast, Mead’s theory is based on “significant symbols” that have to be physically 

transported but not exclusively (in this paragraph, discussion on Mead’s theory refers to 

chapter 2.4). According to Mead, the action-reaction process can be successfully transported 

when there is a shared understanding of the intention. However, the Shannon-Weaver model 

and Mead’s statements show parallels with regard to the structure of the communication 

process between the sender and the receiver. Although the Shannon-Weaver model only has 

a very technical focus on the principal structure of a communication process, it is an important 

theory because it is the basis for further thoughts on developed communication theories, 

which add the semantic and pragmatic levels to the syntactic level. The semiotic model reflects 

the different levels of a message and seizes on an important aspect: Illustrating the complexity 

of Mead’s “significant symbols” including their meaning and intention. 

The socio-psychological theories by Watzlawick, Beavin and Jackson, and Schulz von Thun 

expand the view of communicative interactions by important human behaviors, human 

relationships, and the aspect of self-appeal. Consequently, the transmission of a message, its 

meaning, and its intention becomes multi-layered and includes more communication 
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problems, also often called noises, than the technical communication model by Shannon and 

Weaver. These socio-psychological approaches show similarities to Mead’s theory, because 

Mead recognizes a complete individual reaction based on the individual’s background of 

experiences. This background is also reflected in these theories – above all in Schulz von Thun’s 

model. Schulz von Thun’s “ears” allow for the possibility that the receiver misunderstands the 

transmitted message because of his experiences with the sender or similar experienced 

situations in the past. Furthermore, for Mead a symbol becomes significant when there is an 

overlapping understanding of the sent symbol and as causality the action-reaction process 

corresponds to this understanding. This includes the individual’s individual experiences. 

 

Adaptation of key finding (2) for the organizational environment 

In the last paragraphs, the key finding 2 from Mead’s theory was analyzed regarding its 

relevance today in research and its applicability in the organizational context. Thereby, Mead’s 

assumption of a sender-receiver exchange was compared with a modern organizational 

communication theory by Goldhaber and modern theoretical sender-receiver approaches. 

Overlaps were found and Mead’s theory is accordingly still relevant. 

Nevertheless, every theory has its own core theme that is canvassed and has its own 

relevance. The three questions of “How does a message emerge?”, “To whom is the message 

to be addressed?” and “Which channel is used to transport the message?” from Goldhaber’s 

sub-concept of “message” as part of his definition of organizational communication, were in 

the foreground of further human communication models to discuss Mead’s thoughts on the 

emergence of communication processes with modern theories. These models are general 

ones and therefore valid for the organizational environment as well. The sender and receiver 

can be external stakeholders or internal company members. 

However, the fourth question “Why is this message created and what is its aim or function?” 

was still addressed by sometimes introducing the term “information”. However, up to his 

paragraph the technical term has not been examined in detail yet. This will be done in the next 

chapter by introducing in-depth the term “information” followed by an extensive discussion 

about the communication/ information satisfaction with respect to content and climate 

demands. 

In summary: The key finding (2) “Communication processes are multi-layered and need 

senders and receivers” has its relevance for the organizational context. Extended to some 

more details, it can be adapted for the organizational environment. 

 

Adapted key finding: 
The communication process can be described via sender-receiver models which reflect its complexity: 
Transmission of verbal and non-verbal signals, meaning, intention, and socio-psychological aspects. 
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3.2.2 Key finding 3: Information – definition, value, purpose, meaning, and 

intention 

The significant symbols are Mead’s approach in a communication process (in this chapter, 

discussion on Mead’s theory refers to chapter 2.4). Therefore, the last chapter analyzed the 

communication process how symbols are exchanged and can become significant. The reason 

of the communication process and its aim, meaning or function has not been clarified yet; it 

was just mentioned while slightly introducing the technical term “information” in the modern 

sender-receiver theories. This will be now examined in-depth and is also summarized in the 

key finding (3) ““Significant symbols” are transported messages with a purpose, meaning, and 

intention”. Besides Mead, Goldhaber also address this aspect: “Why is this message created 

and what is its aim or function?” In this context, the term “information” in the organizational 

environment plays an important role. Therefore, the technical term “information” is now 

analyzed to receive an understanding if there are overlaps between “information” in the 

organizational context and Mead’s technical term “significant symbols”. These deliberations 

are in turn necessary to discuss communication satisfaction in the next step (see fourth key 

finding).  

 

Definition of information and its attributes 

In general, the term information is widely used in our society but nevertheless, a consistent 

and general definition and interpretation of information is not circulating, although many 

different sciences, from mathematics to philosophy carry out research on information. This 

leads to different views on what information is and is not. Losee (1997) made an attempt to 

define information in a comprehensive way including all broad research trends. “Information 

may be understood in a domain-independent way as the values within the outcome of any 

process“ (Losee, 1997, p. 254; cited from Losee, 1990). In detail, this means: “Information is 

produced by all processes and it is the values of characteristics in the processes' output that 

are information. (…) Information may be understood as the value attached or instantiated to 

a characteristic or variable returned by a function or produced by a process. We note that the 

value returned by a function is informative about the input to the process and about the 

process itself” (Losee, 1997, p. 256f). 

 

According to Losee’s definition, information is linked to the term value in sciences. Research 

fields on information can be categorized in i) being valuable for the receiver, ii) enhances 

“knowledge”, and iii) fulfills the sender’s purpose. Fitting to these research approaches, Losee 

describes information mostly with four attributes (Losee, 1997): First, information has to “be 

something (…) (substance, energy, or abstract concept)” (Losee, 1997, p. 255). Second, 

information must be in any form new for the receiver. Third, it should not be a lie, it must be 
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true. The fourth attribute is that it must “be ‘about’ something” (Losee, 1997, p. 255). 

Especially the fourth attribute refers to content and the “(…) result of a process or function 

producing the representation of the input, which might, in turn, be the output of another 

function (…)” (Losee, 1997, p. 258). 

The first research field “information is valuable for the receiver”: This conceptual approach 

was picked up to focus on the usefulness of information and consequently the value for the 

receiver and its meaning (Belkin and Robertson, 1976; Farradane, 1980; Harmon, 1984; 

Levine, 1977; Machlup and Mansfield, 1983) or the intertwining with the term knowledge 

(Peters, 1988; Pratt, 1982). In the second research field, the human sciences frequently 

concentrate on the information’s attributes and the newly conveyed knowledge (Harmon, 

1984; Levine, 1977). Tackling all three research fields, Niklas Luhmann, a German sociologist, 

developed a prominent theory, called the “systems theory” (Luhmann, 1984). For him, the 

three selections of information, message and comprehension form a unity and are the 

“synthesis” of communication (Luhmann, 1984, p. 203). Communication has no explicitly 

described transmitting process between the sender and the receiver; it is a closed system. 

 

Information and its value for the sender: Purpose and function in the organizational context 

The various research topics about information in the business context show that economic 

literature’s current trend is to define information as “purpose-oriented knowledge” 

(Wittmann, 1999, p. 14). In detail, this means that the knowledge is used to reach a certain 

aim: Information thus has a value and is evaluated by its usefulness – by the sender and the 

receiver. The purpose of information leads to usage and so to action – that is the intention by 

the sender when sending out information. Losee’s general definition of information also 

contains the aspect “value” of information, but primarily not as economic value than rather a 

“variable's attribute or characteristic” (Losee, 1997, p. 254) of the output due to the 

communication process itself. Based on Wittmann’s definition in the economic research, the 

term information is expanded to the view that it has an economic value: Information is 

perceived as a production factor (Pietsch et al., 2004) – it has a purpose, e.g. for the production 

of goods. Consequently, decisions are made on the basis of information. Information is also 

fundamental for collaboration in an organization, which again leads to a conceived 

information supply (Pietsch et al., 2004). Furthermore, “the collection, transformation, 

storage and transmission of information [are] production costs” [author’s translation into 

English] (Pietsch et al., 2004, p. 39). Following his argumentation and Wittmann’s definition, 

Pietsch et al. (2004) expand Gutenberg’s basic concept, well-known in business theory, of the 

three elementary production factors – working capital, material, and work performance 

(Gutenberg, 1979) by adding information as production factor. In Gutenberg’s concept, 

dispositive factors such as management, organization, planning, and controlling are also 
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included. In the standard reference of business management, Wöhe and Döring pick up this 

idea of dispositive factors (Wöhe and Döring, 2002). However, they remain in the middle with 

their classification of information and define information not as a production factor but rather 

as a condition for executing the dispositive factors. Here, information (exchange) also has a 

value for the sender to reach the intended purpose; in particular, to enable operating the 

production and dispositive tasks in organizations. Busse von Colbe and Laßmann (1991) also 

do not explicitly equate information with a production factor, instead defining it as potential 

factor that cannot be consumed, in contrast to factors such as materials. 

 

Intangibility of information: Value risk for the sender and the receiver 

Addressing information as production factor or not, Krcmar (2015) stresses the duality of 

information: On the one hand, information is an “abstract model”, and on the other hand it 

always requires “physical signals” to be transferred (Krcmar, 2015, p. 17). In contrast to 

tangible production factors, information is intangible (Picot et al., 2008) and has special 

characteristics. Hence, information can be consumed as often as a person would like – it 

cannot be spent (Krcmar, 2015). Its value depends on the context and time (Krcmar, 2015) for 

the sender and the receiver and on the user’s application of the information. The duplication 

of information - in comparison to a tangible asset - has low costs and the distribution is easier 

(Pietsch et al., 2004). The information paradox is a very important factor for information as an 

intangible asset in contracts or all other business-related activities: “(...) its value for the 

purchaser is not known until he has the information, but then he has in effect acquired it 

without cost. Of course, if the seller can retain property rights in the use of the information, 

this would be no problem, but given incomplete appropriability, the potential buyer will base 

his decision to purchase information on less than optimal criteria” (Arrow, 1962, p. 615). Once 

the decision to buy information has been made, in a first step the information supply and 

demand has to be consistent with the purchaser’s ( = the receiver) subjective information 

need. 

 

Information and its value for the receiver: Recognizing the meaning of information and its 

effects in the organizational context 

Following the thoughts about information as “purpose-oriented knowledge” (Wittmann, 

1999, p. 14) and Losee’s second attribute, the effects of information play an important role. 

For that, the sender and the receiver must have the same understanding of a message’s 

meaning (pragmatic level in the semiotic communication model) in order to utilize information 

as “purpose-oriented knowledge” (source, see above) in organizations. Ernst und Christine 

von Weizsäcker (1974) examined these effects with their novelty-confirmation model of 

pragmatic information. They postulate a deep relationship between the effect and the 
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context, especially the receiver’s personal horizon of experiences. A 100% new information 

for a receiver has no effects because he cannot structure this information into his own context 

and cannot conceive the meaning. Contrarily, information with a 100% confirmation character 

also does not have any effects. It is rather a pure message but without any novelty. According 

to von Weizsäcker, the mix of novelty and confirmation is the best ratio of effectual 

information. The information can be used in a personal contextual manner and at the same 

time the receiver increases his knowledge. While the mix does not have to exhibit the 50:50 

ratio; it should be complementary. Figure 4 illustrates von Weizsäckers’ model. 

 

 

Figure 4: Pragmatic information and its confirmation or degree of newness (related to Picot et al., 2008, p. 70) 

 

Adaptation of key finding (3) for the organizational environment 

To briefly summarize: The third key finding of Mead’s theory (in this paragraph, discussion on 

Mead’s theory refers to chapter 2.4) and also the relevant aspect in Goldhaber’s state-of-the-

art organizational communication theory were discussed. Goldhaber’s query about the 

purpose of a message in an organizational environment “Why is this message created and 

which aim or function does it have?” was answered with respect to different perspectives 

from the senders and the receivers regarding the value of information. Mead’s introduced 

term “significant symbol” as the key for a fruitful communication was compared with the 

modern technical term “information” – above all in the organizational context. This term 

allows the following aspects of a message to be included: The value, function, and intention 

to give the communication exchange a meaning and to reach a certain purpose or aim – 

according to Wittmann “purpose-oriented knowledge” (Wittmann, 1999, p. 14), or according 
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to the discussion of Wöhe and Döring, Gutenberg or Busse von Colbe and Laßmann which 

status information has either as production, dispositive, or potential factor. But these desired 

effects depend strongly on the sender’s and receiver’s personal backgrounds, which influence 

how the information is perceived and adopted (to compare the discussion on effects of 

information) in an organization. According to von Weizsäckers’ model, this means that 

information should have the correct mix between confirmation of existing information and 

new information in order to adequately reach the receiver and consequently the sender’s 

attention. Based on the information’s characteristic “intangibility”, the sender and the 

receiver have value risks. 

Mead’s term “significant symbol” (see chapter 2.4.2) shows many parallels to the current 

discussion about the technical term “information” and its purpose and meaning. Based on 

Losee’s definition, the attributes were examined as well. The statement of the third key 

finding “”Significant symbols” are transported messages with a purpose, meaning, and 

intention” is still applicable for the organizational context. Key finding (3) is thus slightly 

adjusted as follows.  

 

Adapted key finding: 
The technical term “information” includes the aspects purpose, value, intention, and meaning of a transferred 
message. 

 

3.2.3 Key findings 4: Communication satisfaction – definitions regarding content 

and climate for a satisfying communication supply and demand 

Communication and information supply and demand 

With regard to Mead’s theory, the fourth key finding addresses the modern technical term 

“communication satisfaction”: “Communication processes are successful when the sender 

and receiver have a common understanding of the “significant symbols”, which induces an 

“intelligent conduct” of action-reaction processes based on an individual’s background of 

experiences and expectations.” 

Mead does not mention the technical term “communication satisfaction”, but he paraphrases 

relevant aspects while mentioning that every person receives and perceives information with 

a completely personal background (in this chapter, discussion on Mead’s theory is based on 

the output of chapter 2.4). This has to be considered to achieve a successful mutual exchange 

of meaning and intention and the consequences for the identity formation. For him, the 

transmission was successful when the symbols become significant for both which means a 

mutual understanding regarding the transmitted content, meaning, purpose, and intention. 

Significant symbols play a crucial role in enabling role-taking and identification effects in order 
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to understand the “others”. In this situation, the sender and the receiver make a completely 

individual experience during this communication process due to their respective characters, 

personal history, and background, unless more persons participate in the exact same 

communicative situation. Then, the individuals evaluate this experience for themselves. In a 

wider sense, they are satisfied or not with this communication process. Therefore, it is 

necessary to use modern theories to examine what communication satisfaction means in the 

organizational context. In Goldhaber’s (1986) organizational communication concept, 

relevant aspects of communication satisfaction are already addressed: The part “uncertainty” 

focuses on the right balance between information supply and demand and his sub-concept 

“network” contains aspects of a successful communication match based on information 

supply and demand.  

 

Definition of satisfaction 

In general, satisfaction is simply defined as a “fulfillment of a need or want” (N.N., Merriam 

Webster’s online encyclopedia: satisfaction, n.d.). This means a satisfied person’s needs, 

expectations, and desires have been met, aspects that marketing consumer research 

examined in-depth over time (Spreng et al., 1996; Keith, 1960). In consequence, however, 

satisfaction is accompanied by a process and then the outcome of evaluating the personal 

expectations with the experienced perception (Oliver, 1980 and 1981; Tse and Wilton, 1988; 

Day 1984; Halstead et al., 1994). 

Management can perceive an employee as a very special kind of internal consumer regarding 

required internal information for building up a relationship to the organization. Consumer 

satisfaction exists of three aspects which were summarized by Giese and Cote (2000), p. 1: “1) 

consumer satisfaction is a response (emotional or cognitive); 2) the response pertains to a 

particular focus (expectations, product, consumption experience, etc.); and 3) the response 

occurs at a particular time (after consumption, after choice, based on accumulated 

experience, etc).” While consumer satisfaction cannot be adopted 1:1 for the term 

communication satisfaction, it does convey a good first impression of what satisfaction is and 

that it is a response of an upward interaction process between the sender and the receiver. 

 

Definitions of communication satisfaction regarding content and climate 

Deriving from the general understanding of the term satisfaction, communication satisfaction 

demands presume a successful communicative exchange considering the content, meaning, 

and intention of a message and a successful perception between sender and receiver about 

the climate for communication. Otherwise, the sender, the receiver, or both are left 

dissatisfied. Communication satisfaction can be defined as “unidimensional, generalized 

feeling which an employee has towards his total communication environment” (Downs and 
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Hazen, 1977, p. 64). Smidts et al. (2001) categorize communication satisfaction i) with content 

and ii) with climate. 

 

With regard to the content aspect, communication satisfaction is achieved when there is a 

successful match between the sender’s and the receiver’s communication activities. They 

have to agree on the purpose, meaning, and intention of the exchanged message. Ernst and 

Christine von Weizsäckers’ (1974) novelty-confirmation model of pragmatic information 

offers one possibility to evaluate the received information based on an individual background 

of knowledge and experience (model introduction see previous chapter). Following this, 

Goldhaber’s (1986) mentioned balance between information supply and demand plays an 

important role (see chapter 3.1.2). Generally, it means for the organizational context that the 

content of information has to be adapted to an employee’s respective functionality and 

professional background, in order to enable a fruitful communicative exchange of 

information. 

Employees can also be satisfied or dissatisfied with the communication climate. Thereby, 

communication climate is both a facet of the psychological climate and of the organizational 

climate (Jones and James, 1979). The psychological climate is the “individual perception of the 

work environment” (Jones and James, 1979, p. 201) and its individual interpretations. 

“Organizational climate thus emerges from the shared, homogeneous perceptions that 

organization members have of the psychological climate” (Smidts et al., 2001, p. 1053). Similar 

definitions of organizational climate can be found, for example, in Eisenberg and Riley (2001): 

“(…) most conceptions of organizational climate are best viewed as phenomena caused, 

changed, or managed by the organization’s culture” (Eisenberg and Riley, 2001, p. 308). Fink 

and Chen (1995) argue that organizational climate closes the cognitive gap between an 

individual’s feelings and affections (psychological climate) and the shared perceptions of other 

members of the group. A definition that picks up three perspectives, namely Eisenberg and 

Riley’s argument of organizational climate as phenomena and the relation to organizational 

culture as well as Fink’s and Chen’s (1995) and Smidts et al.’s (2001) argument of the individual 

perception, is the following: “Climate is a relatively enduring quality of the internal 

environment of organization that (a) is experienced by its members, (b) influences their 

behavior, and (c) can be described in terms of the values of a particular set of characteristics 

(or attributes) of the organization” (Tagiuri, 1968, p. 27). Ehrhart et al. (2013) define 

organizational climate as “(…) the shared meaning organizational members attach to the 

events, policies, practices and procedures they experience and the behaviors they see being 

rewarded, supported and expected” (Ehrhart et al., 2013, p. 69). 

However, some researchers define communication climate and organizational climate as 

separate constructs (Welsch and La Van, 1981), instead of defining communication climate as 



3. Influencing factor: Organizational communication 42 
 

a facet of the psychological and organizational climate. In general, however, only a few 

research publications exist that address the interactions and limitations between both 

constructs as well as the communication climate construct itself (Keyton, 2014). Therefore, 

this thesis treats the communication climate as part of both the psychological and the 

organizational climate, and this is reflected in an often-cited definition of communication 

climate by Dennis (1974): “(…) a subjectively experienced quality of the internal environment 

of an organization: the concept embraces a general cluster of inferred predispositions, 

identifiable through reports of members perceptions’ of messages and message-related 

events occurring in the organization” (Dennis, 1974, p. 29, cited in Guzley, 1992 and Bartels et 

al., 2007). This definition leans on Tagiuri’s definition of an organizational climate. Although 

little research has been done on the communication climate, in 1992 Guzley examined some 

relationships between the communication climate and organizational commitment. There 

was a positive correlation. 

Communication climate as the shared and/ or individual perception of the communication 

environment can be expressed by an open climate, having the opinion to participate in 

decision making processes and to be recognized seriously in the organization (Dennis, 1974 

cited in Guzley, 1992; Redding, 1972). “A positive communication climate is not only 

rewarding in itself but may also provide information about whether a member is accepted as 

a valued coworker in an organization” (Smidts et al., 2001, p. 1051). 

 

Communication satisfaction is influenced by different factors 

After having explained that employees can be satisfied with communication regarding the 

communication content and the communication climate which in turn is a special facet of the 

psychological and organizational climate, some studies already examined the influence of 

both. While the separation into the two categories was not done explicitly; it can be discerned. 

For example, influencing factors on communication satisfaction are internal communication 

(Jacobs et al., 2016) or the supervisor’s communication to the subordinates (Steele and Plenty, 

2015; Mueller and Lee, 2002). Thereby, a high level of the supervisor’s communication 

competence also positively relies on communication satisfaction of the employees (Madlock, 

2008). A rarely examined aspect – but a very practical finding for organizations - is a new office 

layout and its implications for communication and communication satisfaction (Inamizu, 

2015). White et al. (2010) studied information satisfaction of university members and stated 

the relationship between high satisfaction and a personal contact or even a perceived 

personal contact due to the direct working environment with the chancellor. 

Within a single organization, the perception of communication satisfaction can vary from 

group to group. Contrary to first assumptions, the employees in a virtual office are more 

satisfied with communication than their colleagues in a conventional office atmosphere – 
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especially in the tested personal areas like personal feedback (Akkirman and Harris, 2005). 

Other examinations’ results revealed a higher communicative dissatisfaction of part-time 

employees in comparison with full-time employees (Walther, 1988; Gray and Laidlaw, 2002). 

 

Adaptation of key finding (4) for the organizational environment 

This chapter analyzed the statements of the fourth key finding in Mead’s theory: 

“Communication processes are successful when the sender and receiver have a common 

understanding of the “significant symbols”, which induces an “intelligent conduct” of action-

reaction processes based on an individual’s background of experiences and expectations.” 

Although Mead does not explicitly mention the technical terms satisfaction with climate and 

content, he was aware that receiving information and perceiving the communication climate 

have a very individual basis in an individual’s personal former experiences and level of 

information. The new communication theory by Goldhaber picks up the aspect of balancing 

sender and receiver supply and demand. This can be examined with the construct of 

communication satisfaction. In consequence, the chapter defined and discussed based on 

concepts and empirical studies that communication satisfaction is related to information 

content and climate, that it is a predictor of communication and information demand and its 

met expectations by the receiver, and that is also a predictor of the reception of the meaning 

and intention of a message and information. 

In consequence, the fourth key finding is adapted for the organizational environment, while 

directly mentioning the technical term communication satisfaction. 

 

Adapted key finding: 
Communication satisfaction is... 
 related to information content and climate 
 a predictor of communication and information demand and its met expectations by the receiver 
 a predictor of the reception of the meaning and intention of a message and information. 

 

3.2.4 Key findings 5 & 7: Impacts of communication satisfaction on identification 

Key finding 4 clarified the technical term communication satisfaction with content and climate 

and how it can be evoked based on the results of empirical studies. According to Mead’s 

“significant symbols” in a successfully and intelligently conducted communication process play 

a crucial role in enabling role-taking and identification effects. Then, the individual can 

understand the “others” and start role-takings. Deriving from his viewpoints, the new 

introduced term communication satisfaction should have impact on role-taking and 

identification processes. Therefore, the contents of key finding 5 “Communication enables 

and influences the identification process” and the key finding 7 “Role-taking is enabled and 
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based on “significant symbols”” are compared with modern organizational theories to 

evaluate their applicability in the organizational environment. 

Recent studies show for the identification process, especially role-taking, that it is necessary 

to transport the content about the organization’s targets, missions, visions, and strategic 

direction to the employees according to their roles in the organization: An employee can only 

weigh whether he agrees with them, and internalizes with the organization, if he receives this 

information (Cheney, 1983a). Smidts et al. (2001) also find an effect between the 

communication content and identification effects. Moreover, for employees it is important to 

get to know the “other”, in particular the organization, in order to perceive the organization 

as a single unique construct distinguishing it from other companies (Dutton et al., 1994). The 

employees will then have a stronger feeling of belonging to the organization. 

Downs and Hazen (1977) also discovered that the communication climate influences 

identification with an organization as a latent factor behind some identification indicators. 

 

Nakra (2006) concentrated on communication satisfaction and employee identification and 

discovered a significant relationship. For the similar psychological construct of “employee 

commitment”, significant correlations were also validated (Varona, 1996). Organizational 

citizenship behavior as one possible way of expressing identification with an organization can 

also be predicted by communication satisfaction (Kandlousi et al., 2010). In another study, a 

high degree of communication satisfaction and identification is related to a low turnover rate 

(Scott et al., 1999). Moreover, it was examined that the communication climate has impacts 

on the identification during a merger of two companies (Bartels et al., 2006). The already 

introduced study by Smidts et al. (2001) also indicates a relationship between the climate and 

identification. 

The “classic” implication of communication satisfaction is for job satisfaction (Downs and 

Hazen, 1977; Goris, 2007; Walther, 1988; Gregson, 1990). Tsai et al. (2009) did not relate to it 

to job satisfaction, but to job performance, and can also approve the implications of 

communication satisfaction on job performance as well as the contrary effect: High job 

performance leads to a low turnover rate. Pincus (1986) and Goris (2007) validated both the 

effect of communication satisfaction on job satisfaction and on job performance; in Pincus’ 

study the first relationship is stronger. Iyer and Israel (2012) gave the recommendation to have 

a greater attention on employee engagement as a form of organizational commitment which 

potentially fosters the achievement of the organizational goals. The influencing factor of 

employee engagement is communication satisfaction. 
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Adaptation of key finding (5) and (7) for the organizational environment 

In this chapter, the role of communication satisfaction and its impacts was analyzed based on 

empirical studies carried out in organizations. The successful exchange of communication 

(“significant symbols”) is closely related to communication satisfaction. Therefore, in general, 

communication (content and climate) – in particular communication satisfaction - enables the 

identification process based on role-taking. Therefore, the contents of key finding 5 

“Communication enables and influences the identification process” and the key finding 7 

“Role-taking is enabled and based on “significant symbols”” are still applicable in the 

organizational environment. 

 

Adapted key finding: 
Communication satisfaction is... 

 a factor influencing role-taking and identification processes. 
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3.3 Conclusions and the adapted key findings in the organizational context 

The discussed facts show that Mead’s postulated relationship between communication and 

identity formation and his statements (summarized in key findings) are generally adaptable 

for organizational needs – especially to adequately cover the concept employee identity. 

Based on similar findings the modern communication approaches for organizational 

communication also confirm the relevance and actuality of Mead’s mentioned aspects in his 

theory and they can complement and extend some of Mead’s basic ideas which he did not 

discuss in detail. 

Altogether, in this chapter, based on contemporary theories and empirical studies the key 

findings 2-5 and 7 were qualitatively discussed and consequently the theoretical relationship 

between organizational communication and an employee’s identification process as one 

central dimension of employee identity with the organization can be upheld. The relevant 

adapted key findings for the concept employee identity are summarized in the following. 

 

  
  

Adapted key findings A for the organizational environment: 
Derived from Mead’s basic theory, organizational communication enables the employee’s identification 
process with the organization. This contributes to an employee identity as a third dimension next to identity 
components and continual development of identity. 

 
A1 The communication process can be described via sender-receiver models which reflect its 

complexity: Transmission of verbal and non-verbal signals, meaning, intention, and socio-
psychological aspects. 

A2 The technical term “information” includes the aspects purpose, value, intention, and meaning of a 
transferred message. 

A3 Communication satisfaction is… 
 related to information content and climate  
 a predictor of communication and information demand and its met expectations by the receiver 
 a predictor of the reception of the meaning and intention of a message and information 
 a factor influencing role-taking and identification processes. 



4. Influencing factor: Organizational culture 47 
 

4. Evaluation of organizational culture as second influencing factor for employee 

identity formation: Mead in comparison with current theoretical and empirical 

approaches 

According to Mead, communication and culture, above all the aspect recognition, are the 

central influencing factors in human identity formation processes. Therefore, organizational 

communication and its influence on an employee’s identity were already extensively 

discussed. This chapter entails a comprehensive view of organizational culture, above all the 

cultural aspect recognition, as an influencing factor of employee identity and its relationship 

to organizational communication. Mead’s defined relation between culture and recognition is 

shortly reviewed (details see chapter 2.4.4): For Mead an adult’s identity is fully developed if 

he is able to identify with general targets and purposes of the social orders in which he is 

embedded. This also means that he actively takes part in the activities of the social group and 

that he is aware of the group’s norms, rules, values, attitudes, and behaviors. To internalize 

these, the “generalized other”, though, is an essential factor that can be recalled in the 

different situations and phases of one’s life that an individual goes through within a social 

system. Furthermore, the mutual recognition of individuals in societies is an essential factor 

on both levels: In their role and function in a society with its rules and norms, and as individuals 

with a value for society. Consequently, identifying with a social order to gain membership or 

to retain one’s membership provides an individual with a framework for how to behave. But 

due to the individual’s reactions and his personal experiences in the past, a social order does 

not only shape an individual, because he also shapes the community’s system. 

 

Therefore, this chapter examines the key findings 7-13. However, key finding 7 was already 

addressed in the previous communication chapter, but it is officially summarized in the key 

findings “role-taking” based on Mead’s explications on role-taking. Key finding 6 is not 

relevant for the organizational environment because Mead’s “play” and “game” phase refers 

to the identity development of children. 

 

Key findings – role-taking and culture: 
 (6) The evolution of role taking has two main steps, the “play” and “game” phase. 
 (7) Role-taking is enabled and based on “significant” symbols in communication processes. 
 (8) Culture is represented by - above all - shared basic attitudes, beliefs, values, norms, behaviors and 

functions as a guardrail how to act as individual in a social order. 
 (9) Culture is expressed by communication, which enables role-taking with the social order – this means that 

an individual’s identity formation is influenced by the group’s culture, but he as an individual with his own 
identity can also influence the group with his convictions. 
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Key findings - recognition: 
 (10) Being part of a social group is related to recognition on the social role and appreciation. 
 (11) Recognition is expressed through cultural features by the social order and has an essential function in 

the process of human identity formation. 
 (12) In a social order, the individual must be recognized as a legal person who understands his rights and 

obligations. 
 (13) The individual can be recognized as valuable for the social order based on his performance. 

 

 

4.1 Evaluation of the key findings by Mead and their applicability in the 

organizational context 

4.1.1 Organizational culture 

4.1.1.1 Theoretical attributes of organizational culture 

First of all, it has to be discussed what organizational culture is and then the different lines of 

thoughts in research can be deduced. Merriam-Webster’s online encyclopedia illustrates 

different descriptions of the term “culture”. To name just one general lexical definition: “the 

customary beliefs, social forms, and material traits of a racial, religious, or social group; also:  

the characteristic features of everyday existence (as diversions or a way of life) shared by 

people in a place or time” (N.N., Merriam Webster’s online encyclopedia: culture, n.d.). In 

1982, Peters and Waterman from McKinsey published the very popular book “In Search of 

Excellence” with the suggestion of attending more to the human behavioral topics in 

organizations (Peters and Waterman, 1982). In this time period, economic research also 

jumped on the bandwagon and strongly intensified working on cultural topics. Consequently, 

many different concepts and definitions of organizational culture emerged and were deeply 

validated. Despite all discussions about the heterogeneity and different foci of the respective 

theories, one concept has been widely accepted for many years: In 1985, Edgar Schein 

published a comprehensive theory in his book “Organizational Culture and Leadership”. In the 

next chapter, his concept will be examined in detail. For now, however, the following core 

attributes of different organizational culture theories are summarized below, because they 

are reflected in most various organizational culture concepts. These attributes give a 

comprehensive understanding of how organizational culture is generally defined. 
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“Organizational culture… 

is shared. 

is stable. 

has depth. 

is symbolic, expressive, and subjective. 

is grounded in history and tradition. 

is transmitted to new members. 

provides order and rules to organizational existence. 

has breadth. 

is a source of collective identity and commitment. 

is unique.” (Ehrhart et al., 2013, p. 132) 

 “Shared” means that a community shares its thoughts, attitudes, values, rules, and 

behaviors which are directly or indirectly passed to their old and new members (Schein, 

2004; Gagliardi, 1986; Smircich, 1983). Every member in this group has his own 

experiences, but so do all further persons – including, for example, those who refuse to be 

part of this community. They experience the relationship as an outsider towards the 

community. 

 “Stable” reflects the character of culture. It is a continuous construct and consequently, it 

cannot be created or changed on a daily basis (Gagliardi, 1986; Hofstede et al., 1990).  

 “Depth” alludes to the fact that culture is expressed in different levels (Schein, 2004). 

Values and assumptions are culture’s deepest layer and have to be internalized in the 

unconsciousness by an organization’s members. In contrast, visible symbols can be 

conveyed consciously. 

 “Symbolic, expressive, and subjective” reflects the meaning and interpretation of culture 

by employees in an organization. Culture, however, is expressed to the employees in many 

forms, such as symbols or behaviors (Smircich, 1983; Trice and Beyer, 1993). Furthermore, 

the sense-making aspect is also often stressed in definitions and norms (Alvesson and 

Sveningsson, 2008; Hatch and Schultz, 1997; Ravasi and Schultz, 2006). Based on the 

personal background as well as former and current experiences, every employee 

interprets individually the common understandings of the organization’s culture and acts 

or reacts in a completely unique way. 

 “Grounded in history and tradition”: This description expresses the emergence of culture 

(Hofstede et al., 1990; Prettigrew, 1979). An organizational culture is not established from 

one day to another. It is a process from the beginning of an organization and is deeply 

influenced by its members and its environment over time. 
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 “Transmitted to new members” is a further important aspect for adopting and 

internalizing organizational culture. Symbols and consistent behavior give a guideline to 

get to know the shared understandings and how to best fit into the organization (O’Reilly 

et al., 1991). 

 “Provides order and rules to organizational existence” means to give employees a helpful 

orientation which decreases insecurities (O’Reilly et al., 1991; Van Maanen, 1979). 

 “Has breadth” means that culture can be expressed in different forms, but in each 

situation with a “breadth” (Schein, 2004). 

 “Is a source of collective identity and commitment” reflects the aspect that was already 

described in chapter 2.2.2. The organization’s identity is essentially influenced by its 

culture. The employees influence the organizational culture and their identity is shaped by 

that culture. It is “(…) an emotional connection to the culture and a commitment to the 

group” (Ehrhart et al., 2013, p. 134). For further details, see Hatch and Schultz (1997) and 

Ravasi and Schultz (2006). 

 “Is unique” means that every organization has its own culture (Cooke and Rousseau, 1988), 

which can never be adopted completely by another organization due to a unique 

constellation of members, stakeholders, and industry. 

 

The core attributes of “organizational culture” reveal the heterogeneous perspectives of this 

technical term. However, these attributes shape the interface for commonalities of the 

different organizational culture concepts. 

4.1.1.2 Key Finding 8: Different levels of expressing culture - Edgar Schein’s concept 

Mead did not create a culture theory but described intensively the role of culture for human 

identity formation processes (see chapter 2.4). In his theory, he also alludes to the different 

aspects of culture, above all norms, attitudes, behaviors, and beliefs. Furthermore, the 

“shared” understanding of culture in societies, the process how such beliefs and norms 

becomes shared and the implications of shared cultural guardrails for individuals, are topics 

which are extensively reflected in Mead’s theory. Therefore, the eighth key finding 

summarizes those aspects as follows: “Culture is represented by - above all - shared basic 

attitudes, beliefs, values, norms, behaviors and functions as a guardrail how to act as 

individual in a social order.” 

Edgar Schein succeeded in creating a conceptual bracket between the already introduced 

single attributes (see previous chapter) representing different foci of the various trends in 

organizational culture research and his wide-spanning theory. Therefore, his theory is 

introduced in the following. Moreover, Schein includes the construct organizational climate 
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into his organizational culture theory. In consequence, the logical integration of both 

constructs is possible. Organizational climate was already deeply examined in chapter 3 for 

discussing its role with regard to communication climate and then communication 

satisfaction.  

 

According to Schein, organizational culture is “(…) a pattern of shared basic assumptions that 

was learned by a group as it solved its problems of external adaptation and internal 

integration, that has worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught 

to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems” 

(Schein, 2004, p. 17). 

 

Schein’s theory has one unique characteristic: He conceptualizes three different levels of 

culture, “(…) meaning the degree to which the cultural phenomenon is visible to the observer” 

(Schein, 2004, p. 25). His three-level conceptualization is based on the two general attributes 

“shared” and “is unique” by Ehrhart et al. (2013). Therefore, these are not assigned to one 

specific level by Schein. An organizational culture can only emerge by a shared community 

process. Additionally, the constellation of persons embedded in their industry environment as 

well as their personal and professional background and the corresponding process of creating 

culture for their organization are so unique that an organization’s culture is not imitable. 

 

 

 

Figure 5: The levels of culture (referring to Schein, 2004, p. 26)  
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Level 1: “Artifacts” incorporating the technical term organizational climate 

The first organizational culture level is called “artifacts” (Schein, 2004, p. 25ff). Under this term 

Schein subsumes all phenomena captured by sensory organs: This means, in an organization 

such phenomena can be expressed by uniform clothing styles, certain language expressions 

or fonts and official story telling about the history or special facts of the organization. 

Furthermore, Schein also includes participation in organizational rites and ceremonies or the 

handling of official structures, procedures, and the visible living of norms, rules, and attitudes 

at this level. In general, the phenomenon is observable for internals as well as externals – 

depending on the access to the corresponding artifacts like special ceremonies. 

At this level, Schein defines the relation between the construct organizational climate and 

culture as follows (Schein, 2004, p. 17ff): The construct organizational climate is also an 

artifact, because the climate is an expression of the levels 2 and 3. This kind of integration is 

not a general opinion in research. There are still two established research areas that have an 

equal right to exist side by side – with content-related overlaps. While clarifying this discussion 

lies outside this thesis’s scope, it is still necessary to have a short look at the roots of both 

concepts. Organizational climate researchers use quantitative, psychologic-related methods, 

examine relations between climate and output or performance, or the organization’s strategy 

and the climate’s spotlight are visible or observable facts/ artifacts (for further details, see 

Ehrhart et al., 2013, p. 204). In contrast, culture roots in anthropology, is examined by 

qualitative methods, and focuses on different levels of culture in an organization (for details, 

see Ehrhart et al., 2013, p. 204). Nevertheless, both concepts show similarities regarding the 

focus of “shared” contrarily to an individual focus, the “macro view” to understand the 

emergence of each concept, the contextual-dependent meaning for employees, and the 

impact of both concepts on the organizational environment (Ehrhart et al., 2013, p. 199). 

According to Tagiuri’s definition that organizational climate “(…) is a relatively enduring quality 

of the internal environment of organization (…)” (Tagiuri, 1968, p. 27 and see chapter 3.2.3) 

and Ehrhart et al.’s (2013) definition that climate focuses on observable aspects experienced 

by employees, it makes sense to follow Schein’s recommendation to see climate as an artifact 

that is integrated into the first level (Schein, 2004, p. 26). 

Integration into the scheme of general attributes: Compared with the general attributes of 

organizational culture already described by Ehrhart et al. (2013) (see previous chapter), the 

attribute “symbolic, expressive, and subjective” pertains mainly to Schein’s first level: Culture 

is expressed in different artifacts which can be individualized by the members and function as 

a communicator. The attribute “has breadth” conveys that culture can be expressed by 

everything and everybody. 
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Level 2: “Espoused beliefs and values” 

The second level can be described as “espoused beliefs and values” (Schein, 2004, p. 28). For 

more details to the outline offered in these paragraphs see Schein (2004): When individuals 

are part of a social group such as teams or departments, these groups provide guardrails and 

certainty as to how to behave or how to evaluate facts as right and wrong. According to Schein, 

norms, (moral) rules, and attitudes are produced based on “shared” understandings by the 

community. A single person can internalize these beliefs and values but he is also able to shape 

them to a certain degree through active participation. In that case, Schein’s approach is similar 

to Mead. Due to the heterogeneous perspectives on values and beliefs between an individual 

and the community, these have to be discussed from time to time and perhaps adapted to 

new circumstances. It is not completely fixed. Such beliefs and values emerge through a similar 

process (Schein, 2004): Based on the discussions of how to behave etc. the finding of solutions 

to a problem gives a first orientation – it is a shared process by including all members. 

According to him after some time, this proven guide to behavior and values becomes the 

standard in similar new situations. After a long time, values and beliefs are taken for granted 

and are naturally internalized in behavior by the community’s members. It is a learning 

process. So far, Schein mentions two types of beliefs and values: The conscious ones that 

individuals discuss – above all at the beginning of setting-up a community with its principles 

and its expression in artifacts - and the unconscious ones that form the bedrock and are 

unconsciously adopted by the individual members. These two kinds of characteristics create 

the overlaps from level 2 to level 1 as well as to level 3 (Schein, 2004). 

Integration into the scheme of general attributes: In comparison with Schein’s definition of 

the second level, the following attributes of the general description of organizational culture 

by Ehrhart et al. (2013) are primarily picked up in “grounded in history and tradition”, 

“transmitted to new members”, “provides order and rules to organizational existence”, and 

“is a source of collective identity and commitment” (see chapter 4.1.1.1). All four allude to the 

discussions and exchanges about special issues and/ or problems affecting the organization to 

shape the guardrails and appropriate behavior. Thereby, the members can get in close 

interactional contact with the organization and can internalize and identify. Existing values 

and beliefs can be transmitted and then adopted by new members. 

 

Level 3: “Basic underlying assumptions” 

The third level comprises “basic underlying assumptions” (Schein, 2004, p. 30), which “have 

become so taken for granted that one finds little variation within the social unit” (Schein, 2004, 

p. 31). This means that these assumptions hardly change or are only changeable in a long-term 

process that costs much effort and uncertainty for the members in an organization. 

Furthermore, it reveals stress situations with “anxiety and defensiveness” (Schein, 2004, p. 
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32). In fact, the assumptions are the basic principles of belonging to an organization and give 

the basic concept of how to perceive and think in a certain way – according to him. 

Integration into the scheme of general attributes: The deepest level refers mainly to the 

common attributes “stable” and “depth” by Ehrhart et al. (2013). Such unconscious 

assumptions are manifested for long-term thinking and are deeply rooted. They provide long-

term guidance and foster trust in the organization’s members and do not vary from situation 

to situation. 

 

Adaptation of key finding (8) for the organizational environment 

The previous chapter introduced the different approaches to organizational culture, showing 

that they had many of their definitions of terms, values, beliefs, assumptions, and the “shared” 

understanding of evolving organizational culture in common. However, Schein offers a 

comprehensive concept for how these terms are related, identifying three distinct levels for 

their categorization. Furthermore, he defines the overlaps between culture and climate which 

is necessary for the communication satisfaction discussions in this thesis (see chapter 3.2.3) 

and stresses the employee’s “shared” opinions in creating culture. Mead does not develop a 

cultural concept for societies but his general views on how culture is expressed, are applicable 

to organizational culture. In particular, Mead’s “shared” approach, his descriptions of culture 

(beliefs, norms, assumptions, …), and the guardrail functionality how to behave according to 

cultural norms, are reflected in in Schein’s concept and further contemporary theories of 

culture in organizations. While Schein categorizes the different descriptions of organizational 

culture into three levels, a more structured understanding on culture is generated – in 

comparison to Mead. In consequence, the eighth key finding “Culture is represented by – 

above all – shared basic attitudes, beliefs, values, norms, behaviors and functions as guardrail 

how to act as individual in a social order” is extended by the three-level-approach and adapted 

in the following way for the application in the organizational environment: 

 
Adapted key finding: 

The three different levels of organizational culture are the guardrails for any kind of social behavior and the 

coexistence of individuals in organizations. The levels are “artifacts”, “espoused values and beliefs”, and 

“underlying assumptions”. 
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4.1.1.3 Key Finding 9: Overview of relations between role-taking, culture, and 

communication 

The ninth key finding addresses the relations between role-taking, culture, and 

communication: “Culture is expressed by communication, which enables role-taking with the 

social order – this means that an individual’s identity formation is influenced by the group’s 

culture, but he as an individual with his own set of characteristics can also influence the group 

with his convictions.” Therefore, the theoretical concepts by Goldhaber and Schein are 

discussed with regard to the statements in Mead’s theory (theories see chapters 2.4, 3.1.2 

and 4.1.1.2). Empirical examinations show the interdependent relationships as well. 

 

Comparing Schein’s statements with Mead reveals many similarities regarding the process of 

the individual’s identification with a community. Both perceive culture as guardrails for values 

and beliefs which have to be transmitted and internalized by its members and new or soon-

to-be members, but which can also be shaped by the individuals. The guardrails shape a 

group’s “shared” self-understanding. Furthermore, both stress the various possibilities of 

expressions regarding the cultural phenomenon – from visible artifacts to the common 

understanding of basic assumptions that have to be transmitted through verbal or non-verbal 

communication and any kind of transmission channel. This heterogeneity of communicating 

the organizational culture is not only reflected in content aspects but also reflected in the 

communication climate which both in turn affects communication satisfaction. Regarding the 

climate aspect: Tagiuri’s already introduced argument is that climate “(…) can be described in 

terms of the values of a particular set of characteristics (or attributes) of the organization” 

(Tagiuri, 1968, p. 27). To review as Cheney (1983a) found out: Transmitting the content and 

hence also the corporate culture aspects, such as goals and values, support the identification 

process because the employees have the chance to confront with this topic. 

However, Mead does not explicitly outline three levels and does not create a human culture 

concept. With respect to the process of a group’s culture formation, Mead has the 

communication process at the center stage and its relevance for role-taking effects as well as 

the related importance to recognition, whereas Schein’s initialization is a new issue or 

problem arising that has to be solved. Schein does not discuss communication processes in 

detail; he rather treats them as a basic prerequisite for identifying processes with the 

organization’s culture (Schein, 2017). 

Goldhaber also addresses the relation between organizational culture and communication as 

well as further empirical studies: The communication between different levels of hierarchy 

varies (means sub-cultural differences) and is based on the respective job roles (Bisel et al., 

2012; Madlock and Kennedy-Lightsey, 2010). Goldhaber’s theory summarizes this 

phenomenon in his sub-concept “network”. Moreover, Goldhaber’s sub-concept 
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“interdependences” includes communication between different parts of the organization and 

their sub-cultural behavior. Pinto and Pinto’s (1990) empirical study examined this relation 

that highly cooperative teams show communicative behavior regarding their reasons and their 

informal ways of communication that differ from those teams that are less cooperative. These 

findings also show an impact on the different team performances. Goldhaber’s definitional 

section of “environment” also explicitly mentions the relationship between culture and 

communication. 

 

Further researchers also focused on relationships between communication, organizational 

culture, and the employee’s identification and role-taking effect and carried out studies. Hogg 

and Reid (2006) examined how a group’s norms are transferred through communication and 

how these norms are expressed through verbal and non-verbal communication. Research on 

the heterogeneity of norm expressions was for example also done by Bendor and Swistak 

(2001) or Rimal and Real (2003). Furthermore, Hogg and Reid (2006) discovered a relationship 

between the communicated norms and social identity: “The fundamental insight of this 

approach is that individuals cognitively represent group norms as category-defining group 

prototypes that capture meaningful context-dependent similarities within and differences 

between groups. (…) By definition, group norms are elaborated, maintained, and changed 

through communication about, and contextualized by, group prototypes” (Hogg and Reid, 

2006, p.23). Amongst other criteria, Eisenberg and Riley (2001) also confirm the role of 

communicating norms and values in a group, enabling group members familiarize themselves 

with them (role-taking). Smith and Keyton (2001) focused on special communicated symbols 

and information charged with the organization’s cultural symbolism. Internalizing these ones 

led to an acceptance of the norms reflected in communication processes. This can be also 

interpreted as one kind of identification effect. Wines and Hamilton (2008) and Driscoll and 

McKee (2006) as well as Boje and Baskin (2011) examined different aspects of communicative 

storytelling as one phenomenon of expressing culture. Jung et al. (2009) also verified that 

organizational culture is expressed by organizational verbal and non-verbal communication to 

the members and amongst them. 

 

Adaptation of key finding (9) for the organizational environment 

In comparison to Mead, Goldhaber and Schein as well as with other empirical research studies 

the key finding 9 “Culture is expressed by communication, which enables role-taking with the 

social order – this means that an individual’s identity formation is influenced by the group’s 

culture, but he as an individual with his own set of characteristics can also influence the group 

with his convictions” was analyzed. The relation between organizational culture and 

organizational communication, the role-taking effects and the influence of organizational 
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culture on identification can be found in new theories and empirical studies, too. Therefore, 

key finding (9) is applicable in the organizational context and only slightly adapted. 

 
Adapted key finding: 

The organizational culture is expressed by organizational communication. 

Organizational culture contributes to the employee’s identification process. 

 

4.1.2 Recognition as part of organizational culture 

The term recognition has already been introduced by Mead (details see chapter 2.4.4). 

However, Schein also covers this important aspect and he relates this term to the construct 

organizational culture. This intertwining between the term recognition and culture are deeper 

discussed in the next chapter. First of all, it must be clarified which further theoretical 

approaches on the technical term recognition were developed based on Mead’s ideas.  

 

4.1.2.1 Key Finding 10: Different levels of expressing recognition - Axel Honneth’s 

concept 

In Mead’s theory, key finding 10 summarizes his basic ideas: “Being part of a social group is 

related to recognition on the social role and appreciation.” This means that he differentiates 

between the aspects of recognition i) an individual’s rights and duties in a society and ii) the 

recognition of his value for the society. After having discussed the term recognition and its 

relation to culture, the succeeding step is to examine the single aspects of recognition based 

on empirical studies in the organizational context (see chapter after next). In Merriam 

Webster’s encyclopedia, the technical term recognition is amongst others described according 

to the already mentioned aspects: “The act of accepting someone or something as having legal 

or official authority” and “special attention or notice especially by the public for someone's 

work or actions” (N.N., Merriam Webster’s online learner’s dictionary and encyclopedia: 

recognition, n.d.). 

 

Introduction to Honneth 

The German social philosopher Axel Honneth developed a theory of recognition which is 

explained in his book “Struggle for Recognition”. His theory is based on a threefold concept of 

recognition (Honneth, 1995, p. 92): Love, rights, and solidarity. These three aspects emerged 

from Georg Hegel’s and George Mead’s thoughts who both discussed those different aspects 

of recognition. Although Honneth argues that Hegel’s thoughts were outlined with “brilliant 
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primitivity” (Honneth, 1995, p. 92) in his Jenaer writings, only the linkage to Mead’s social 

psychology arguments enables the establishment of the substantial social theory (Honneth, 

1995, p. 92) that Honneth developed in his book. From his point of view, the origins of such a 

social theory lie in Hegel’s and Mead’s understandings of the same fundamental principle: 
“the reproduction of social life is governed by the imperative of mutual recognition, because one can develop a 
practical relation-to-self only when one has learned to view oneself, from the normative perspective of one's 
partners in interaction, as their social addressee. Admittedly, this general premise has explanatory power only 
when it includes a dynamic element” (Honneth, 1995, p. 92). 
 
This means that the process of mutual recognition is only possible in a social environment 

which has norms, rules, values, and different attitudes. These reflect a society’s culture and 

its moral standards, and are adaptable for various kinds of social environments, like the 

culture of an organization or country, or special community of shared values. Honneth 

explains that through mutual recognition, the continual growth of the personal demand to be 

perceived as an individual subject can be met. In the face of this constantly extending human 

demand, the different kinds of struggles are unavoidable in order to obtain interpersonal or 

inter-group recognition which consequently triggers societal and moral changes. Such 

struggles are also mentioned in Hegel’s and Mead’s thoughts, but they were not specified, 

clustered and systematically evaluated with regard to the societal impacts (Honneth, 1995). 

Honneth (1995), p. 131 extends these struggles and differentiates them into three parts, 

reflecting the contrast of the three recognition aspects: “the violation of the body, the denial 

of rights, and the denigration of ways of life”. 

 

Level 1: “Love” 

The first aspect of recognition is “love”. Honneth limits the term “love” between “primary 

relationships” corresponding to Hegel’s understanding that love is “(…) the first stage of 

reciprocal recognition, because in it subjects mutually confirm each other with regard to the 

concrete nature of their needs and thereby recognize each other as needy creatures. In the 

reciprocal experience of loving care, both subjects know themselves to be united in their 

neediness, in their dependence on each other” (Honneth, 1995, p. 95). Emotions, sympathy, 

and attractiveness are essential for such primary social relationships. For an individual, self-

confidence emerges from the recognition in primary relationships (Honneth, 1995, p. 118). 

Mead, however, did not relate the emergence of self-confidence when perceiving recognition 

in primary relationships; he just focused on the “play” and “game” phases and its importance 

for internalizing the rules and norms of a “generalized other”. For the organizational context 

this level is not in the focus. 
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Level 2: “Rights” 

Through conceiving the security of being reciprocally recognized as an independent and loved 

individual, the next human demand emerges: Being recognized as a legal person. This reflects 

the second aspect of Honneth’s recognition of “rights” (introduction to this level is based on 

Honneth, 1995). It is not possible to build up only primary relationships, because humans 

come into contact with many other humans. Therefore, Mead introduced the term the 

“generalized other” in order to categorize further relationships to other individuals (see 

chapter 2.4). This is necessary so that an individual can take the measure of others through 

awareness of his role and function. It organizes both the legal and informally grown 

constellation of individuals and groups who all have different intentions in societies. Such 

defined roles in societies have assigned duties and rights. Hegel and Mead stress an advantage 

for the individual (Honneth, 1995): He and the other individuals in a society are mutually 

recognized as members of a social order with pre-defined rights and duties for every member. 

However, Hegel’s and Mead’s theses differ in detail: Hegel alludes to the “(…) specific 

constitution of modern legal relations, because it is only their claim that inherently applies to 

all people as free and equal beings” (Honneth, 1995, p. 108). Mead (1978), however, does not 

relate his arguments to political systems and humans who can live in them with personal 

freedom. His arguments are more abstract and less concrete and can therefore be applied to 

various social environments: Norms and rules and the corresponding rights and duties exist in 

each social order. However, Mead does not fully separate between rights based on social role 

and those based on equal rights for each human (see chapter 2.4.4), he focuses on the first 

one – role and function in a society. Furthermore, he mentions sometimes arguments of rights 

in a social order and an individual’s value appreciation for the social order at the same time. 

Honneth clearly differs between the two, though his level of “rights” and his level of 

“solidarity” and categorizes different kinds of rights in a social order. Honneth clarifies the 

characteristics of recognition to make sure that personal freedom can be lived.  Additionally, 

he stresses the impact when one’s “status as morally responsible” (Honneth, 1995, p. 110) in 

a modern legal relation has been mutually recognized by every human to be an equal 

individual. Then it must be assumed that the individuals with equal rights have the capacity to 

decide independently regarding moral issues (Honneth, 1995, p. 114). Modern legal studies 

differentiate between three different levels of individual rights: Civil rights protect personal 

liberty for one’s own life and property; political rights guarantee “(…) the opportunity to 

participate in processes of public will-formation; and the third category, finally, refers to the 

similarly positive rights that ensure a person's fair share in the distribution of basic goods” 

(Honneth, 1995, p. 115). In fact, being perceived and accepted as a legal person offers an 

individual the possibility to develop self-respect (Honneth, 1995, p. 118). 
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Level 3: “Solidarity” 

Honneth calls the third and last aspect of recognition “solidarity” (introduction to this level is 

based on Honneth, 1995). Both Hegel and Mead elaborated this facet (Honneth, 1995). The 

first and second recognition levels focus on the human as such on the one hand, every 

individual’s intuitive need for interpersonal affection, and on the other hand, the legal 

reciprocal recognition as a free and still individual person in every kind of society with equal 

rights. The third level aims at putting in the foreground the individual performance based on 

the unique set-up of his characteristics and skills. This is reflected in mutual esteem. 

Embedded into an organization with many other employees, these individual skills and 

characteristics aid performance, but the individual performance must be congruent with the 

performance of the others for the overall vision and targets to be reached (Honneth, 1995, p. 

122ff). The presumption of esteem is the same understanding of values and targets in societies 

(Honneth, 1995, p. 122). Otherwise, the performance cannot be evaluated by the others and 

is consequently not esteemed – either due to the lack of the other’s expertise or due to the 

missing relevance of the skill or another horizon of values. Especially, esteem acts as a guide 

as to how much the individual performance helps to fulfill the society’s targets and “to realize 

the cultural defined values; this form of mutual recognition is thus also tied to the 

presupposition of a context of social life, whose members, through their orientation towards 

shared conceptions of their goals, form a community of value” (Honneth, 1995, p. 122). 

Thereby, the social esteem is often expressed through the prestige a person has in a society. 

Comparing the value of characteristics and skills between different societies means evaluating 

the hierarchy between the groups. This hierarchy is based on the value, in turn, of how the 

other group contributes to their own targets and shared values. If the repetition is successful 

in giving a value to the society to which the individual belongs, and if the individuals 

symmetrically recognize each other with their various ways of thinking and acting, then 

personal self-esteem is created. This argument especially leads to Honneth’s explication why 

he called the third recognition aspect not “esteem” but “solidarity”: If every member is able 

to self-esteem himself, then “the state of societal solidarity” is eventuated (Honneth, 1995, p. 

129). 

 

Adaptation of key finding (10) for the organizational environment 

Mead differentiates between recognition based on the social role and appreciation of the 

individual performance in a social order. In the last paragraphs, it was clarified that Mead’s 

statements on recognition are still valid, even more: The recognition theory of Honneth is 

based on Mead, but extended to a systematical relation between recognition and the relation 

to the self and to modern views on the recognition levels love, rights and solidarity. The 
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applicability of the respective levels, their relation to organizational culture and identification, 

and their characteristics for the organizational context is followed in the next chapters. 

Table 1 summarizes Honneth’s different levels of recognition. Thereby, he also targets the 

struggles for recognition which are also addressed in this summary. These emerge when one 

of the three aspects is impacted. When the aspects “violation of the body, the denial of rights, 

and the denigration of ways” (Honneth, 1995, p. 131) of life dominate, then these three 

aspects lead to struggles while reflecting the contrast of love, rights, and solidarity.  

 

 

 

Table 1: The structure of relations of recognition (Honneth, 1995, p. 129) 

 

 

So far, the tenth key finding on recognition is relative generally verbalized “Being part of a 

social group is related to recognition on the social role and appreciation”. However, based on 

newer insights from recognition research, this key finding has to be adapted by including the 

different levels. 

 
Adapted key finding: 

Recognition is split into three different levels - “love”, “rights”, and “solidarity”. 

 

4.1.2.2 Key Finding 11: Relations between communication, culture, and recognition 

Key finding (11) addresses the relation between recognition, culture and in consequence 

communication: “Recognition is expressed through cultural features by the social order and 

has an essential function in the process of human identity formation.” For examining this 

Mode of recognition Emotional support Cognitive respect Social esteem

Dimension of personality needs and emotions moral responsibility traits and abilities

Forms of recognition
primary relationships 

(love, friendship)
legal relations (rights)

community of value 
(solidarity)

Developmental potential -
generalization, de-

formalization
individualization, 

equalization

Practical relation-to-self basic self-confidence self-respect self-esteem

Forms of disrespect abuse and rape
denial of rights, 

exclusion
denigraton, insult

Threatened component of 
personality

physical integrity social integrity honor, dignity
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relation, the conceptual basis is again the theory by Mead. Therefore, the common ground 

between Mead and Schein as well as Mead and Honneth was already outlined in-depth in the 

previous paragraphs. 

Organizations have visions, targets, and serve a purpose (Hodge et al., 2003). To fulfill them, 

the collective comprehension of organizational culture, reflected in a common basic behavior 

and thinking, has to be committed and internalized by the organization’s members to have an 

identification effect (details see Schein, 2017, p. 127ff) – enabled by organizational 

communication. This is accompanied by a feeling of recognition as an equitable individual as 

well as a member of the group (the organization) – referring to different levels of recognition 

according to Honneth’s (1995) approach and Mead’s explications. In Schein’s overarching 

concept for organizational culture, he also refers to employees who need mutual recognition 

for internalizing organizational culture (Schein, 2017, p. 127ff). Following this, in an 

organization, Honneth’s (1995) recognition elements “rights” and “solidarity” are mainly 

intertwined with Schein’s levels of organizational culture whereas the part “love” does not 

play a prior role because the relationship between loved persons or to the parents is not 

relevant in the organizational context. The recognition aspect of “rights” has two main impacts 

in organizations. First, an employee has to be recognized as an equal member of the 

organization. Second, deduced from Honneth’s (1995) and Mead’s thoughts, as a member of 

the organization “recognition” presumes to accept the freedom of every individual and to 

allocate individual duties and rights for every organizational role and function but based on 

the common, equal rights. In an organization, such defined roles are consciously lived 

(recognized) through rules, tasks, structures, processes, rights, duties, and hierarchies, which 

can be subsumed into Schein’s first level of organizational culture (see chapter 4.1.1.2). These 

examples directly express the culture and therefore they belong to the first level illustrating 

all kinds of organizational communication forms through language or indirectly through 

behavior, gestures and facial expressions, and emerging from level 2 and 3. 

In the organizational context, Honneth’s (1995) element “solidarity” can be described as the 

employee’s value for the organization which is for example possible to measure on the basis 

of his performance. Schein also reflects this recognition topic in his theory by mentioning 

rewarding systems for employees (Schein, 2017, p. 175ff). For example, they get rewards 

when achieving a good performance. These rewards are expressed with respective cultural 

behavior (level 1 in Schein’s theory). However, this behavior is grounded in beliefs and 

opinions on the organization itself, its targets and missions (level 2 and 3 in Schein’s theory) 

and which employee’s performance contributes to the organization’s setup and goals. 

Based on the defined cultural norms and rules (Schein’s level 1), the community should give 

the freedom as to how the employee reacts and attends to his tasks within his function 

because every individual has a unique set of characteristics and experiences as background 
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which is described as “I” in Mead’s theory embedded into the organization. Otherwise, the 

employee does not perceive himself as being accepted as an individual. As a consequence of 

feeling recognized, the employee will identify with the organization and begins to format an 

employee identity with a balance of “I” and “me”.  

To transport recognition, organizational communication plays an important role because 

recognition is one aspect of organizational culture which is expressed by communication (see 

chapter 4.1.1.3). The ways of communicating recognition are as diverse as those already 

described in the previous chapter or simply stated as: “One cannot not communicate” 

(Watzlawick et al., 1990, but English translation used from Picot et al., 2008, p. 79). 

Nevertheless, the demand for and the supply of recognition have to be balanced and can be 

transferred to the information supply and demand level because recognition is information 

on the employee’s observance of cultural norms, behaviors, and beliefs in the organization 

and recognition is information on his value contribution to the company’s existence. 

 

Adaptation of key finding (11) for the organizational environment 

Key finding (11) “Recognition is expressed through cultural features by the social order and 

has an essential function in the process of human identity formation” is still valid for the 

organizational context and can be applied without adaptations. This shows the discussed 

overlaps between the theories by Mead, Honneth, and Schein. However, the empirical 

relations between recognition of “rights” and “solidarity” and identification have not been 

presented yet. This is now done for the organizational context in the next two chapters. 

 

4.1.2.3 Key Findings 11 & 12: Recognition of “rights” in organizations 

In relation to key finding 11, this chapter examines the empirical relations between 

recognition of “rights” by Honneth (1995) and identification and this is discussed for the 

organizational environment. The key finding (12) address this topic: “In a social order, the 

individual must be recognized as a legal person who understands his rights and obligations”. 

In addition to the previous analysis, the quantitative aspect will now be discussed how 

empirical studies show a relation between recognition of “rights” and identification. 

Recognition as member of a group can be reflected in access to special rights that are denied 

to externals. In general, however, membership in a group means possessing equal basic rights 

like every other member to guarantee the individual freedom and equality (see Honneth, 

1995). The special rights represent outwardly that an employee is member of the group. Both 

employees as well as externals interpret these exemplary facts as obviously signaling an 

employee’s membership in an organization: Having access to only internal communication 
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(channels), having a company’s email address, having access to the office rooms, and 

possessing membership identity card. Consequently, there is at least an official information 

exchange between the organization and all its employees at a minimum level, namely 

membership in the group. Though, there are also information flows to special employee 

groups within the company based on the employee’s role and function (see chapter 3.1.2 and 

3.2.3). According to that, Welch and Jackson (2007) categorize internal communication into 

four different clusters: “internal team peer communication”, “internal line management 

communication”, “internal project peer communication”, and “internal corporate 

communication” (Welch and Jackson, 2007, p. 193). For an employee, being in a special cluster 

means receiving adapted information. For example, no employees can participate in 

management meetings (confidentiality aspects). Elsner (2013) categorizes exclusivity of 

information as “social appreciation” which is based on trust which is related to this role. 

Violations of the exclusivity of information can lead to a missing perceived respect of the 

employee’s role. 

Consequently, for receiving internal and/ or confidential information as “purpose-oriented 

knowledge” (Wittmann, 1999, p. 14), an individual’s membership has to be recognized as to 

that of all other members with an individual task, role, and function for an organization – being 

employee of the company as well as being group members of a special department or work 

group. This membership is represented in rules determining which information cannot be sent 

to whom which are well clustered in Welch and Jackson’s approach in 2007 (confidentiality 

aspects). Though, taking the aspect information is a good to supply individual wants, 

employees can satisfy their individual urge for recognition, e.g. “I am only getting this 

information due to my personal function in the company”. 

Organizational climate research as expression of Schein’s first level culture theory 

(introduction see chapters 4.1.1.2) also tackles respect topics related to the employee’s role 

within the company (James et al., 2008). Respect as organizational value can be assigned to 

Schein’s second level of culture. James and James (1989) categorize role conflict, role 

ambiguity, and role overload as a subcategory of organizational climate. Role conflicts can 

threaten the demanded respect for a special role within the company, although it can be 

possible that the person who threatens the colleague’s role has a good private and personal 

relation to him (Sickendiek, 2009, p. 472). Therefore, it can be derived that the role in an 

organization and personal acceptance can be separated. 

Tyler and Blader (2002 and 2003) investigated the effect between respect and identification 

aspects such as group behavior and self-esteem. They also differentiated between two kinds 

of respect that are similar to Honneth’s level 2: “For example, employees may evaluate their 

status in their work organizations (respect) by judging whether they are treated according to 

what they regard as the group’s typical standards or whether their treatment meets their 
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internal sense of what is appropriate. If so, they may then feel included within the group” 

(Tyler and Blader, 2002, p. 814). In two examinations, Fuller et al. studied the employee’s 

perceived respect and status in relation to identification (Fuller et al., 2006 and 2009). 

Feeling respected in a group is often examined with the construct “organizational justice” 

which has the following dimensions:  “(…) (1) distributive justice, referring to the perceived  

fairness of the outcomes and the allocation of resources in the workplace, (2) procedural   

justice, referring to the perceived fairness of the formal decision-making procedures used in 

the organization, and (3) interactional justice, referring to the perceived fairness of the  

interpersonal treatment received from the supervisor” (Olkkonen and Lipponen, 2006, p. 

204). The dimensions thus show some parallels to Honneth’s level 2 with regard to be an 

equal, free member, unless this second level is not restricted to supervisors, but to all actors 

in an organization. Besides Tyler and Blader, there are some studies which also show effects 

between the different dimensions of organizational justice and identification (Lipponen et al., 

2004; Olkkonen and Lipponen, 2006; Tyler et al., 1996). Moreover, the already introduced SIT 

and SCT theories by Tajfel and Turner in chapter 2.2.1 address main points of group behavior 

and being recognized as member of an organization: The identification with a group, when 

group is perceived as such, and the feeling about membership in the group compared to not-

members being out of the group and its relation to identification. 

 

Adaptation of key finding (11) and (12) for the organizational environment 

Based on the current empirical studies and Honneth, the aspect free and equal membership 

is relevant in organizations besides the recognition of the different roles and functions in a 

social order, respectively in an organization. Mead only refers to the last aspect. Therefore, 

the key finding (12) “In a social order, the individual must be recognized as a legal person who 

understands his rights and obligations” is adapted. Moreover, the empirical studies also show 

a correlation between the aspect “rights” and identification. This was also added to the 

existing key finding. 

 
Adapted key finding: 

Recognition is the essential leverage to identity with an organization – above all due to the level of “rights”: 

Recognition of equal, free membership and different roles and functions in an organization. 
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4.1.2.4 Key Findings 11 & 13: Recognition of “solidarity” in organizations 

In relation to key finding 11, this chapter shows the empirical relations between recognition 

of “solidarity” and identification. Key finding 13 in Mead’s theory “The individual can be 

recognized as valuable for the social order based on his performance” is reflected in Honneth’s 

(1995) third level “solidarity”. This recognition aspect refers to the individual contribution a 

member makes to the organization towards reaching the overall vision, targets, and purpose. 

Thus, the work performance is measured and compared with other members and also with 

the role description of the member’s job. Honoring the performance of a member can be 

expressed in various ways such as award ceremonies, personal promotion, higher salaries, or 

personal greetings from the boss. These artifacts belong to level 1 in Schein’s culture theory 

(see chapter 4.1.1.2). To assess and rank the performance and the value for the group, the 

benchmark is based on the organization’s community of values. This emerges from the 

“pattern of shared basic assumptions” (Schein, 2004, p. 17). In her publication, Katrin Elsner 

showed the different possible kinds of esteem or appreciation for employees (Elsner, 2013, p. 

63). She differentiates between the employee as a unique person and his performance. 

Performance in turn can be rewarded for both the output and the input, whereby the input 

can be measured either according to the resources/ qualification or according to the effort 

made. Table 2 gives an overview of the different kinds of appreciations in a company. The 

second category of “organization” plays an essential role in examining the value of an 

employee for an organization. In this category, an employee’s skills and performance take 

center stage which and are both applied to reach the organization’s targets, forming an 

individual value contribution. Chapter 6.1 and 8.3 will explain which facets of this category are 

used in the study. Besides the obvious sub-category of performance, the sub-category of 

human manpower within the official organization’s framework should not be neglected (what 

is allowed, fostered to do in order to control the human manpower). 

Furthermore, in organizational climate research rewarding aspects for appreciating the 

employee are also examined (James et al., 2008).  Typical measured climate aspects in the 

innovation area are idea time and idea support (Ekvall, 1996). Both aspects can be categorized 

into “human’s manpower” by Elsner (2013). A further aspect of appreciating human’s 

manpower is also a perspective on career options (Kotthoff and Wagner, 2008, p. 123). 

Another example of the category “measurable performance” are trainings for the employee 

in order to appreciate him. Tracey and Tews (2005) developed a training climate scale that the 

employees perceive this kind of appreciating training environment. Thereby, as already 

discussed climate is a 1st level expression of organizational culture (see chapter 4.1.1.2). 
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Table 2: Overview of appreciation (Elsner, 2013, p. 59). Translation into English by this thesis’s author. 

 

Stephan Voswinkel, however, set the focus of recognition in the organizational environment 

on collective identities, especially, those of labor unions. For him labor unions are 

“organizations of recognition” (Voswinkel, 2001, p. 157). Studying these means discovering 

changes of recognition in the organizational environment (Voswinkel, 2001, p. 157). They act 

as a point of attachment between the labor union’s members and the rest of the organization 

and gain recognition as a consequence of i) loyalty and ii) reputation (Voswinkel, 2001, p. 174): 

Based on the individual identification effect, loyalty is expressed through the relationship 

between the member and the collective, whereas reputation is based on “admiration” of the 

targets the labor union reaches and the advantages the individual gains through membership. 

Therefore, the successes must be communicated constantly. 

Returning the esteem of individual employees, Jacobshagen and Semmer empirically 

examined the fact that the sources of feeling esteemed are ranked as follows: Managers first 

play a significant role, but customers also contribute through their orally commendations 

(Jacobshagen and Semmer, 2009). Furthermore, appreciation has a mediator effect on the 

relationship between long working hours and job satisfaction, and the recommendation was 

given to include recognition into the organization’s culture (Stocker et al., 2010). This topic 

Who appreciates? Objective of appreciation Means of appreciation

Society Having a job, company 
reputation

Integration, prestige, reputation

Educational and professional 
background

Position, salary, status symbol

Membership Gifts, anniversaries

Human's manpower Company's framework conditions

Measurable performance Boni, Incentives, trainings

Colleagues Type of job, position, 
discretionary competence, 
person, performance

Integration, support, community, 
information, gifts

Real: career support, trainings, salary 
rise, enhancement of responsibilities

Symbolic & explicit: praise and criticism, 
gifts

Symbolic & implicit: recognition, 
interest, trust, implementation of 
suggestions, respect, freedom

Person, performance

Organization

Manager
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was already discussed in this chapter 4 that recognition belongs to organizational culture. 

Appreciation has a positive influence on the employee’s well-being and health – above all 

when the employee is esteemed by his manager (Stocker et al., 2014). 

Being recognized as value for the organization and its implication on the identification effect 

is studied, too (Stürmer et al., 2008; Al-Atwi and Bakir, 2014). Fuller et al. examined this 

relation in two studies (Fuller et al., 2009; Fuller et al., 2006). In 2006, they studied on the one 

hand the understanding of perceived respect which is “visibility within the organization, 

perceived opportunities for growth, and participation in decision-making” (Fuller et al., 2006, 

p. 815). On the other hand, they found a correlation between respect (= value for the 

organization) and identification. Elsner calls that appreciation and the categories show 

similarities on her one (compare Table 2). Bartel et al. (2012) also confirm the relation 

between being recognized as value for the organization and identification. Furthermore, they 

showed a negative effect when an employee is not physically present in the office (virtual 

employee). 

 

Adaptation of key finding (11) and (13) for the organizational environment 

The key finding “The individual can be recognized as valuable for the social order based on his 

performance” is similarly defined by Mead and Honneth. Based on current theories and 

empirical studies, the employee can contribute as value to the organization and there are 

categories how to recognize this value (to compare Elsner). Furthermore, it was also examined 

that there are correlations between being recognized as value and identification (content of 

key finding 11). To sum up: Mead’s key finding is applicable for the organizational context. The 

key finding is slightly new worded to be consistent with the adapted key finding (12).  

 
Adapted key finding: 

Recognition is the essential leverage to identify with an organization – above all due to the level of “solidarity”: 

Recognition of the unique value for the organization. 

 

4.2 Conclusions and the adapted key findings in the organizational context 

To sum up the last considerations, Mead’s main theses on culture in a society can be 

discovered in Schein’s modern organizational culture theory. Furthermore, the way of how 

culture is transmitted is not diametrically different in both theories. In Goldhaber’s 

communication theory, these principal argumentations can also be found. Even Mead’s 

thoughts on recognition are picked up in the modern philosophical recognition theory by 

Honneth. As a consequence, using Mead as a basic theory for identity formation is still justified 

– in particular for organizations. Consequently, after slightly adapting some key findings, the 
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key findings in Mead’s theory are applicable for the organizational context. The adapted key 

findings in the organizational context are summarized in the following. Organizational culture, 

above all recognition as cultural part, contributes to the employee’s identification effect. 

 

 
 

  

Adapted key findings B for the organizational environment: 
Derived from Mead’s theory, organizational culture contributes to the employee’s identification process with 
the organization. This contributes to an employee identity as a third dimension next to identity components 
and continual development of identity. 

 
B1 Organizational culture is expressed by organizational communication. 
B2 The three different levels of organizational culture are the guardrails for any kind of social behavior 

and the coexistence of individuals in organizations. The levels are “artifacts”, “espoused values and 
beliefs”, and “underlying assumptions”. 

B3 Recognition is… 
 one important facet of organizational culture 
 split into three different levels - “love”, “rights”, and “solidarity” 
 the essential leverage to identify with an organization - above all due to the levels of “rights” and 

“solidarity”: Recognition of equal, free membership and different roles and functions in an 
organization and the unique individual value for the organization.  
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5. Summary of the theoretical framework: The applicability of Mead’s theory for 

the concept employee identity and its formation  

Understanding the formation process of employee identity enables the principal to evoke and 

foster effects of the employee identity supplementing or even substituting monetary 

incentives in order to reduce information asymmetries between the manager (principal) and 

the employee (agent). Therefore, a theoretical examination was made to clarify identity 

formation processes of employees in an organizational environment. It became obvious that 

in economic research a comprehensive theoretical construct of the factors influencing the 

employee’s identity formation, has not been extensively studied yet (see chapter 2.2). 

Therefore, the theoretical insights were deduced by Mead’s socio-psychological identity 

approach according to 16 key findings and then transferred to employee identity in the 

organizational context. The main influencing factors and their interdependences were then 

worked out and concluded in the adapted key findings A and B for the organizational 

environment. Thereby, theories that are new and relevant for this topic were compared with 

Mead’s basic social-psychological identity theory, in order to find out whether this theory has 

approaches parallel to the state-of-the-art organizational theories and empirical research, 

whether it is still applicable, and whether it is suited to the organizational environment. In 

general, Mead’s theory serves as suitable basis for the construct employee identity. The major 

theoretical finding was that organizational communication and organizational culture are the 

main influencing factors. Above all, the culture’s aspect recognition contributes essentially to 

identification as one dimension of employee identity. The three dimensions of identity which 

are necessary to study to make statements on identity formation processes, are: i) identity 

components, ii) continual development of identity, and iii) identification through 

communication, role-taking, and recognition. This thesis has not explicitly transferred the first 

and third dimensions for employee identity because they are always context-independent 

applicable (details see chapter 2.5). Nevertheless, only the discussion of all three identity 

dimensions allows to answer the question “Who am I as employee in the organization?”. 

 

Communication is the key for an employee’s identifying process with an organization. 

Consequently, the term “organizational communication” was defined and analyzed according 

to Goldhaber’s concept. Many parallels could be emphasized between Goldhaber’s and 

Mead’s theories, especially in relation to the focus topics “message” and “communication 

satisfaction”. Both focus topics were deeply analyzed with further contemporary, theoretical 

approaches and in the end, these approaches have similar basic statements, but they are also 

able to extend Mead’s thoughts. The central aspect was to understand how communication 

emerges. To do so, the message exchange was concretized by examining different sender-

receiver models. Additionally, the meaning and intention of a message represented by the 
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technical term “information” was then analyzed from various research approaches – ranging 

from the natural sciences to social and economic sciences in order to achieve a comprehensive 

view. Furthermore, the attributes, characteristics, and effects of information were discussed. 

The correct balance between information supply and demand also had to be studied, as well 

as which information can be well received in principal – apart from communication-channel 

aspects. Both arguments are associated with how receivers, especially employees, can be 

satisfied with communication in organizations. In general, it must be considered that 

communication satisfaction is influenced both by the transmitted content and by the 

communication climate which is also represented in many empirical studies. Communication 

satisfaction is always an evaluation between one’s own expectations and real-life experience 

and is also related to role-taking facets. In the end, it is possible that Mead’s statements on 

the communication processes with significant symbols as the initial spark of identity 

formations are adaptable for the organizational environment and that every communication 

exchange is perceived individually by its participants on the basis of their personal 

backgrounds and experiences. It must be a successful communication between the sender and 

the receiver. Following these analyses, it can be said that communication is an influencing 

factor and even the enabler for an identification effect leading to identity formation. 

 

After addressing communication, the next step consisted of analyzing the further two aspects 

of role-taking and recognition in an identification process. Mead’s view on society and its 

implication for the identification process was linked to Schein’s organizational culture concept 

consisting of three levels: “Artifacts”, “espoused values and beliefs”, and “basic assumptions”. 

It was examined that culture is expressed through any kind of verbal or non-verbal 

communication. The term “recognition” as one aspect of organizational culture was 

introduced by Honneth’s approach, but directly linked to Mead’s theory. Honneth’s theory is 

based on Mead and Hegel and the similarities, differences, and further theoretical 

developments were therefore discussed. Honneth called the three parts of his recognition 

theory: “love, “rights”, and “solidarity”. An employee needs the feeling of belonging to the 

organization and of membership. It has to be guaranteed that every member is equal and has 

an autonomous freedom – see details by Honneth. Transferring Mead’s arguments means that 

the employee needs to understand his rights and duties in his work function and as well the 

rights and duties of his colleagues. Role-taking aspects must be considered. Moreover, the 

employee needs to be appreciated for his individual performance: He should be recognized 

for his individual contribution to the organization. This fact is described in Honneth’s part 

“solidarity”. In line with organizational culture, recognition is also expressed through verbal 

and/ or non-verbal communication. Honneth’s theory strongly and actively refers to Mead’s 

basic concept. Mead’s statements on “role-taking” and “recognition” for the identification 
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effect based on communication processes are applicable today and adaptable for the 

organizational environment. The relation between culture, recognition and identification was 

also discussed according to current empirical research. Furthermore, based on insights of the 

state-of-the-art theories and empirical examinations, Mead’s basic statements can be 

extended. This is explained in the comparative analysis of Schein’s and Honneth’s concepts 

with Mead’s explications and all the conceptual intertwinings that exists between these three 

concepts. Following all these facets, it can be concluded that organizational culture – enabled 

through organizational communication - contributes to an employee’s identification effect. 

Grounded in Mead’s theory, the following adapted key findings A and B can be applied for the 

employee identity formation: 

 

 

Adapted key findings A for the organizational environment: 
Derived from Mead’s basic theory, organizational communication enables the employee’s identification 
process with the organization. This contributes to an employee identity as a third dimension next to identity 
components and continual development of identity. 

 
A1 The communication process can be described via sender-receiver models which reflect its 

complexity: transmission of verbal and non-verbal signals, meaning, intention, and socio-
psychological aspects. 

A2 The technical term “information” includes the aspects purpose, value, intention, and meaning of a 
transferred message. 

A3 Communication satisfaction is… 
 related to information content and climate  
 a predictor of communication and information demand and its met expectations by the receiver 

(role taking aspects) for identification 
 a predictor of the reception of the meaning and intention of a message and information 
 a factor influencing role-taking and identification processes. 

 
 
Adapted key findings B for the organizational environment: 
Derived from Mead’s theory, organizational culture contributes to the employee’s identification process with 
the organization. This contributes to an employee identity as a third dimension next to identity components 
and continual development of identity. 

 
B1 Organizational culture is expressed by organizational communication. 
B2 The three different levels of organizational culture are the guardrails for any kind of social behavior 

and the coexistence of individuals in organizations. The levels are “artifacts”, “espoused values and 
beliefs”, and “underlying assumptions”. 

B3 Recognition is… 
 one important facet of organizational culture 
 split into three different levels - “love”, “rights”, and “solidarity” 
 the essential leverage to identify with an organization - above all due to the levels of “rights” and 

“solidarity”: Recognition of equal, free membership and different roles and functions in an 
organization and the unique individual value for the organization. 
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6. Development of the empirical model structure based on the theoretical 

framework 

The first part of this work offered a deep examination of the theoretical basis of the concept 

employee identity. In this section, however, the focus is on a quantitative approach to 

empirically substantiate Mead’s theory of human identity and its formation in organizations – 

above all the main factors influencing an employee’s identity formation process, termed 

determinants in the empirical study. Therefore, a hypotheses system must be generated 

based on the theoretical adapted key findings. The study’s results enable to give 

recommendations how to trigger and maintain employee identity and its formation from an 

employer’s (principal’s) perspective. 

The study was conducted in a German DAX company. To validate empirically the theoretical 

interdependences of the single factors influencing employee identity in an organization, the 

“structural equation modeling” method – abbreviated as SEM – was applied. In contrast to 

regression analysis, SEMs contain latent variables that are necessary to embody organizational 

communication, culture, and identification. The following chapters address all relevant topics 

of an empirical examination, from the empirical model structure (chapter 6) to the study 

design (chapter 7) and results (chapter 8). Chapter 9 comprises a comprehensive summary of 

this thesis’s second part. 

 

6.1 Derivation of the hypotheses from the theoretical framework 

The theory chapters extensively examined the key findings from Mead’s theory in order to 

show that Mead’s theoretical basis on identity formation shows parallels and is applicable to 

an organizational environment for using employee identity as monetary incentive. In the 

following, it is necessary to transfer these qualitative adapted key findings (see chapter 5) for 

the organizational environment into hypotheses to examine empirically the already 

theoretically explained relationships between the factors influencing an employee’s identity 

formation, namely organizational communication and culture – in particular recognition – and 

their impacts on the employees’ identification processes. Alongside the two other identity 

dimensions i) identity components and ii) continual development of identity which are also 

necessary to consider for identity formation, the emergence through identification is the third 

substantial driver in the process of employee identity formation. Speaking about identification 

processes means including communication, role-taking, and recognition as determinants in 

the empirical model. 
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Communication plays the central role in transferring the two adapted key findings (see 

chapter 5) into a system of hypotheses – on the one hand as an influencing factor and even as 

an enabler of the employee’s identification process with the organization, and on the other 

hand as an expression of organizational culture. In the following empiricism, the different 

contents, facets, and levels of communication that were already explained in the theory 

chapter will be considered in the hypotheses system in order to gain a better understanding 

of how to enable an employee’s identification process with an organization. 

For the first adapted key finding A, it is necessary to think about how this influencing and 

enabling effect and the different kinds of communication aspects can be empirically measured 

and adequately covered in empirical constructs. The second adapted key finding B, 

meanwhile, also requires an appropriate empirical explanation of how the aspect of 

organizational communication can transmit and express diverse cultural aspects – above all 

the perception of being a member of a group and recognition of the employee’s performance. 

This requires an understanding of the different ways of communication. Additionally, it must 

be determined how organizational culture contributes to the employee’s identification effect 

in the system of hypotheses. Based on the qualitative adapted key findings A and B, the setup 

of the study can be developed. The corresponding theoretical constructs, their definitions and 

relationships, and the current status quo of research were already explained in detail from 

chapter 2 to 5. The following explanations are based on these findings. The theory with its 

corresponding citations is accordingly not repeated again. 

 

Selection of the sender and receiver groups 

Sub-key finding A1 describes the communication process that must take place between the 

sender and the receiver to initialize a communicative exchange (for the theoretical 

background, see chapter 3.2.1). An organization contains many different ways of 

communication and there are, consequently, many different senders and receivers, for 

example: Vertical communication between the supervisor and the subordinates, horizontal 

and informal communication between the subordinates, or official communication between 

different teams, and between the supervisors or the organizational communication with 

external stakeholders. Accordingly, communication can take place between single persons, or 

it can take place between groups, or between groups and single persons. Nevertheless, the 

upcoming study requires a more abstract level in order to ensure that communication is not 

evaluated in reference to single individuals within the company. 

Consequently, the following study will focus on different groups as senders within the 

organization that have communicative interactions with employees: The first sender group 

represents the entire organization, the second the organizational function to which the 

employee belongs, and the third the department level. These various perspectives are 
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important for gaining a broad overview of the diverse communication sender structures in a 

company. In the study, the communication climate is the second interesting perspective: The 

official communication exchange between employees and the informal horizontal 

communicative exchange between employees, and how both kinds of communication climate 

affect the identification process. Both perspectives – the formal information-oriented and the 

informal communication climate – are also examined from a general perspective. The term 

“climate” indicates that no specific sender group is defined in these two cases, but that the 

climate of exchange per se takes center stage. 

Once again, therefore, it must be stressed that the study will not be executed on a level that 

enables one to track any kind of single senders’ communication skills, such as the skills of 

supervisors or subordinates. The more abstract perspective enables one to examine 

heterogeneous divisions in an organization, which may contain different communication 

senders. According to the senders’ treatment, the receivers’ evaluation is also examined in 

groups and not for single individuals. In general, however, the focus lies on the receivers’ 

receptions and perceptions. Why and how this is the case will be explained in the next 

paragraph. 

 

Communication content and climate evaluated by the degree of satisfaction 

In order to evaluate how communication enables and influences the identification process, 

the purpose, meaning, and intention of a message plays an important role that can be 

subsumed under the term “information”. Additionally, the balance of the communication 

demand between the sender and the receiver for communication satisfaction regarding the 

content and the communication climate plays an essential role. This was extensively described 

in the theory chapters 3.2.2, 3.2.3, and 3.2.4 to explain both sub-key findings A2 and A3. 

It must be examined how the sender’s transferred information is received by the receiver. This 

means evaluating how much the receivers – in this study the employees – are satisfied with 

receiving information regarding the content and the communication climate in the 

organization. This does not guarantee that the receiver will react in the way the sender 

desired, but the receiver’s communication satisfaction is an indicator of i) having received as 

well as ii) in any form having cognitively met the receiver’s expectations regarding the 

message and, consequently, the receiver’s satisfaction with this transferred information. In 

general, satisfaction accompanies a previous evaluation process between the employee’s 

personal expectation and his experienced perception. This process is a kind of role-taking and 

it is then possible to understand the “other” in an identification process and its transferred 

message, as well as to understand one’s own expectation and hence the potential similarities 

and discrepancies. Furthermore, a frequent interactional communication climate also 

supports a common understanding. Communication satisfaction produces a feeling of being 
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perceived by the sender as a receiver with the respective communication demands regarding 

the content and the climate. A high communication content and climate satisfaction shows 

high overlaps between the employee and the “others” regarding the information-content, 

above all the organization’s aim, purpose, setup, procedures, job requirements, and regarding 

the enduring climate-related working environment in which he works. 

Therefore, this study focuses on the receiver – not on the sender – in order to answer to what 

degree communication satisfaction, under consideration of the content and climate, impacts 

the identification process. No transmitted information about the “other” and no transmitted 

interactional communication climate mean no possibility for an employee to start an 

identification process by role-taking. As already introduced, the content is deduced from the 

three types of senders: i) the entire organization, ii) the organizational function to which the 

employee belongs, and iii) the department level. The climate is clustered into the official and 

informal interactional communication exchange in the organization. 

 

Satisfaction with the communication-oriented identification climate as indicator for 

identification processes 

The identification of an employee with the organization can be measured in many different 

ways – for example via the degree of the employees’ commitment. However, the upcoming 

study focuses on the degree of satisfaction with the communicated culture and climate in the 

organization. Furthermore, in order to give recommendations to the principals how to evoke 

and use employee identity as substitute for monetary incentives, it is necessary to shape a 

construct which is controllable for the employer. 

Just to review: Communication functions as the enabler and influencer of identification 

processes. It is necessary to transfer content in a communication process so that the employee 

understands and internalizes the “other” with regard to aim or cultural aspects. Moreover, 

the interactional communication climate also plays a crucial role because the common 

understanding of organizational topics and the different functions and roles that the 

employees have in the company can be transferred and adapted. Both aspects have an impact 

on the organizational climate with regard to identification, in particular the communication-

oriented identification climate that makes up the employees’ shared perception. More 

specifically: Referring to Tagiuri’s (1968) definition, it can be deduced that satisfaction with 

the communication-oriented identification climate is an indicator for the adequate internal 

identifying environment experienced by the employees and influences their behavior – in this 

case towards the organization with identification processes. Therefore, in the upcoming study 

the identification process respectively the adequate internal identifying environment 

experienced by the employee is therefore measured by the degree of satisfaction with the 

communication-oriented identification climate within a company. Furthermore, deriving from 
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Tagiuri’s (1968) definition, identification climate can be described with characteristics and this 

is important for shaping the details in the study. This way of measuring identification through 

the climate facilitates the employers to get a better view of the appropriate identification 

climate which they would like to create and control up to a certain extend through triggering 

influencing factors. 

 

On the basis of the last three sub-sections – “Selection of sender and receiver groups,” 

“Communication content and climate evaluated by the degree of satisfaction,” and 

“Satisfaction with the communication-oriented identification climate as indicator for 

identification processes” – it is possible to phrase the first hypothesis: 

 

 
 

 

Recognition levels “rights” and “solidarity” 

Identifying with an organization means not only gaining information about its aim, setup, and 

procedures and an impression of the interactional communicational climate, but also about 

the organization’s culture, as represented in a three-level hierarchy (adapted key finding B2 – 

for the theoretical background, see chapter 4.1.1). One elementary aspect of culture is 

recognition, which affects an employee immediately in his identification process – both on the 

“rights” and the “solidarity” level, according to Honneth and Mead’s statements, as described 

in the adapted key finding B3 (for the theoretical background, see chapter 4.1.2). 

Organizational culture is expressed by verbal and non-verbal communication within the 

organization (adapted key finding B1 – for the theoretical background, see chapter 4.1.1.3). 

Satisfaction with the organization’s cultural attitude towards both recognition levels signifies 

that one has actively evaluated one’s own expectation of recognition and one’s perceived 

experience with the organization’s way of transmitting recognition and whether that 

recognition is valued in the organization. This indicates Schein’s three-level construct – the 

cultural expression to live recognition and the company’s deeper laying value to recognize. 

 

  

1st hypothesis: 
The more the employees are satisfied with… 

1a the received information content regarding their organization, 
1b the received information content regarding their organizational function, 
1c the received information content regarding their job, 
1d the official interactional communication climate, and 
1e the informal interactional communication climate, 

the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 
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Recognition level “rights” as one aspect of the “other’s” culture 

The upcoming study also includes these different levels: The cultural norm of being recognized 

as an equal, free member but with an individual role and function within a company can be 

categorized into the second level of Schein’s corporate culture theory. So far, the study has 

examined the recognition level of “rights” through satisfaction with information 

confidentiality as the upper-lying cultural “artifacts” level, in accordance with Schein’s theory. 

This is expressed by behavioral and processual, mainly non-verbal communication. 

Externals do not receive internal information; there is confidentiality within the organization. 

Living this differentiation evokes an inside-outside feeling towards an organization. Being 

recognized as member means in principal possessing equal rights to receive information – 

except for the kind of information that is linked to a special role and function within a 

company. Therefore, this study hypothesizes that having a satisfying way for employees to 

handle confidential information as expression for being recognized as member leads to 

greater satisfaction with the received information and to a satisfying interactional 

communication climate. The reason is: The information can then be more structured and 

valued due to a consciousness of the sensitiveness towards internal and external information 

policies, who gets which information, and consequently who is recognized in which official 

function and role and to fulfill the requirements of this role. The study sets out to verify if a 

higher perception of being member of a group leads to higher communication satisfaction 

with the received information about the organization itself – more specifically, the 

organization, the organizational function and the job level – as well with the official and 

informal interactional communication climate. Adding hypothesis 2 to hypothesis 1 reveals 

that recognition of membership has a hypothetical indirect influence on the communication-

oriented identification climate. However, in this case a direct influence does not seem to be 

useful because first the employee has to be perceived as member of the organization and 

then, he is willed to start role-taking based on the respective satisfaction with content and 

climate. Additionally, the “artifacts”-level of “rights” measures satisfaction with the handling 

of the confidentiality of information which is a logical link to satisfaction with content and 

climate. The second hypotheses can now be defined as follows: 

 

 
 

2nd hypothesis: 
The more the employees are satisfied with the recognition of being part of the organization as a member, 
the more they are satisfied with… 

2a the received information content regarding their organization, 
2b the received information content regarding their organizational function, 
2c the received information content regarding their job, 
2d the official interactional communication climate, and 
2e the informal interactional communication climate. 
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Recognition level “solidarity” as a further aspect of the “other’s” culture 

The recognition level “solidarity” expresses the recognition of the individual value an 

employee has for the organization (adapted key finding B3). This can be measured by the 

satisfaction with the recognition of job performance. It is expressed by the company - based 

on the corresponding behavior and offerings for the employee, in detail by verbal and non-

verbal communication. If the employee receives information about topics that are related to 

the cultural habit of appreciating the individual value of the employee for the organization, 

then the value recognition is lived in the company. This represents Schein’s upper-lying level 

of culture, namely “artifacts”. In order to be valuable to an organization, an employee should 

perform according to the organization’s aim, purpose, strategy, and trends, as well as in 

accordance with his assigned role in the company. The employee therefore needs certain 

information about company’s aim and strategy: Gaining this information is a prerequisite to 

knowing how to act. 

Following this approach of viewing information as a prerequisite, recognizing a member as 

valuable for the organization should have a mediating function for the first hypothesis. This 

means that strong satisfaction with the communication content or climate should lead to a 

strong satisfaction with one’s recognition as an employee with a valuable individual 

contribution, and this construct should lead to satisfaction with the communication-oriented 

identification climate. This is why knowing the “other” through adequate satisfying 

information content principally enables an employee to perform in a manner that is valuable 

to the organization. An employee unaware of his organization’s aim or strategy and his own 

job requirements cannot create such a value for that organization. Since he does not know 

the target, he also does not know what is valued in his work performance and creative 

contributions. The communication satisfaction on this level represents that the employees 

have an individual value for the group that they themselves perceive. Smidts et al. (2001) see 

a relationship between the communication climate and being valued as employee with his 

performance: “A positive communication climate is not only rewarding in itself but may also 

provide information about whether a member is accepted as a valued coworker in an 

organization” (Smidts et al., 2001, p. 1051). The official interactional communication climate, 

meanwhile, gives the individual an impression of other departments. Bringing also a value for 

these departments, there should be a high recognition of the individual value, too. The 

informal interactional communication climate should also play a role in being perceived as 

offering a valuable individual contribution, but this relationship should probably be less 

intensive in comparison to the official interaction climate. Being recognized as member with 

an individual value for the organization should have a direct influence on the communication-

oriented identification climate. 



6. Development of the empirical model structure 80 
 

The upcoming study measures recognition as a valuable member for the organization with 

two different constructs: First, job performance and second, a certain aspect of job 

performance, namely the employee’s contribution based on creative work. On the basis of 

Elsner’s (2013) theoretical findings, both constructs can be related to the category “of 

organization” – above all to the sub-categories “human manpower” and “measurable 

performance” (see Table 2). This specific aspect is useful to examine based on the 

characteristic of the survey participants. The details will follow in chapter 7. The survey 

participants work in an R&D function. 

 

 
 

 
 

6.2 Aggregation to a hypotheses system: The empirical model structure and its 

model variations I-X 

As already indicated in the previous paragraphs, the respective developed hypotheses show 

some overlaps with regard to single dependent and independent constructs. Some constructs 

have a dependent function and in parallel, they have an independent one in another 

hypothesis. This network of relationships must now be formally created and illustrated. The 

logic between the relations was also already explained and derived from the theory. It is now 

time to briefly forge a bridge to the theoretical framework: 

3rd hypothesis: 
The more the employees are satisfied with… 

3a the received information content regarding their organization, 
3b the received information content regarding their organizational function, 
3c the received information content regarding their job requirements, 
3d the official interactional communication climate, and 
3e the informal interactional communication climate, 

the more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization 

3f through their personal job performance and 
3g through their personal job performance contribution based on creative work. 

4th hypothesis: 
The more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization 

4a through their personal job performance and 
4b through their personal job performance contribution based on creative work, 

the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 
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 The hypotheses system illustrates the determinants organizational communication and 

culture as well as their mutual relationships with regard to the employee’s identification 

process. 

 Mead’s role-taking has a direct influence on the identification formation. It is illustrated 

by five different constructs of satisfaction: i) company information, ii) information about 

the organizational function, iii) job information, as well as iv) the official and v) informal 

interactional communication climate. 

 The recognition level of “rights” (Honneth’s 2nd level) is prerequisite to receiving internal 

information with which an employee can be satisfied. This level of “rights” has no direct 

relation to the communication-oriented identification climate because first of all, the 

employee needs the recognition to be recognized as member of the organization and then, 

he starts role-taking which can lead to identification processes. Furthermore, the 

“artifacts”-level of “rights” is illustrated in a manner that makes a direct relation useless 

(confidential handling of information). 

 Honneth’s recognition level of “solidarity” is dependent on the received information in 

order to know how value can be achieved for the company. Yet it also directly influences 

the identification climate. 

 The identification process only emerges in an internal satisfying identifying environment. 

Therefore, the identification process respectively the adequate internal identifying 

environment experienced by the employee is measured by the degree of satisfaction with 

the communication-oriented identification climate within a company. 

Making the hypotheses system measurable 

The defined constructs recognition as a member of the organization, recognition as valuable 

to the organization, the communication-oriented identification climate, and satisfaction with 

the information content and climate are all measured on a satisfaction scale. Thereby, verbal 

and non-verbal communication aspects are integrated into the different constructs, which all 

influences satisfaction with the communication-oriented identification climate. Following this, 

the importance of communication – above all communication as an influencing factor/ 

determinant and enabler for the identification process and communication as expression for 

culture – can be now adequately described and examined in the study. The characteristics of 

the different levels of culture – represented in the two kinds of recognitions “rights” and 

“solidarity” – are explained in detail in chapter 8. The different constructs reflecting various 

communication contents and climates and the two variants of member-value recognition are 

covered in various model variations.  
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Setup of the hypotheses system: The empirical model structure 

Figure 6 shows all hypotheses subsumed in one hypotheses system. After creating all possible 

combinations of the hypotheses, ten model variations emerge. The models I-V include the 

mediation factor 7, “recognition as a member with a value for the organization regarding job 

performance”, while the models VI-X have the mediation factor 8, “recognition as a member 

with a value for the organization regarding the contribution based on creative work”. 

Comparing the results between the first five variants and the last five variants with their 

respective, but different, mediation factors enables to discover if such a change implies 

completely new strengths between the factors or if the developed model structure 

(hypotheses system) is relatively stable. Furthermore, it is extensively discussed how different 

role-taking aspects – which are covered in the different empirical model variants – affect an 

employee’s identification process. 

Up to now, no detailed view on how exactly the constructs can be measured has been offered. 

This will be explained in the following chapter. To outline the figure at this point, however, 

one can say that the constructs are latent factors that cannot be measured directly. They are 

behind the observable indicators, which are observable and measurable. 

 

 
 

Figure 6: Overview of the model variations in the study (own figure) 
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1st hypothesis: 
The more the employees are satisfied with… 

1a the received information content regarding their organization (factor 2) 
1b the received information content regarding their organizational function (factor 3) 
1c the received information content regarding their job (factor 4) 
1d the official interactional communication climate (factor 5) 
1e the informal interactional communication climate (factor 6), 

the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate 
(factor 9). 

 
2nd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with the recognition of being part of the organization as a member 
(factor 1), 

the more they are satisfied with… 
2a the received information content regarding their organization (factor 2) 
2b the received information content regarding their organizational function (factor 3) 
2c the received information content regarding their job (factor 4) 
2d the official interactional communication climate (factor 5) 
2e the informal interactional communication climate (factor 6). 

 

3rd hypothesis: 
The more the employees are satisfied with…  

3a the received information content regarding their organization (factor 2) 
3b the received information content regarding their organizational function (factor 3) 
3c the received information content regarding their job (factor 4) 
3d the official interactional communication climate (factor 5) 
3e the informal interactional communication climate (factor 6), 

the more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
3f through their personal job performance (factor 7) 
3g through their personal job performance contribution based on creative work (factor 8). 

 
4th hypothesis: 

The more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
4a through their personal job performance (factor 7) 
4b through their personal job performance contribution based on creative work (factor 8), 

the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate (factor 
9). 
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7. Study design 

7.1 Study characteristics 

7.1.1 Motivation for this study 

As discussed, it is of interest to empirically examine the developed hypotheses system 

representing factors influencing employee identity formation which were derived from 

Mead’s theory. The empirical deep dive is now set on Mead’s third identity dimension 

identification through communication, role-taking, and recognition, but the dimensions 

identity components and continual development of identity are not neglected in this thesis’s 

discussion to fully understand the concept employee identity (see chapter 10). 

Therefore, a study was conducted in a German DAX company. The focus is on employees in 

the research and development working area with its different departments. In particular, for 

this company research and development (R&D) is a fundamental building block to gain 

profitable and sustainable growth and to tackle the changing market environments and 

customers’ demands. Furthermore, based on the company’s long history of groundbreaking 

innovations, research and development has been deeply embedded into the company’s DNA. 

However, to bring ideas to the level of innovations, the human factor plays a crucial role. In 

consequence, it is important for a company to be attractive for employees in order to retain 

bright minds while motivating them to work for the company. One important approach is 

strengthening the employee’s identity (“who am I as employee in the organization?”) in order 

to supplement monetary incentives (see chapter 1). On the basis of these facts, investigating 

the influencing factors for the formation of employee identity was highly relevant. Then, the 

company’s employers know how to trigger these influencing factors and to foster employee 

identity formation processes. The assumption that communication could be an important 

influencing factor was pursued, discussed, and examined right from the beginning of this 

thesis. In the DAX company, it has become obvious that communication is not simply 

communication. It differs from various perspectives, and many employees and supervisors 

have different concepts of and expectations about communication – what it is, how it works, 

how it emerges. Yet each day, all members of an organization communicate verbally and non-

verbally, and not always in a conscious way. Missing sensitiveness on communication per se 

and the variability of expressing organizational culture with communication can have 

unintended (negative) consequences. The thesis shall offer a deeper consciousness of the 

heterogeneity of communication, taking into account the content, the climate and how it 

expresses organizational culture, and what kinds of communication and culture impact on the 

identification process of staff members. Therefore, this heterogeneity is represented in the 

study in model variants. Besides covering this heterogeneity in the study, it is demanded to 
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get a comprehensive overview of the general relations between these factors which is valid 

for all variants. The reason is that such a systematical relation shall give guidance for the 

employers how to enable identity formation in a daily changing organizational environment. 

Without such a logical system, it is difficult for employers to successfully use employee identity 

as supplement or even substitute of monetary incentives. This also reasons the deep 

examined theoretical background in this thesis to strengthen the knowledge of a general 

relation and not a specific one-case situation. The outcome is of high interest for both the 

supervisors and the subordinates. 

 

7.1.2 General framework and pre-conditions 

Before this study was conducted, representatives of the employers as well as representatives 

of the employees had to approve the examination in the company. In the course of these 

discussions, some restrictions were formulated that played a crucial role for the final 

questionnaire and the data collection. 

First of all, the study must guarantee the anonymity of single senders, notably supervisors and 

subordinates. In the company, the different works councils only approved the evaluation 

under the condition that the communication processes are investigated from a broad 

perspective and independently from an employee’s and a supervisor’s work and 

communication performance. From the beginning, these restrictions have fitted into the 

study’s theoretical developed scope. Therefore, the study’s research focus is set not on the 

senders but on the employees, who are the receivers of communication. 

Second, the questionnaire shall not contain direct questions about employees’ satisfaction 

with a) the company, and b) their job, nor direct questions about the employees’ commitment 

or degree of identification. This is because an anonymous internal global employee survey was 

already conducted on a regular basis every three years, covering similar questions. To avoid 

similar results based on overlaps between both surveys and to not irritate employees by 

requiring them to fill out similar questions, the company demanded a different focus. Various 

aspects of internal communication have never been examined in recent years and were of 

high interest for the representatives of both employers and employees. Therefore, the study 

was welcomed. 

Third, due to the fact that the majority of employees in the research and development working 

area are men, the employees’ anonymity could be breached by asking for their gender. As a 

consequence, no question about gender was included in the questionnaire. Additionally, many 

personal details should also be avoided to guarantee anonymity, or at least the questions 

about age etc. should have broadly defined ranges. 
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The fourth restriction was that the survey must be conducted on paper because the company 

did not approve the university’s computer-based standard software. 

Based on these presets, the questionnaire could guarantee the company’s requirements of 

anonymity. Other data collection methods such as interviews prerequisite that at least the 

interviewer and the interviewed person get to know each other. To develop the questionnaire, 

some expert interviews were conducted to make sure that the theoretical basis would be 

applicable to the company. 

 

7.2 Methodology selection: The Structural Equation Modelling 

In the previous chapter, the hypotheses system was developed. To validate such a system with 

various relationships and levels of measuring observable and latent variables, an appropriate 

method must be selected. Conventional regression analysis cannot handle latent factors but 

the method structural equation modeling (SEM) is applicable for such a specific requirement. 

Moreover, SEMs are used to prove if the theoretical relationships go hand in hand with the 

empirical data (Backhaus et al., 2013, p. 65). This chapter offers an introduction to the general 

setup of SEMs, followed by the practical application in the study in chapter 8. 

 

7.2.1 Structural Equation Models (SEM): Application area 

As already described, the main target of the upcoming study is to empirically test the 

theoretical relationships that were developed in the theory chapters and summarized in the 

two adapted key findings A and B. To meet this target, an adequate statistical method has to 

be selected that allows to prove theoretically examined relationships in advance and to cover 

the heterogeneity of communication satisfaction, identification, culture, and its aspect 

recognition in the examination. These mentioned constructs have a special characteristic in 

common: They cannot be measured directly, they are latent but there are various variables 

that can be observed and related to the constructs. 

Structural equation models belong to the group of statistical methods testing constructed 

hypotheses based on theoretical considerations of different relationships that are made in 

advance before starting the empiricism (Backhaus et al., 2013; Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). 

This means that in a very first step based on logical findings from practice and literature, a 

hypotheses system is theoretically constructed. Such a theoretical system is then empirically 

reproduced by the obtained data material. In general, SEMs can solve the challenge of 

empirical constructs that cannot be directly measured, in fact: The specialty of SEMs is the 
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existence of underlying latent variables for measurable indicators (MacCallum and Austin, 

2000; Backhaus et al., 2013). SEMs are therefore classified into a structural model – 

representing the relationship between the latent variables - and the measurement models 

including the indicators. The following illustration (Figure 7) shows an overview of the general 

possibilities for making different analyses with or without latent variables. The latent variables 

are the decisive reason for using a method for a causal analysis; otherwise, multiple regression 

analysis and the path analyses would be adequate methods. 

 

 

Figure 7: Overview of different analysis possibilities with or without latent variables 

(own figure; based on Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 25) 

 

 

7.2.2 Characteristics of covariance-based SEMs 

7.2.2.1 General structure of SEMs: The structural and measurement models 

Every SEM consists of a structural model and two kinds of measurement models, one for the 

latent exogenous variables ξ and the one for the latent endogenous variables η (see Figure 8). 

In the structural model the relationships between the different latent variables are discovered 

based on the constructed hypotheses. Thereby, the latent exogenous variables ξ are the 
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independent ones impacting the latent endogenous and dependent ones η (see Figure 8). 

Until now, the term “latent variable” has not been specified in detail. However, this is now 

necessary in order to understand the entire structure of SEMs and their measurements. Latent 

variables cannot be measured directly; they are constructs reflected by indicators (Urban and 

Mayerl, 2014, p. 15). Just a few examples of latent variables are: Emotion, intelligence, 

satisfaction, fear, motivation, and reputation. The latent variables are defined when the verbal 

hypotheses are transformed into the structural equation model. To complete the latent 

constructs, the indicators of each latent variable has to be determined. This again requires 

logical relations between the latent variable and its indicators. 

 

 

Figure 8: Structure of a structural model (own figure; based on Backhaus et al., 2013, p. 77) 

 

7.2.2.2 Reflexive measurement model 

Contingent on the theoretical reasons and relationships worked out (see chapter 6) before the 

study was conducted, the latent variable is independent in relation to its respective indicators. 

This is called a reflective measurement model (Backhaus et al., 2013, p. 122; Jarvis et al., 2003), 

which means that it is the causing effect on the indicators. The indicators have high 

correlations amongst themselves and should be selected in such a way that they express the 
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entire latent variable construct in the best possible way (Backhaus et al., 2013, p. 123). If the 

conditions of the latent variable change (e.g. a depression is cured by doctors), this has a 

strong impact on the correlated indicators (e.g. the symptoms of a depression such as crying, 

bad mood, or insomnia disappear). Formative measurement models are the other way round: 

Here, the latent variable is dependent and the indicators are the prevailing factors that 

influence the latent variable construct (see Figure 9). 

According to Backhaus et al. (2013) p. 82, there are four prerequisite assumptions when using 

SEM analysis with reflexive measurement models (see structural model in Figure 8): First, in a 

latent variable construct the respective error terms do not correlate with the latent variable, 

only with the indicators. Second, the error terms of different latent variable constructs also 

do not correlate among themselves. Third, the error terms of the endogenous latent variable 

do not correlate with the exogenous latent variable. Fourth, the error terms ε of the indicators 

in the latent endogenous constructs, the error terms δ of the indictors in the latent exogenous 

constructs, and the error term ζ of the latent endogenous factor do not correlate among 

themselves. 

 

 

Figure 9: Structure of a measurement model (own figure; based on Homburg and Giering, 1996, p. 7) 

 

7.2.2.3 Different estimation approaches in SEMs 

For causal analysis, there are two different methods to estimate the model (see figure in 

chapter 7.2.1): The covariance-based analysis (CB) and the variance-based approach, also 

called partial least square analysis (PLS). The covariance method is based on general thoughts 

of the confirmatory factor analysis with a simultaneous estimation of the measurement and 

the structural model, whereas the PLS is based on a regression analytical approach with a two-

step estimation of measurement and structural model (Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 74).  

In general, the CB approach is applicable for testing theories (“hard modelling”) and the PLS 

approach is more a data predictive method (“soft modelling”) (Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, 
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p. 74). This means, the PLS method is used for new relationships without deeply examined 

theoretical constructs as a background, predictions play an important role, and the sample 

size is low (Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 74). According to Weiber and Mühlhaus (2014) 

p.74, the CB approach, however, is applied to examine existing theories that can be globally 

evaluated by fit criteria, is intended for bigger sample sizes and only applicable for reflexive 

models. In general, it requires a multi-normal distribution of the variables. For the CB method, 

the most common algorithm is that of maximum likelihood, which requires a multi-normal 

distribution, special requirements for the sample size (see next paragraph), and the possibility 

of applying interference statistics (Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 64). 

This thesis’s aim is to evaluate empirically the already theoretically developed influencing 

factors. In consequence, the empirically testing of the hypotheses - based on the theoretically 

explained relations and having the possibility to include latent variable constructs into the 

model - are the main drivers for using covariance-based structural equation models in the 

upcoming study. Using the covariance-based approach, the SEM analysis estimates the 

unknown parameters by adapting the theoretical covariance matrix to the empirical 

covariance matrix in the best manner (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003, p. 23). The general 

structure of SEMs with its two different kinds of models, the structural and the measurement 

model, is also reflected during the estimation process when pursuing the covariance-based 

approach (for details, see chapter 7.2.3). 

 

Bootstrap estimation in covariance-based SEM analysis 

In particular, the requirements for maximum likelihood estimations are often not fulfilled in 

covariance-based SEM studies, either because the sample size is too low or because the 

sample is not multi-normally distributed. Fulfilling both criteria are often not realizable in 

practice. Therefore, a new evaluation technique was demanded and finally developed by 

Efron (1979). This technique is called “bootstrap” and functions “(…) as a resampling 

procedure by which the original sample is considered to represent the population. Multiple 

subsamples of the same size as the parent sample are then drawn randomly, with 

replacement, from this population and provide the data for empirical investigation of the 

variability of parameter estimates and indices of fit” (Byrne, 2010, p. 330). The most attractive 

advantage of using this method is that in practice the sample sizes do not have to be as large 

as the maximum likelihood method requires (Yung and Bentler, 1994 and 1996; Ichikawa and 

Konishi, 1995): Even small sample sizes between 20 and 80 are possible to estimate but with 

a bias-corrected bootstrapping variant – for details, see chapter 7.2.4 (Efron and Tibshirani, 

1993; MacKinnon et al., 2004; Shrout and Bolger, 2002). The reason behind this is “(…) its 

‘automatic’ refinement on standard asymptotic theories (e.g., higher-order accuracy)” (Yung 

and Bentler, 1996, p. 223). 
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In general, the sample size plays an important role during the estimation process. One 

reference of an adequate sample size is the ratio between the sample size and the number of 

indicators in a structural equation model. According to Kline (2011), the ratio should be at 

least 5:1 or better 10:1 (sample size : numbers of indicators). According to Backhaus et al. 

(2013), the sample size should be five times higher than the numbers of estimated parameters 

or the difference of both should be higher than 50. Having a too small sample size during a 

maximum likelihood estimation process runs the risk of getting inflated global fit indices to 

evaluate SEM models such as the χ2-values (Byrne, 2010; Marsh et al., 1988) (see chapter 

7.2.3.1.3 for an introduction to the global fit indices). Bootstrapping avoids this (Byrne, 2010) 

and therefore, bootstrapping offers an advantage of handling small sample sizes in SEMs. 

Moreover, further global fit indices are also not calculated in a correct way with the maximum 

likelihood estimation, when the variables have no multivariate distribution. In particular, the 

global fit indices TLI and CFI are underestimated (Byrne, 2010) (details of both global fit indices 

see chapter 7.2.3.1.3). In this case, bootstrapping also provides a solution to estimating a non-

normal distributed data set to get correct global fit indices and standard errors. This is a 

further advantage of bootstrapping (see Byrne, 2010; West et al., 1995; Yung and Bentler, 

1996). Bootstrapping enables one to get more accurate standard errors at a non-multi-

normally distributed sample than with the maximum likelihood method (Ichikawa and Konishi, 

1995). 

It must be tested if the data set is multivariate distributed or not. Pre-requisition of a 

multivariate normality in the data set is a univariate distribution of the variables. While 

measuring the univariate normality, this means that the skew and the kurtosis range between 

-1 and 1 (Temme and Hildebrandt, 2009). In contrast, Kline (2011) defines a critical value 

higher than three for the skew and a critical value higher than ten for the kurtosis. Another 

range for the results is revealed by West et al. (1995): Skew values ≤ |2| and kurtosis values ≤ 

|7| are acceptable. After checking the univariate normality of the data set, multivariate 

normality has to be examined. A common method for this is the Mardia index. In literature, 

the cutoff values for the Mardia index are the same as for univariate normality; yet Bentler’s 

(2006) examination proved that the multivariate distribution is still valid below three. Byrne 

(2010) enhanced the cutoff and postulated the critical ratio at five. Boosma and Hoogland 

(2001) discovered that the maximum likelihood algorithm is robust unless there is a little 

deviation from the normal distribution. 
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7.2.3 Evaluation of covariance-based SEMs 

7.2.3.1 Evaluation of the measurement models 

Considering that a structural equation model consists of two different kinds of models, the 

structural and the measurement model, both must be evaluated. Therefore, on the one hand 

the measurement models are in the foreground to examine because each latent construct has 

to be evaluated. One important aspect is thereby if the respective indicators of each latent 

variable are in fact influenced by the latent variable. On the other hand, in the structural 

model the hypothesized relations between the single latent variable constructs are tested. 

 

Evaluating measurement models requires an examination at the level of the indicator and the 

latent measurement construct to verify reliability and validity. Reliability indicates the 

consistency of a measurement. This means that under consistent conditions repeating the 

measurement various times, the results should not differ and contain no error (Backhaus et 

al., 2013, p. 90). Thereby, the reliability is a “(…) necessary (but not sufficient) condition (…)” 

for validity (Peter, 1979, p. 6). “In a general sense, validity refers to the degree to which 

instruments truly measure the constructs which they are intended to measure” (Peter, 1979, 

p. 6). In the best case, the validity has no random error. According to Homburg and Giering 

(1996), Hildebrandt (1984), Weiber and Mühlhaus (2014), and Hildebrandt and Temme (2006), 

validity has various aspects: 

 Content validity: Ascertains if all relevant facets for a factor are represented in the 

indicators; it can be evaluated by experts (Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 157). 

 Criterion validity: Reflects if there are overlaps between the measured construct and an 

external criterion (Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 157). 

 Construct validity: Consists of three aspects, the discriminant, convergence, and 

nomological validity (for definitions, see Homburg and Giering, 1996, p. 7; Weiber and 

Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 159). Discriminant validity indicates if the various constructs (factor 

and respective indicators) are significantly different. Convergence validity illustrates if the 

measurements of a construct agree with different methods that have an extreme different 

methodological focus (e.g. quantitative vs qualitative). Nomological validity informs if the 

relationships between the constructs can be explained based on theories. 

In order to prove the reliability and validity of measurement models in SEMs, different 

statistical methods have been developed over the last decades. The content validity is 

examined through a qualitative analysis. Additionally, a general logical scheme for 

quantitatively testing reliability and validity was developed for SEMs. Thereby, psychometrical 

measurements and the explorative as well as the confirmatory factor analysis are applied (see 
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Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014 for the following summary): The first step of the analysis aims at 

evaluating, for each single construct, the relationship between the factor and the indicators. 

In consequence, unfitting indicators can be eliminated. Moreover, psychometrical 

measurements and explorative factor analysis are the methods to use for gaining a first 

indication of the reliability and validity. These evaluative criteria can be summarized as first-

generation criteria. The second step includes the second-generation evaluation criteria, which 

are received by the application of the confirmatory factor analysis. The aim is to get final 

results regarding the reliability and validity of each construct and the model fit itself. The third 

step is the causal analysis, essentially the evaluation of the SEM, to evaluate the relationships 

between the latent constructs and the model fit itself. Figure 10 summarizes the testing 

scheme. 

 

 

Figure 10: Testing scheme for covariance-based SEMs (own figure) 

 

7.2.3.1.1 Content validity of the measurement models: Qualitative analysis 

The qualitative analysis’s purpose is to discover which indicators are influenced by the latent 

factors and which are applicable for the survey environment (e.g. special requirements to 

examine an organization in a certain industry). For example, guided expert interviews are 

selected as the appropriate qualitative methodology (Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 157). In 

general, qualitative instruments for data collection have a more explorative character than 

quantitative examinations (Mey and Mruck, 2010). Qualitative research utilizes various 

methodologic approaches, such as interviews or participatory observations and field studies 

(Przyborski and Wohlrab-Sahr, 2014). In particular, how an interview is conducted varies 
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broadly – just to introduce three contrary approaches: A complete narrative style, in which 

the interviewee speaks while the interviewer is initially more in the background; and a 

systemic interview, in which the interviewer guides the interviewee to take on different roles 

to relate how a situation was perceived by different attendees; and the expert interview (Mey 

and Mruck, 2010). 

The expert interview is as such a guided interview openly conducted but with a determined 

order of questions (Helfferich, 2014). Thereby, the peculiarity is that the expert is only an 

expert for the research area, not an overall or general expert (Littig, 2008). The expert’s 

knowledge is linked to his official function, not to his private opinion (Wassermann, 2015). 

There are two different interests of expert knowledge: Either the expert belongs to the target 

group or he belongs to a complementary group that understands the target group (e.g. a 

teacher understands the behavior of pupils) (Meuser and Nagel, 1991). Being an expert in the 

first category means informing the interviewer about one’s own sphere of activity, whereas 

being in the complementary group the expert shall give information about the target group’s 

context (Meuser and Nagel, 1991). Examining the target group to which the expert belongs 

serves to generalize the received knowledge (Meuser and Nagel, 1991). A guided interview 

should find an appropriate balance between openness and determined structure: On the one 

hand, the interviewed person should have the chance to express himself in various ways in 

order to reveal his way of thinking and range beyond strict answers to the questions asked, 

and on the other hand the focus of the interview and the research aim must be met as well 

(Helfferich, 2014). Therefore, it is recommended to begin the interview as openly as possible, 

followed by targeted requests and follow-up questions about the interviewee’s statements in 

order to fulfill the research’s purpose, and finally moving on fixed questions (Helfferich, 2014). 

 

7.2.3.1.2 Testing measurement models – Part I: First-generation criteria  

First-generation criteria are calculated and evaluated with the methods of explorative factor 

analysis and psychometrical measurements. In this paragraph, the description of the 

explorative factor analysis is based on Weiber and Mühlhaus (2014): The aim of the first-

generation criteria is to evaluate which indicator-factor combination fits (e.g. to determine 

the number of indicators and factors). The purpose of the exploratory factor analysis is to 

discover factors influencing a bundle of correlating indicators. However, testing a 

measurement model as part of a covariance-based SEM means preceding an ex ante approach 

that defines the factor-indicator relationships because of theoretical insights (Weiber and 

Mühlhaus, 2014). Consequently, in this case using the explorative factor analysis means 

proving that the ex ante-defined single factor is the factor influencing the set of predefined 
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indicators (one-dimensionality) (Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 132). Furthermore, indictors 

that are not sufficiently loading to the factor are noticed and can then be eliminated. The 

discovering functionality of the explorative factor analysis per se is not relevant because the 

relations between indicator and factor are theory driven. In order to test the one-

dimensionality of each latent factor, it is possible to examine each one separately (Weiber and 

Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 132). There are two assumptions underlying explorative factor analysis: 

That the measurements can have measurement errors and that the correlations between the 

indicators and the factor are caused by the factor (Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 133). 

Therefore, the estimation technique “principal axis factoring” is recommended with a 

PROMAX rotation during the explorative factor analysis (Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 133). 

 

Testing the set of indicators regarding its structure 

Based on the explorative factor analysis, the correlation matrix informs about the single 

correlations between the indictors. However, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin criterion (KMO) – also 

called the measures of sampling adequacy (MSA) criterion – indicates to which extent the right 

set of indicators bundled to execute a factor analysis (Backhaus et al., 2011, p. 342). In 

consequence, it will become clear whether it makes sense to apply a factor analysis. The KMO 

should have a minimum value of 0.6 (Kaiser and Rice, 1974). Values ≥ 0.6 are mediocre, values 

≥ 0.7 middling, values ≥ 0.8 meritorious, and values ≥ 0.9 marvellous (Backhaus et al., 2011, p. 

343). 

Besides examining the selection of indicators and their bundling, it is also relevant to prove if 

one or more factors influence the bundle. To gain more information in this area, the Kaiser 

criterion calculates the number of factors. More factors mean splitting the bundle of 

indicators. Kaiser refers to the eigenvalues of the correlation matrix being adequate to the 

sum of the squared factor loadings; the amount of eigenvalues greater than 1 represents the 

recommended number of factors (Kaiser, 1974).  

 

Testing reliability 

Different methods can be applied to test the measurement equivalence to get results of 

reliability. One important criterion is Cronbach’s alpha; another relevant one is the item-to-

total correlation. Cronbach’s alpha proves the reliability at the construct level, whereas the 

item-to-total correlation proves it at the indicator level. 

 

The Cronbach’s alpha measures “the internal consistency of a multi item scale” (Peterson, 

1994, p. 382). It is often used as “the” method to measure reliability and is praised as “(…) the 

first measure one calculates to assess the quality of the instrument” (Churchill, 1979, p. 68). 

Alpha can range between 0 and 1, whereby a minimum value of 0.7 is recommended (Nunnally 
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and Bernstein, 1994, p. 252). Yet just two items relating to a factor have a lower Cronbach’s 

alpha value than more items (Peterson, 1994, p. 382). 

 

Cronbach’s alpha: 

 

∝=
݇

݇ − 1
ቆ1 −

∑ ²ߪ
ୀଵ

௧²ߪ
ቇ 

 
݇ = number of parts (usually items) in the scale 

 ² = variance of item i, andߪ

 ௧² = total variance of the scaleߪ

(formula and index: Peter, 1979, p. 8) 

 

The item-to-total correlation measures the correlation between one single indicator and the 

total score of all indicators of a factor. Consequently, it can be ascertained if one item is not 

consistent and should be eliminated (Churchill, 1979). When one possesses a little sample of 

indicators for one factor, it is recommended to interpret the corrected item-to-total 

correlation. The examined indicator is then not included in the sum of the variable ݔ௦ (Weiber 

and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 139). Both criteria can reach a value between 0 and 1. The threshold 

is at least 0.5 (Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 139). 

 

Corrected Item-to-Total Correlation: 

 

݉݁ݐܫ ݀݁ݐܿ݁ݎݎܥ − ݐ − ݔ) ݊݅ݐ݈ܽ݁ݎݎܥ ݈ܽݐܶ , (௦ݔ =
ݔ)ݒܿ , (∗௦ݔ

∗௫௦ߪ௫ߪ
 

 
 ௦∗ = sum of the variables, j= 1,….I for I ≠ jݔ

ݔ ௫ = standard error of variablesߪ  

 ∗௦ݔ ௫௦∗ = standard error of the scaleߪ

ݔ)ݒܿ ,  ∗௦ݔ  and the scaleݔ ௦) = covariance between the variableݔ

(formula and index: Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 139; based on Nunnally, 1967, p. 262) 

 

Testing validity 

As already introduced, different aspects of the validity of latent constructs must be considered 

in order to judge in a valid way, whether the instruments in fact measure the constructs. The 

content validity should be approved by experts (Cronbach and Meehl, 1955, and see chapter 

7.2.3.1.1). There are no statistical measurements. In particular, the item-factor relationship 

should be examined by experts. 
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First indicative results on the discriminant and convergence validity can be received by factor 

loadings but both validities can only be adequately proved with the second-generation 

criteria. Each indicator shall have a minimum loading of 0.4 (Homburg and Giering, 1996, p. 

12), in which case an indicator can be explicitly associated with a factor. Additionally, the 

variance explained by the factor is a further criterion for validity. The variance should be at 

least 50% (Homburg and Giering, 1996, p. 12). 

 

Table 3 shows a summary of the first-generation evaluation criteria. 

 

 
 

Table 3: First-generation evaluation criteria (own table) 

 

 

7.2.3.1.3 Testing measurement models – Part II: Second-generation criteria  

The first-generation evaluation criteria cannot produce valid results of error terms and the 

different aspects of validity (Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 143). An additional measurement 

is necessary. Developed by Jöreskog (Jöreskog, 1967 a and b), the confirmatory factor analysis 

is the method to get answers on the second-generation evaluation criteria. Consequently, final 

results are received regarding the reliability and validity of each latent construct and the whole 

model fit itself. Reflexive models are the pre-requisite; it is not possible to prove formative 

models with this method (Backhaus et al., 2013, p. 123). In general, the purpose of a 

confirmatory factor analysis is to evaluate latent variable constructs, meaning – amongst 

other things – testing their measurement models (Backhaus et al., 2013, p. 120). As a logical 

consequence, the confirmatory factor analysis is an integral part of evaluating structural 

equation models. 

First-generation criteria Evaluation standard Sources

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin-criterion (KMO 
or also called MSA)

≥ 0.6 mediocre
≥ 0.7 middling
≥ 0.8 meritorious
≥ 0.9 marvellous 

Backhaus et al., 2011

Kaiser criterion
eigenvalue > 1 indicating a more 
than one-factor structure

Kaiser, 1974

Cronbach alpha 0.7 Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994
Corrected-Item-to-Total-
Correlation

0.5 Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014

Content validity approved by experts Cronbach and Meehl, 1955

Indicator factor loading 0.4 Homburg and Giering, 1996
Factor variance 0.5 Homburg and Giering, 1996

First impression of discriminant and convergence validity:

Indicator set

Reliability

Validity
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The fundamental theorem of the confirmatory factor analysis determines a relationship 

between the empirical correlation matrix (R) and the factor loading matrix (A): R= A φ A’: The 

aim is to estimate the factor loading matrix in such a way that the empirical correlation matrix 

of the indicators is optimally reproducible (Backhaus et al., 2013, p, 125). Figure 11 gives a 

general overview of the structure and the terminology of a confirmatory factor analysis. The 

setup and terms are very similar to the already introduced terminology of SEMs (compare 

Figure 8 in chapter 7.2.2.1). 

 

 

Figure 11: Overview of an exemplary, generic confirmatory factor analysis construct (own figure) 

 

The indicator variables are largely, but not fully, explained by the latent variable. This is 

illustrated by error variables δ. In Figure 11, the phi (φ) represents the correlation between 

the two latent factors. Successfully calculating the equation system requires the identifiability 

of the model. This is assumed when the amount of estimating parameters t is equal to or less 

than ଵ
ଶ

)  + 1), with p = number of observable variables (indicators) (Backhaus et al., 2013, 

p. 133). 

 

Reliability 

Confirmatory factor analysis enables to target three different aspects of reliability (Weiber 

and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 150): Indicator reliability, factor reliability (also called composite 

reliability), and the average variance extracted (AVE). 

The indicator reliability is proved and interprets the indicator’s variance explained by the 

construct. It is also called “squared multiple correlations” (SMC) and is calculated as follows:  
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Indicator reliability: 

ݔ ݕݐ݈ܾ݈݅݅ܽ݅݁ݎ ݎݐܽܿ݅݀݊݅ =  
ߣ

ଶ ߶

ߣ
ଶ ߶ + ߆

 

 
  = estimated factor loadingߣ

߶= estimated variance – latent variable ξj 

ߣ -  = estimated variance of the error term (when considering standardized solution = 1߆
ଶ ) 

(formula and index: Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 150) 

 

Values of at least 0.4 indicate a good reliability (Bagozzi and Baumgartner, 1994, p. 402). If the 

threshold of an indicator variable is not reached, before eliminating this indictor, a significant 

relation to the factor can be interpreted as the minimum requirement (Weiber and Mühlhaus, 

2014, p. 150; Hildebrandt and Temme, 2006, p. 629). 

 

The reliability must be checked even at the construct level. For each latent variable construct, 

the factor reliability and the average variance extracted (AVE) indicate how well a latent 

variable is reflected by their indicators (Zinnbauer and Eberl, 2004, p.7). The factor reliability 

measures the systematical common variance of an indicator set used for the estimation of a 

latent construct (N.N., Hogrefe – online Lexikon der Psychologie: Faktorreliabilität, n.d.). “The 

AVE estimate is the average amount of variation that a latent construct is able to explain in 

the observed variables to which it is theoretically related” (Farrell, 2010, p. 324). Both criteria 

are calculated as follows:  

 

Factor reliability: 

 

ߦ ݕݐ݈ܾ݈݅݅ܽ݅݁ݎ ݎݐ݂ܿܽ =
൫∑ ߣ


ୀଵ ൯²߶

൫∑ ߣ

ୀଵ ൯²߶ + ∑ ߆


ୀଵ

 

 
  = estimated factor loadingߣ

߶= estimated variance – latent variable ξj 

ߣ -  = estimated variance of the error term (when considering standardized solution = 1߆
ଶ ) 

(formula and index: Homburg and Giering, 1996, p. 10) 
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Average variance extracted: 

 

ߦ ܧܸܣ =
∑ ߣ

ଶ ߶

ୀଵ

∑ ߣ
ଶ ߶ + ∑ ߆


ୀଵ


ୀଵ

 

 
  = estimated factor loadingߣ

߶= estimated variance – latent variable ξj 

ߣ -  = estimated variance of the error term (when considering standardized solution = 1߆
ଶ ) 

(formula and index: Homburg and Giering, 1996, p. 11 and compare Fornell and Larcker, 1981, p. 46) 

 

The most common cut-off values in the literature are values of at least 0.6 for the factor 

reliability (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988, p. 82) and values of at least 0.5 for the AVE (Fornell and 

Larcker, 1981, p. 46). According to Homburg and Giering (1996), the factor reliability and the 

AVE are more important for evaluating the model per se than the indicator reliability. 

 

Validity 

Criterion validity: 

Considering the criterion validity: In practice, measuring this kind of validity is relatively 

complex because external criteria are missing (for details see Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 

168). Therefore, this validity is not measured. 

 

Construct validity: 

Different approaches may be pursed to evaluate the construct validity and its aspects i) the 

discriminant, ii) convergence, and iii) nomological validity. Comparing the AVE of two factors 

with the squared multiple correlations (SMC) between those two factors enables one to obtain 

information about the discriminant validity. This comparison is called the Fornell-Larcker 

criterion and indicates that the AVE values of both latent variable constructs are higher than 

the squared multiple correlation between them (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). 

In practical applications it is not easy to find two extremely different measurement methods 

to measure convergence validity. Therefore, Fornell and Larcker (1981), p.46 made use of an 

auxiliary tool: An AVE of at least 0.5 implies convergence validity. 

The nomological validity informs about the theoretical relationships between the latent 

constructs. This can only be proved by calculating the structural equation model. A good 

model fit, the hypothesized paths between the latent constructs and the estimates of the 

parameters indicate nomological validity (Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 161).  

 

The following table gives an overview of the reliability and validity criteria – evaluated with 

the confirmatory factor analysis. According to Fritz (1992) and Homburg and Baumgartner 
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(1995), it is not necessary to reject a model if not all criteria exceed the threshold. At least half 

of the valuables should do so. 

 

 

Table 4: Summary of relevant second-generation evaluation criteria (own table) 

 

Global fit indices 

After identifying the reliability and validity of the measurement models, the model fit has to 

be determined by the confirmatory factor analysis. Thereby, the global fit indices evaluate 

how the estimation of the parameters leads to a best possible adaptation of the theoretical 

variance-covariance matrix to the empirical variance-covariance matrix. The goodness of fit 

statistics has different key approaches and key indicators. 

 

Global fit indices evaluate the whole model to test whether or not it is acceptable. They can 

be differentiated into inference-statistical and descriptive-statistical evaluation methods 

(criteria). The most common inference-statistical method is the likelihood-ratio-test, also 

called χ2. It “(…) represents the discrepancy between the unrestricted sample covariance 

matrix S, and the restricted covariance matrix Σ(θ) (…)” (Byrne, 2010, p. 75). The smaller the 

difference is, the lower the χ2 value will be. This test can be compared with the Chi-square 

goodness of fit test; consequently, the null hypothesis is tested against the alternative 

hypothesis (Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014). However, the test output can only be adequately 

applied all the time if (Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 204): (1) the sample is multivariate 

distributed and the estimation is a variance-covariance based, and (2) the sample size is large 

but not too large (Jöreskog and Sörbom, 1993; MacCallum et al., 1996). Another inference-

statistical evaluation criterion is the Root-Mean-Square-Error-of-Approximation (RMSEA) by 

Steiger and Lind (for more details, see Steiger, 1990). 

In order to tackle these requirements, there are some different solutions: On the one hand, 

the “Hoelter test” indicates how big the sample size can be at the maximum value where the 

model is still accepted based on the χ2 statistic at the significance level alpha = 0.01 and 0.05 

Second-generation criteria Evaluation standard Sources

Indicator factor loading at least significant and/ or ≥ 0.6
Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014; Hildebrandt 
and Temme, 2006

Indicator reliability ≥ 0.4 Bagozzi and Baumgartner, 1994
Factor reliability ≥ 0.6 Bagozzi and Yi, 1988
Average variance extracted (AVE) ≥ 0.5 Fornell and Larcker, 1981

Convergence validity AVE criterion Fornell and Larcker, 1981

Discriminant validity
AVE > squared correlations 
between the latent factors Fornell and Larcker, 1981

Reliability

Validity
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(Hoelter, 1983). On the other hand, the χ2 statistic itself can be changed slightly and used as a 

descriptive-statistical evaluation criterion: The χ2 value is divided by the degrees of freedom 

(Wheaton et al., 1977). An indication of a good model fit is a calculated ratio of lower than or 

equal to 2.5 (Homburg and Baumgartner, 1995, p. 172) or, less restrictively, lower than or 

equal to 3.0 (Homburg and Giering, 1996, p. 13). 

 

Chi-Square as descriptive criterion (CMIN): 

 

 
߯ଶ

݀. ݂.
 

 
߯ଶ= Chi-Square value of the model (CMIN) 

d.f. = number of degrees of freedom 

(formula and index: Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 205) 

 

The descriptive-statistical evaluation criteria’s purpose is to evaluate if it is possible to neglect 

the existing differences between the empirical and the model-theoretical variance-covariance 

matrix (Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 208). Simulations discovered the cut-off values of the 

different criteria for a good model fit but it must be noted that they are not inference-

statistical tests and consequently they are independent from sample size and the requirement 

of a multivariate distribution (Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 208). Descriptive criteria are the 

χ2/d.f. and the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual. 

The Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) is an absolute criterion that focuses on 

the empirical and the theoretical variance-covariance matrices: 

 

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual: 

 

ܴܯܴܵ =
ඩ2ߑߑ

൫ݏ − ൯²ߪ
ܵ ܵ

) + 1)
 

 

 
  = empirical variance-covariance of the variables xijݏ

  = model theoretical variance-covariance of the variables xijߪ

p = number of indicators 

(formula and index: Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 210) 
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An acceptable cut-off value is lower than 0.1 (Backhaus et al., 2013, p. 148). According to Hu 

and Bentler (1999), the value has to be lower than 0.8. 

 

In contrast to the SRMR, the Normed Fit Index (NFI), Tucker Lewis Index (TLI), Comparative Fit 

Index (CFI), Incremental Fit Index (IFI), and the Relative-Noncentrality Index (RNI) are 

comparative criteria. They compare the structural equation model with the independence 

model, which is an extreme model, namely: It “(…) is one of complete independence of all 

variables in the model (i.e., in which all correlations among variables are zero) and is the most 

restricted. In other words, it is a null model, with nothing going on here as each variable 

represents a factor” (Byrne, 2010, p. 73). Consequently, these indexes shall indicate a great 

difference between the independence model and the examining (structural equation) model 

(default model) to verify that the (structural equation) model offers a strong improvement 

regarding the model fit. Cut-off values are at least 0.9 for an acceptable model fit (Weiber and 

Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 215; Homburg and Baumgartner, 1995, p. 168). In the following, the 

formula of the CFI (Comparative Fit Index) and IFI (Incremental Fit Index) are presented. Unless 

the comparative criteria are generally more robust towards the sample size, Hu and Bentler 

(1999) discovered that besides the RMSEA the TLI also shows a limited sensitivity towards it. 

 

Comparative Fit Index: 

 

ܫܨܥ = ቤ
(߯

ଶ − ݀. ݂. ) − (߯
ଶ − ݀. ݂. )

(߯
ଶ − ݀. ݂. ) ቤ 

 
߯

ଶ= Chi-Square of the independence model 

d.f.0= number of degrees of freedom (independence model) 

߯
ଶ = Chi-Square of the default model 

d.f.k= number of degrees of freedom (default model) 

(formula and index: Urban and Mayerl, 2014, p. 95) 

 

Incremental Fit Index: 

 

ܫܨܫ =  
߯

ଶ −  ߯ଶ

߯
ଶ − ݀. ݂.

 

 
߯

ଶ= Chi-Square of the independence model 

߯ ²= Chi-Square of the default model 

d.f.= number of degrees of freedom (default model) 

(formula and index: Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 215; and see Bollen, 1989) 
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The following table gives an overview of the main global fit indices. In light of the fact that 

there are many different global fit indices, which one is the right one to use? Hu and Bentler 

(1999), for example, recommend using the CFI, IFI, or RNI in combination with the SRMR when 

the sample size is small, n ≤ 250. In contrast: A combination of the TLI and RSMEA “(…) is 

tended to reject more simple and complex true-population models under the nonrobustness 

condition” (Hu and Bentler, 1999, p. 28). 

Moreover, it must be emphasized that the cutoff values for the fit indices are rules of thumb 

(Marsh et al., 2004), not inference statistical tests.  

 

 

Table 5: Summary of relevant global fit indices (own table) 

 

7.2.3.2 Evaluation of the Structural Equation Model 

After evaluating the measurement models of the latent constructs in an SEM, it is necessary 

to evaluate the entire structural equation model. Therefore, the relationships between the 

single latent variable constructs must be changed from correlative (double arrow) relations in 

the confirmatory factor analysis to explicit, causal directions and causal relations in the SEM. 

The influences of the exogenous latent variables on the latent endogenous variables can then 

be measured and the theoretical relationships can be confirmed or negated. To interpret the 

results of a calculated SEM, the following details must be considered (Weiber and Mühlhaus, 

2014, p. 227ff): 

 The relationship (plus or minus signs) between the latent exogenous and the latent 

endogenous constructs should be coincident with the relation hypothesized in advance. 

 The standardized regression weight between a latent exogenous and a latent endogenous 

construct must be significant. 

 Moreover, it is recommended that the standardized regression weights should be higher 

than 0.2 for a meaningful interpretation (Chin, 1998a, p.8) 

 The direct, indirect, and total effects that were also postulated in advance should be 

significant in order to confirm relations in the SEM model (for details on these effects, see 

the next chapter). 

Global fit indices Evaluation standard Sources

Chi-Square / d.f. (CMIN / d.f.)
≤ 2.5
≤ 3.0

Homburg and Baumgartner, 1995
Homburg and Giering, 1996

SRMR ≤ 0.1 Backhaus et al., 2013
CFI ≥ 90 Homburg and Baumgartner, 1995
IFI ≥ 90 Bollen, 1989
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 The variances of the latent endogenous factors (comparable with the coefficient of 

determination in regression analysis) are higher than at least 0.19 for a weak explanation, 

at least 0.33 for a moderate one, and equal or greater than 0.66 for a substantial one (Chin, 

1998b, p. 323). These recommendations were originally for PLS approaches, but can be 

applied to covariance-based models as well (Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014, p. 230) 

 Beyond these criteria, the global fit indices must also be interpreted in order to confirm a 

good model fit. The fit indices are the same as for the confirmatory factor analysis and are 

therefore not introduced again (see previous chapter). 

 Based on the global fit indices and the verified hypothesized relationships in the model, 

the nomological validity can then be proven. 

 

7.2.4 Mediation in SEMs 

In SEMs, mediator effects are very often of interest to analyze. In general, mediator variables 

mediate a relationship between an independent variable and a dependent variable (Iacobucci, 

2007). Or, to use Baron and Kenny’s wide-spread definition: “(…) the mediator function of a 

third variable, which represents the generative mechanism through which the focal 

independent variable is able to influence the dependent variable of interest” (Baron and 

Kenny, 1986, p. 1173). In an SEM, the mediators are also latent variable constructs. There are 

different ways to ascertain if a true mediation effect exists. One very well-known and very 

often used method is the step-by-step method by Baron and Kenny (Baron and Kenny, 1986) 

and the Sobel test (Sobel, 1986). During the last decades measuring the mediation effect, in 

particular the significance of the indirect effect, uncovered some weaknesses in Baron and 

Kenny’s method (Shrout and Bolger, 2002): On the one hand, there has to be a significant 

relationship between the independent and the dependent variable without taking into 

account the mediator (see Figure 12). On the other hand, in the mediator model the paths a 

and b must be significant as well; if path c’ is still significant, they call it a partial mediation – 

if not, a total mediation. The indirect effect is calculated as a x b, and just calculating the results 

of a or b produces in the so-called direct effects. The total effect is the sum of c’ + a x b (Shrout 

and Bolger, 2002). 

 

 



7. Study design 106 
 

 

Figure 12: Mediation analysis 

(own figure, referred to Shrout and Bolger, 2002, p. 423, and Baron and Kenny, 1986, p. 1176) 

 

Furthermore, this method assumes a normal distribution of the sample. However, recent 

studies showed that this characteristic is often violated – either from the beginning or at the 

latest after calculating a x b: MacKinnon et al. (1995) frequently discovered non-normally 

distributed results from a x b. Additionally, this product “(…) rather is often asymmetric with 

high kurtosis” (MacKinnon et al., 2002, p. 90). This leads to a weak statistical power that is 

based on a normal distribution. In addition, this statistically weak power effect is strengthened 

by the following facts: a) small sample size and b) moderate effect size (MacKinnon et al., 

2002). Consequently, further methods to examine mediation effects were developed. A 

comprehensive overview of several methods is given in the papers from MacKinnon et al. 

(2002 and 2004). 

One method that is independent from normal distribution assumptions and is applicable to 

small to large sample sizes is bootstrapping (for the functionality of bootstrapping, see chapter 

7.2.2.3). It is an adequate and very often used method of investigating mediator effects 

(Preacher and Hayes, 2004 and 2008; Shrout and Bolger, 2002; Preacher et al., 2007; Cheung 

and Lau, 2008). Cheung and Lau (2008) extended MacKinnon’s et al.’s (2002 and 2004) 

research and recommended using the bootstrapping variant “bias corrected” in comparison 

to the variant “percentile” to discover suppression effects in SEMs. Suppression effects 

emerge when single paths have an opposite sign, e.g., path a is positive and b or c’ is negative. 

A comparison of different mediation methods also proved the quality of confidence intervals 

based on bootstrapping, in particular when biased corrected. Shrout and Bolger (2002) ended 

up preferring confidence intervals to significance tests in order to determine the significance 

of the direct, indirect, or total effects. To test the significance of the indirect effect, it is no 

longer necessary that both direct single paths a and b are significant; it is acceptable to have 
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only one significant path and the other part lying close to significance (Cheung and Lau, 2008) 

– in contrast to Baron and Kenny’s method. 

Moreover, when using bootstrapping with a small sample size – meaning between 20 and 80 

(Efron and Tibshirani, 1993) – it is recommended to interpret the bootstrap results in a bias-

correcting way (MacKinnon et al., 2004; Shrout and Bolger, 2002) to produce valuable 

information about the significance by interpreting the confidence intervals. This bias 

correction can compensate for the lack of a normal distribution (Efron and Tibshirani, 1993). 

This method “corrects for bias in the central tendency of the estimate. This bias is expressed 

by ẑ0, which is the z score of the value obtained from the proportion of bootstrap samples 

below the original estimate in the total number of bootstrap samples taken. In other words, 

ẑ0 is the z score of the percentile of the observed sample indirect effect. The upper confidence 

limit was then found as the z score of 2ẑ0 + z1−ω/2 and the lower limit was 2ẑ0 + zω/2” (MacKinnon 

et al., 2004).  

 

7.3 Factor measuring and data collection 

7.3.1 Development and validation of new measures in organizational research 

In order to transfer Mead’s theory into the structural equation model, the measurements of 

the model must be accordingly selected. This chapter provides an overview of the 

development and validation of new measures in organizational research followed by the next 

chapter how the latent factors are measured in literature and then deduced for this thesis’s 

study. 

The general approach to develop and validate new measures for structural equation models 

can be summarized in 10 steps (MacKenzie et al., 2001). First of all, each construct has to be 

conceptually described that its representation is clear, its type of property, its unique type of 

attributes, and consequently its differentiation from other related and or similar constructs 

(Nunnally and Bernstein 1994; MacKenzie et al., 2001; Schwab, 1980). Hinkin (1995) 

emphasizes the impact of the construct’s definition for all succeeding steps in the validation 

process. This step contains a review of literature, how the respective constructs were already 

measured and input from expert interviews (MacKenzie et al., 2001). For this thesis, step one 

is applied in chapter 6 based on the theoretical framework in the chapters 2-5. After having 

defined the construct, the second step encompasses the generation of items while considering 

all important issues for the construct and while minimizing the tackling of other constructs 

with the created items (MacKenzie et al., 2001). Furthermore, the factors must be defined as 

reflexive or formative. In this study, the process and the details are described in the chapters 

7.3.3, 7.3.4, and 8.3.  
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The third step clarifies content validity – in particular, if the item reflects the construct and, if 

all items fully represent the construct (Kerlinger, 1973; Straub et al., 2004). One possibility to 

examine the affiliation of the item to the construct is provided by Hinkin’s and Tracey’s (1999) 

method: Here, the item-construct relation is weighted by test persons. Anderson and Gerbing 

(1991) recommend selecting these persons based on the examining population. Moreover, 

the method “sorting” is a further useful instrument to get information on the correct match 

between items and the respective constructs by test persons (Lenzner et al., 2014). For this 

study, the process is described in chapter 7.3.4. 

In the fourth step, the measurement model is formally specified: “This is complicated by the 

need to set the scale of measurement and to ensure that the parameters of the model are all 

identified” (MacKenzie et al., 2001, p. 306f). The fifth step and the sixth step contain the 

psychometric evaluations to get statements on the psychometric properties of the scale, the 

scale purification, namely the selection or omission of items, and the factors itself via 

convergent, discriminant, and nomological validity as results of the developed questionnaire 

(MacKenzie et al., 2001). Details on these testing procedures of factor structures are 

theoretically described in the chapters 7.2.3.1.2 and 7.2.3.1.3 and the results of the study can 

be summarized in the chapters 8.3, 8.4, and 8.5. Step 7 focuses on the reestimation of the 

measurement model when items were added or reworded (MacKenzie et al., 2001). If items 

were only omitted, then data from the same test sample can be used. The eight step of 

construct validation “(…) is to evaluate whether responses to the scale behave as one would 

expect if they were valid indicators of the focal construct” (MacKenzie et al., 2001, p. 317). 

This includes group-examinations of the correct reflections of the constructs, discriminant and 

nomological validity (for the study, see summary in chapter 9). The steps 9 and 10 focus on 

the cross validation of the scale that the scale can be used for different populations and the 

development of norms in order to facilitate the interpretation of scores (MacKenzie et al., 

2001). For developing new scales these steps are can be found in further studies in 

organizational research (see next paragraph). 

 

7.3.2 Existing measures in organizational research 

Many different concepts are qualitatively and quantitatively examined regarding the 

employees’ attitudes, feelings, and perceptions – for example job satisfaction, commitment, 

job characteristics and roles, the fit between the person and the organization or about values 

(Fields, 2002). Moreover, how to measure communication satisfaction, identity and 

identification within and of organizations is also researched. Forman and Whetten (2016) 

review the current way of measuring the construct organizational identity while focusing on 
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the identity of organizations. They actively separated their study from individual identity and 

identification processes and how those can be measured. However, measuring identification 

of employees is relevant for this thesis’s study. 

In the field of individual identification with an organization, some scales were developed 

unless there is still a current inhomogeneity of defining organizational identification as a wide 

spanning concept (Edwards and Peccei, 2007). Pioneers were Brown (1969) and Hall et al. 

(1970). In 1983, Cheney published the Organizational Identification Questionnaire (OIQ) 

(Cheney, 1983). “In particular, the 25 items cover a very wide range of themes, though many 

of which (e.g., involvement, pride, loyalty, and desire to stay) are not clearly linked to Cheney’s 

original conceptualization of the construct” (Edwards and Peccei, 2007, p. 28). This means that 

there are doubts on the OIQ’s validity (Edwards, 2005). Furthermore, there are overlaps with 

the construct commitment (Miller et al., 2000). In 1992, Mael and Ashforth introduced their 

6-item scale which is frequently used for measuring organizational identification (Riketta, 

2005). Their intention was to shape the cognitive element of identification (especially shared 

common goals and self-categorization): Both distinguish between organizational identification 

and the concept commitment (Mael and Ashforth, 1992). Though, according to van Dick 

(2001) the cognitive aspects are too neglected and according to Abrams and de Moura (2001) 

they criticize many “public expressions of identification” (Abrams and de Moura, 2001, p. 137). 

Later, Mael and Tetrick (1992) extended the original 6-item scale. Their approach contains 

that identification is independent of evoking identification-based actions by the employee as 

consequence during work (Mael and Tetrick, 1992). Nevertheless, this scale is still frequently 

applied in the context of social identity theory and the validity of this scale was examined as 

follows. Based on literature research they conducted a pilot study with 161 undergraduates 

and shortened their original 30-item scale to 10 items. The value of the coefficient alpha 

estimate of internal consistency is 0.76. The oblimin and varimax rotation reveals 2 factors, 

one for shared experiences with 6 items and the other one for shared characteristics with 4 

items. In the next step, they conducted a confirmatory factor analysis based on the responses 

of 235 individuals in order to analyze the two-factor versus one-factor structure. Furthermore, 

they quantitatively checked the differences between organizational identification and the 

other constructs job satisfaction, job involvement, organizational commitment and 

organizational satisfaction. The last step contained a model comparison analysis between 

different model variants. As result: Organizational commitment and organizational 

identification are different constructs. 

Furthermore, two researchers measured organizational identification with a graphical 

measure (Shamir and Kark, 2004). Their intention was to integrate “oneness” between the 

individual and the organization into the scale (Shamir and Kark, 2004, p. 116). They tested this 

one item scale with different companies and university departments with approximately 2000 
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individuals. According to Edwards and Peccei (2007) this rather unconventional approach also 

suffers on reliability and validity problems due to measuring only one item. Based on the 

experiences and problems of the other scales Edwards and Peccei (2007) developed a 6-item 

scale – covering the three dimensions i) self-categorization and labelling, ii) sharing 

organizational goals and values, and iii) sense of attachment, belonging, and membership of 

the organization. They tested their scale twice within one year in NHS mental health with 

confirmatory factory analysis and the comparison of different models. Furthermore, they 

made additional confirmatory factor analyses to examine the distinctiveness between 

organizational identification and commitment. 

 

Measuring communication satisfaction 

In literature, many studies have examined both the right methodology to measure 

communication satisfaction through a survey and the impact of communication satisfaction 

on different factors. Furthermore, the influences on communication satisfaction also take 

center stage. In 1977, Downs and Hazen developed the prominent communication satisfaction 

questionnaire (Downs and Hazen, 1977). They developed this scale with a three-step-method. 

Based on an extensive literature review, they created a scale of 88 items which was tested 

with 181 employees of different companies across the United States. Afterwards, the results 

were examined with a varimax rotation factor analysis and an item validity analysis. In the 

second step, the eight revealed factors were constructed with the respective loading items 

and then tested in 4 different companies by a questionnaire. Again, one factor analysis 

succeeded, and the results show broad agreements of the four companies regarding the 

factor-item combinations. The third step evaluated the correlation between these factors and 

job satisfaction. The eight factors by Downs and Hazen have been scrutinized from time to 

time. Crino and White (1981) also agreed on these, whereas Gray and Laidlaw (2002) 

differentiated only into two factors, covering the informational and the relational aspect. The 

test-retest reliability has a score of 0.94 (Downs and Hazen, 1977). Rubin et al. (1994) 

confirmed the construct validity of the CSQ again. 

Other standard questionnaires were also developed in this decade, such as the ICA Audit 

Survey (Goldhaber and Rogers, 1979), the Organizational Communication Development audit 

questionnaire (Wiio, 1977), or the Organizational Communication Scale (Roberts and O’Reilly, 

1973), which all include minor aspects of communication satisfaction in their standard 

questionnaires. Every questionnaire has its specific focus: Down and Hazen’s questionnaire 

predominantly concentrates on different dimensions of communication satisfaction and 

additionally relates them to job satisfaction, whereas Wiio’s survey relates many different 

aspects of communication with the reached output of the original goals. Hargie and Tourish’s 

(2004) ICA questionnaire sets a focus on the received and desired amount of information. In 
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general, the developed questionnaires cover different parts of communication, which for 

example range from quality and climate to the right choice of channels, personal 

communication, hierarchical communication, and communication about the workplace, 

organization, and so on. 

 

7.3.3 Factor measuring in this study 

The quantitative analysis is primarily based on a reliable and validated questionnaire and 

extended to some new items that were not contained in the original questionnaire in order to 

fully cover the application of Mead’s theory in the organizational context. The testing 

procedure for the new scales is oriented on the 10-step procedure. 

As described in the previous paragraph, the communication satisfaction questionnaire (CSQ) 

by Downs and Hazen (1977) is one of the central instruments to measure communication 

satisfaction. This questionnaire is divided into eight different factors and their respective 

indicators. The factors are: General organizational perspective, organizational integration, 

personal feedback, relationship to superiors/ supervisors, horizontal and informal 

communication, relationship with subordinates, media quality, and communication climate. 

The purpose of this instrument is to evaluate the communication system in an organization 

and where organizations potentially still have room for improvements (Goldhaber and Rogers, 

1979; Hargie and Tourish, 2004; Zwijze-Koning and de Jong, 2007). Consequently, “(…) it is less 

suitable for specific communication problems (…)” but it is “(…) an appropriate instrument for 

gaining overall insights into the way employees evaluate aspects of organizational 

communication (…)” (Zwijze-Koning and de Jong, 2007, p. 261). Many studies have already 

been conducted based on the CSQ (Clampitt and Downs, 2004). Communication satisfaction 

is measured with a 7.0 satisfaction scale ranging from very dissatisfied to very satisfied. In 

particular, the general approach to communication and the measuring of communication 

satisfaction were the decisive reasons why the CSQ served as the basis for the upcoming study 

to transfer Mead’s theory as close as possible. Furthermore, the CSQ encompasses relations 

between communication and identification which is an important topic for the thesis’s study. 

Large companies often have a more complex structure and department-specific organizational 

structure than smaller companies. Therefore, it was avoided to include too specific 

characteristics that are only relevant for one of the departments in the organizational function 

R&D and not valid for all the other R&D departments in the organizational function R&D. 

Accordingly, the setup of the questionnaire was shaped in such a comprehensive way that the 

specific organizational structures of each department do not tackle communication issues in 

order to make the results well comparable between the single departments. This means, 
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explicit questions about specific information channels in one department or the evaluation of 

single communicators such as team/ department leaders were not examined. Following this, 

the evaluation of the results is more situation-independent and indicates more general 

perceptions and satisfactions to one factor. This was strongly required by the company (survey 

restrictions see chapter 7.1.2). The CSQ offers an appropriate way of gaining such answers. 

In accordance with the company’s pre-conditions (chapter 7.1.2) and the focus of this study, 

some factors of the CSQ cannot be applied, such as personal feedback, relations to superiors/ 

supervisors, or the relationship with the subordinates. Moreover, for the upcoming study the 

relevant aspects of recognition were not addressed in the CSQ which is one of the essential 

parts in Mead’s theory. Therefore, to fully cover the focus of this study, other existing 

questionnaires were evaluated in the communication field (see previous paragraph: short 

introduction to other questionnaires) and in the culture and climate field (James et al, 2008; 

Tracey and Tews, 2005; James and James, 1989). Furthermore, in order to also comply with 

the company’s requirements, however, communication satisfaction in relation to the “rights” 

and “solidarity” level of recognition as one part of organizational culture and in relation to the 

communication-based identification climate has also not been fully represented in other 

questionnaires yet. In consequence, some new items were developed to target all theoretical 

aspects under the premise that the focus is still communicatively expressed recognition trough 

satisfaction with received information. The focus should be less on the generated items about 

the personal feelings regarding recognition (often measured with agreement scales in climate 

research – see a review by James et al., 2008). Additionally, the functional organizational level 

(R&D function) was also not included in the CSQ – just the overall company level and the job 

level. However, all three levels are necessary in order to reflect Mead’s role-taking aspects in 

the study. The new created items are based on the results of the theory chapters and on the 

received information of the six expert interviews. Thereby, the focus was also set on 

measuring satisfaction with the communication content and the climate as in the CSQ – above 

all the official and informal interactional communication climate within the company. 

Moreover, high attention was operated to maintain a very similar ductus and wording style of 

the CSQ for the new created items. The same scale was used for all indicators. It is the 7.0 

satisfaction scale in the CSQ. 

 

7.3.4 Survey development and pretest 

The 10-step approach to validate the new measures was applied during the survey 

development (see chapter 7.3.1). Thereby, step 1 was extensively examined with Mead’s 

theory and its adaptation for the organizational environment (see chapter 6 and the 
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theoretical framework). For the second step: Based on the guided expert interviews and the 

CSQ, a first set of indicators was created and arranged to the respective factors. The experts 

were employers and employees working in the R&D function and they were selected 

according to their R&D experience in companies to give valid expert statements. In detail: The 

experts cover a broad range of age, length of working in the R&D function, years of being 

employee in the DAX company, and are employees in one of the three main R&D areas. 

Mead’s central argument is that significant communication is relevant for identification (see 

theory chapter 2). Role-taking can be empirically shaped by satisfaction (see theory chapters 

3.2.3 and 3.2.4). In order to represent Mead’s theory as close as possible in the empirical 

model in line with employee identity acting as substitute for monetary incentives, the item 

generation is strongly covered by satisfaction of received information and the communication 

climate in the company. In consequence, during the expert interviews the experts were e.g. 

asked about aspects of the current organizational literature - see theory chapters 

(communication content and climate, respect, solidarity, and identification climate). After 

having clarified the understanding and perspectives on these just mentioned concepts for 

themselves and the company, their statements were extended to questions about if, how and 

what is communicated in the company related to those concepts. Following this, the experts 

were asked about communication satisfaction and the identification climate – their 

perceptions and expectations.  Thereby, the focus was also on the different levels – central 

information or person-related information in order to better classify the experts’ statements. 

Then, it was possible to derive factor-related information topics and topics which are not in 

this thesis’s focus. Although the experts were selected based on a wider range of 

characteristics (age, …), there were many agreements with existing literature and amongst 

each other (summarized results of the expert interviews see chapter 8.4). As result, a first set 

of indicators was arranged: Besides general topics in companies, there are specific company 

and function-related topics to consider. Furthermore, the frequent agreements of the expert 

interviews with current research stress that the factors are measured with common item-

topics in research but re-formulated in such a way that satisfaction communication can be 

measured to empirically shape Mead’s theory. 

 

The survey language is German, so a translation of the relevant CSQ items was produced and 

professionally checked. The structure of the questionnaire and the wording of the items was 

determined and adjusted according to the recommendations by Homburg (2012) and Porst 

(2011). The wording shall be simple, neutral, and clear (Homburg, 2012, p. 316). Furthermore, 

the structure of the items shall be transparent and plausible (Homburg, 2012, p. 316). The 

third and fourth step of the measurement validation was included into the first part of the 

pretest. The pretest had two parts. During the first part, a combination of the pretest methods 
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of “probing” (for details, see Willis, 2014) and “sorting” (for details, see Lenzner et al., 2014) 

was selected as appropriate, and for the second part the method was just “probing”. In order 

to ascertain if the indicators could be related to the respective factor, the six interviewed 

experts and six further R&D employees in the company were asked to structure the catalogue 

of items to the respective factors. The purpose of this first pretest was to find out if some 

indicators could not be matched correctly, which factor was not easy to understand or 

redundant for elimination in the final survey version, and if the six experts rediscover their 

original statements from the expert interview (“sorting” – Lenzner et al., 2014). This catalogue 

was also scrutinized regarding content, selection of the item answer, and item wording with 

the aid of interviews with the pretest participants. The purpose of this method is to gain more 

information how the survey participants evaluate the items and how they understand the 

items content-wise (“probing” – Willis, 2014). Furthermore, attention was still paid to the 

observance of the general presets (see chapter 7.1.2). 

After this review, a structured questionnaire was developed and tested during the second part 

of the pretest, with 20 additional persons (R&D employees and university staff members) 

considering the item wording, response behavior, and the questionnaire design (method 

“probing”). In consequence, it was possible to get a further assessment of the factors and the 

corresponding items if these relations are also perceived by the additional pretest persons. 

Again, the general relations from common research between factor and related items was also 

approved by the further participants of the pretest. To get a comprehensive view on the 

designed questionnaire, the 12 persons of first step of the pretest also run through the second 

step. In total, 32 persons participated in the pretest to get valid statements concerning the 

survey. 

In general, the insights of the pretest led to slight wording adjustments of some items and the 

sequence of items in the questionnaire. After finalizing the questionnaire, the official approval 

to conduct the survey in the company was then received. Then, the study was conducted in 

the company. Originally, it was planned to make a quantitative pretest, but it was only allowed 

to ask R&D people. To get an acceptable threshold of participants for a quantitative pretest, 

this would had led to too many overlaps between pretest participants and survey participants 

(190 invitees for the survey) which was problematic to motivate them twice for the pretest 

and the study. Furthermore, it was not allowed to make the pretest with further employee 

groups and, other employee groups cannot really evaluate R&D topics. Based on these 

restrictions the two parts of the pretest and the extensive literature research shall 

compensate the quantitative pretest. The steps 5-7 for validating the measurements are 

proceeded with the main sample and not with the forbidden test sample. All results of the 

validation process are provided in the chapters 8. The steps 8 and 9 were cross-checked with 

group examinations with the main sample. The development of this scale was clearly focused 
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on Mead’s theory and for the DAX company. Therefore, the norm development cannot be 

provided (step 10). 

 

7.3.5 Participants 

While the company’s research & development function is inter-divisional, the individual 

departments are either officially based in the one or the other division. The different research 

& development department heads informed their German-speaking employees that 

conducting the survey was officially approved and that participation would be absolutely 

voluntary and anonymous. The questionnaires were then sent out in envelopes. The average 

duration to fill in the questionnaire was about 20 minutes. In total, 190 employees of the 

research and development function received a questionnaire. 147 participants answered but 

as four persons only answered some of the items, only 143 questionnaires could be used for 

the analysis. The participation was about 77% - a noticeably high value. The details on the 

personal items are summarized in the following table:  

 

 

Table 6: Data structure (own table)

  

0-5 years 6-15 years 16-30 years > 30 years
48 (34%) 40 (28%) 49 (34%) 6 (4%)

0-5 years 6-15 years 16-30 years > 30 years
52 (36%) 57 (40%) 33 (23%) 1 (1%)

25-35 years 36-50 years 51-60 years > 60 years
35 (25%) 76 (53%) 30 (21%) 2 (1%)

Engineering Natural sciences
Business 

administration
Other

106 (74%) 36 (25%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%)

yes no
135 (94%) 8 (6%)

yes no
69 (48%) 74 (52%)

Data structure
Number of analyzed questionnaires (1 per participant): 143 (absolute 
and in percentages)

As employee numbers of years in the company:

Numbers of years as employee in the R&D function (sum of all 
companies an employee has worked for):

Age:

Educational background:

University degree:

PhD degree:
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8. Results of the study 

The following chapters present the results of the first-generation criteria. Subsequently, the 

results of second-generation criteria and the SEM analysis are illustrated, interpreted, and 

discussed for each model I-X. 

8.1 Analysis approach for the tested model variations I-X 

In chapter 6, the hypotheses system was developed and summarized in one structural 

equation model (SEM). This model has ten different variants, but the structure between the 

latent factors is always the same. Furthermore, in each model variant the parameter 

restrictions are the same. The latent construct that represents satisfaction with content and 

interaction climate varies from variant to variant. This means that the indicators of the 

respective communication satisfaction factor are adapted. In consequence, the different 

aspects of role-taking and their strength of the empirical effects can be examined. Moreover, 

these role-taking variants are tested with two different mediation factors. This enables to get 

an impression if whether the developed model structure is relatively stable regarding the 

interdependencies or whether there are many changes in the strength and direction of the 

relations when measurement models change. Based on the model variants, it is possible to 

make statements if Mead’s theory is applicable in different situations in the R&D function of 

an organization and consequently can act as guideline how identification processes are 

fostered. Figure 13 gives an overview of all ten models and their variants followed by the 

overview of all hypotheses. The study’s empirical results for these models are presented in 

this chapter. The findings are prepared and structured according to the step-by-step process 

for testing SEMs introduced in chapter 7. The first step is the analysis of the psychometrical 

measurements and the explorative factor analysis. The results are presented in chapter 8.3. 

The second step is the confirmatory factor analysis and then the third step is the analysis of 

the structural equation model itself. The results of both steps are presented directly in tandem 

for each of the ten variants of the hypotheses system in chapter 8.4 and 8.5. 

Based on these results, it is possible to analyze the different models with their respective 

influencing factors considering the content and climate satisfaction – depending on the 

mediation factor 7 or 8 (see chapter 8.4.6 and 8.5.6). The interpretations to which extend the 

communication-based identification climate is influenced in each model, are illustrated, too. 
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Figure 13: Overview of the analyzed models I-X (own figure) 

 

 
 

1st hypothesis: 
The more the employees are satisfied with… 

1a the received information content regarding their organization (factor 2) 
1b the received information content regarding their organizational function (factor 3) 
1c the received information content regarding their job (factor 4) 
1d the official interactional communication climate (factor 5) 
1e the informal interactional communication climate (factor 6), 

the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate 
(factor 9). 

 
2nd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with the recognition of being part of the organization as a member 
(factor 1), 

the more they are satisfied with… 
2a the received information content regarding their organization (factor 2) 
2b the received information content regarding their organizational function (factor 3) 
2c the received information content regarding their job (factor 4) 
2d the official interactional communication climate (factor 5) 
2e the informal interactional communication climate (factor 6). 
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3rd hypothesis: 
The more the employees are satisfied with…  

3a the received information content regarding their organization (factor 2) 
3b the received information content regarding their organizational function (factor 3) 
3c the received information content regarding their job (factor 4) 
3d the official interactional communication climate (factor 5) 
3e the informal interactional communication climate (factor 6), 

the more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
3f through their personal job performance (factor 7) 
3g through their personal job performance contribution based on creative work (factor 8). 

 
4th hypothesis: 

The more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
4a through their personal job performance (factor 7) 
4b through their personal job performance contribution based on creative work (factor 8), 

the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate (factor 
9). 

 



8. Results of the empirical study 119 
 

8.2 Analysis details based on data structure 

Chapter 7 introduced and discussed the methodology’s theoretical details. At the beginning 

of the result chapters 8.3, 8.4, and 8.5 – for the measurement models, the confirmatory factor 

analysis, and the SEM analysis respectively – the details of methodological characteristics are 

presented. This section only mentions the common characteristics and presumptions for 

applying this methodological approach. 

 Software: The analysis was done with SPSS and SPSS Amos 23. 

 Sample size: Referring to 143 responses, the model structure has an appropriate size with 

a ratio of 5:1 or better 10:1 for the ratio sample size versus numbers of indicators (for 

more details, see Kline, 2011): 10*11 (indicators) = 110. Consequently, the sample size 

should be at least 110 for model I-IV and VI-IX. For the models V and X, the requirement is 

similar: 10*12 (indicators) = 120. The real sample size is 143 and the requirements are 

accordingly fulfilled. See chapter 7.2.2.3 for the theoretical background. 

 Multivariate distribution and estimation technique: The dataset was examined 

considering the univariate and multivariate distribution. The multivariate tests for all 10 

models showed that the requirement of a multivariate distribution is violated for the 

maximum likelihood estimation (cut off values see chapter 7.2.2.3). Therefore, the 

standard errors were bootstrapped and applied. Additionally, examining mediation 

structures and direct relations require then bias-corrected bootstrapping. This approach 

is executed based on the chapters 7.2.2.3 and 7.2.4. 

 

 

 

Table 7: Models I-V – univariate and multivariate distribution of the data set (own research) 

 

 

Table 8: Models VI-X – univariate and multivariate distribution of the dataset (own research) 

Model I Model II Model III Model IV Model V
Skew interval [-0.334; 0.263] [-0.334; 0.183] [-0.797; 0.263] [-0.334; 0.263] [-0.967; 0.263]

Kurtosis interval [-0.922; 0.562] [-0.964; 0.562] [-0.922; 0.562] [-0.922; 0.562] [-0.922; 0.562]
Mardia index 27.50 24.37 33.88 31.04 28.99
C.R. Mardia 9.72 8.62 11.98 10.97 9.46

Model VI Model VII Model VIII Model IX Model X
Skew interval [-0.334; 0.394] [-0.334; 0.394] [-0.797; 0.394] [-0.361; 0.394] [-0.967; 0.394]

Kurtosis interval [-0.922; 0.562] [-0.922; 0.562] [-0.922; 0.562] [-0.922; 0.562] [-0.922; 0.562]
Mardia index 30.75 23.61 29.98 27.09 34.25
C.R. Mardia 10.87 8.35 10.60 9.58 11.17
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8.3 Measurement models: Results of the expert interviews and the first-generation 

criteria 

The first step is to examine the first-generation evaluation criteria with the assistance of 

psychometrical measurements and the explorative factor analysis (EFA). The corresponding 

measurements are executed for each factor. 

 Measurement models: All factor-indicator combinations are reflexive. The factor is the 

deeper-laying level of culture and expressed by the first level represented in the indicators. 

In consequence, when a deeper layer of culture is missing, it is not possible to express it 

with cultural artifacts. The same is applicable to communication satisfaction representing 

successfully role-taking as deeper laying level of the measurable indicators. 

 Estimation technique: For all factors the estimation technique “principal axis factoring” 

was used with a PROMAX rotation during the explorative factor analysis (for details, see 

Weiber and Mühlhaus, 2014 and chaper 7.2.3.1.2). 

 Scale: All indicators were measured with a 7.0 satisfaction scale from the communication 

satisfaction questionnaire (CSQ) by Downs and Hazen (1977) – ranging from very 

dissatisfied to very satisfied. 

 Sample: The 143 R&D employees of the German DAX company represent the survey 

sample for each factor. 

8.3.1 Factor 1: Recognition as member of the organization 

The first factor is called “recognition as member of the organization” and was derived from 

theory as one of the two essential factors covering the topic recognition – in this case the 

recognition level “rights”. Besides other mentioned aspects of respect (see chapter 4.1.2.1), 

the expert interviews reveal that an information confidentiality-oriented climate is a crucial 

shared expression for employees of how strongly they consider themselves recognized as a 

member of the organization and can be actively controlled by the principals. This expression 

is the first level of the organization’s culture of recognizing members. Being a member means 

having the right to receive internal, confidential information according to their role and 

function in the company and that the company lives this culture to recognize its members. 

This climate is measured by three indicators which were also content-related approved in the 

pretest. Indicator F1_1 indicates how satisfied the survey participants are with the labeling of 

the confidentiality level for documents. Whether the organization has standardized processes 

to find the right balance between discussing new ideas and preserving confidentiality was 

measured with indicator F1_2. The third indicator F1_3 points out the awareness of the topic 

confidentiality of information within the company. 
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Table 9: Factor 1 – results of the psychometrical measurements and the EFA (own research) 

 

The results show that the factor relates to the indicators: With a value of 0.7, the Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin criterion is middling. Furthermore, the MSA values are constantly higher than 0.5 

and prove that the indicators belong to one set. The Kaiser criterion recommends one factor. 

The internal consistency of the construct is also fulfilled with a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.7 

and the corrected item-to-total correlations are higher than the threshold of 0.5. In 

consequence, the reliability of the construct is approved. Moreover, a first confirmation of the 

construct’s validity is readable from the table: The construct variance is higher than 50%. 

 

8.3.2 Factor 2: Satisfaction with company information 

The latent factor 2 is called “satisfaction with company information” and illustrates the 

theoretical aspect role-taking (see chapters 3.2.3., 3.2.4, and 6.1). This construct deduces from 

Down and Hazen’s “general organizational perspective” factor in the communication 

satisfaction questionnaire. The original factor has five indicators, but only three of them were 

used in the construct. These address the topics information about organizational policies and 

goals (F2_1), information about government action affecting the organization (F2_2), and in 

general received information about changes within the company (F2_3). The experts claim 

that it is important to know the changes within the company in order to get a feeling of which 

future trends, direction, and strategies will be important for the company. The fourth indicator 

information about our organization’s financial standing (F2_4) of the original CSQ factor had 

to be eliminated due to low loadings and reliability. The original fifth indicator – “information 

about accomplishments and/or failures of the organization” – was not included into the 

questionnaire based on the expert interviews. The experts generally interpreted this topic in 

extremely heterogeneous ways, and the pretest also showed too many different 

interpretations of the formulated item. In particular, the relation to which topic (e.g., gaining 

new customers, new revenues, lobby work) the failures or accomplishments were associated 

with was not clear. An additional result of the qualitative analysis was that information on 

Indicator KMO MSA Kaiser
Cronbach α 

(stand.)
Corr. Item-

to-Total
Factor 

loadings Variance
F1_1 0.70 0.59 0.71
F1_2 0.71 0.58 0.69
F1_3 0.68 0.61 0.75

Construct setup Reliability Validity

0.70 1.00

Factor 1: recognition as member of the organization

0.75 (0.76) 51.49
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personal news (F2_5) and information on benefits and pay (F2_6) are also important items for 

satisfaction with company information and receiving information about the market trends 

(F2_7). The items F2_5 and F2_6 are originally related to another construct in the CSQ, namely 

the factor “organizational integration”. In general, the experts were interviewed regarding 

which information they need to get to know and identify with the organization. Nevertheless, 

the psychometric and the explorative factor analysis could not sufficiently confirm a relation 

between the last both items and the latent factor “satisfaction with company information”. In 

sum, three of the seven initial items remained in the final construct. The evaluation of the 

first-generation criteria is shown in Table 10. 

 

 

Table 10: Factor 2 – results of the psychometrical measurements and the EFA (own research) 

 

Factor 2 also shows a middling Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin criterion and middling as well as mediocre 

MSA values. Similarly to factor 1, the eigenvalue criterion recommends one factor whereas 

the screeplot recommends two. The reliability of the construct is good, which is reflected in a 

good Cronbach’s alpha value (at least 0.7) and corrected item-to-total correlations higher than 

the threshold of 0.5. Furthermore, high factor loadings and an acceptable variance signal a 

first impression of the validity for the construct. The final confirmation of the validity will be 

approved in the second step with the confirmatory factor analysis. 

 

8.3.3 Factor 3: Satisfaction with R&D information within the company 

The expert interviews revealed that receiving information about the company’s research & 

development activities is highly relevant to the possibility of identifying with the company 

(theoretical background see chapters 3.2.3; 3.2.4 and integration into the study see chapter 

6.1). It is not just the company or the direct job environment, but also information about the 

organizational function, namely R&D that influences an employee’s satisfaction with a 

communication-oriented identification climate. None of the standard questionnaires in the 

literature addressed this topic. The new items were very similarly related to the ductus, above 

Indicator KMO MSA Kaiser
Cronbach α 

(stand.)
Corr. Item-

to-Total
Factor 

loadings Variance
F2_1 0.71 0.65 0.75
F2_2 0.67 0.69 0.83
F2_3 0.74 0.61 0.70

Factor 2: satisfaction with company information

0.70 1.00 0.80 (0.80) 0.58 

Construct setup Reliability Validity
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all the wording, of the CSQ. Item F3_1 enquires after the degree of satisfaction with the 

received information on the innovations’ focus within the company. The second item (F3_2) 

addresses the topic of information received about innovations beyond the innovations’ focus 

within the company. The third item (F3_3) represents a rather functional, organizational 

aspect to which extent information about R&D activities in the other R&D departments is 

received. According to the expert interviews, item 1 is very important for gaining an 

understanding of the goals in R&D, whereas item 2 gives insights into both the upcoming 

future R&D trends, which are currently tested as single activities beyond the main R&D 

strategy focus, and openness for out-of-the-box activities. The third item relates to internal 

content exchange between the different R&D departments to understand the overall targets 

and their operations in projects in the whole R&D area. Generally, the latent construct 

“satisfaction with R&D information within the company” received acceptable results for the 

item setup, reliability, and validity. The exact measurements can be extracted from Table 11. 

 

 

Table 11: Factor 3 – results of the psychometrical measurements and the EFA (own research) 

 

8.3.4 Factor 4: Satisfaction with job information 

Factor 4 is the logical sequel of the different levels considering communication content to 

illustrate the theory of role-taking processes (see theory chapters 3.2.3, 3.2.4, and 6.1). 

Besides the company’s level and the functional area level, the job level affects an employee 

most directly. Originally, four items were defined as the indicators for the factor “satisfaction 

with job information”. Two items came from the CSQ, albeit from two different CSQ factors, 

“communication climate” and “organizational integration”. However, the pretest (method: 

“sorting”) showed that while none of them were added to the original CSQ constructs, they 

were related to two other constructs for the study. Item F4_1 originally belonged to the CSQ 

factor “communication climate”. This original CSQ factor contains content-contrary items and 

thus, the respective CSQ indicator set was not identified as one set in the pretest. Therefore, 

the five original indicators of the CSQ factor “communication climate” were split into factor 9 

Indicator KMO MSA Kaiser
Cronbach α 

(stand.)
Corr. Item-

to-Total
Factor 

loadings Variance
F3_1 0.73 0.52 0.63
F3_2 0.67 0.58 0.73
F3_3 0.66 0.59 0.74

Factor 3: satisfaction with R&D information within the company

0.68 1.00 0.74 (0.74) 0.49

Construct setup Reliability Validity



8. Results of the empirical study 124 
 

of this study and the relevant item F4_1 was related to factor 4. Furthermore, two of the 

original five items were not approved by the company’s work council. Item F4_1 enquires after 

the employee’s satisfaction with the extent to which the needed information is received in 

time to do the job. Alongside this, the employee must also know how the work processes and 

the related job tasks are assigned in the team. Then, the employee knows what he must do 

and what not in the team. This measures the indicator F4_2. The third item F4_3 alludes to 

the degree of satisfaction with the received information about the job requirements. This item 

is originally from the CSQ construct “organizational integration”. In general, the construct 

setup is acceptable, and the reliability and validity results are good. 

 

 

Table 12: Factor 4 – results of the psychometrical measurements and the EFA (own research) 

 

8.3.5 Factor 5: Satisfaction with the official interactional communication climate 

Information about the company, the R&D function, and the job play a crucial role for the 

communication-oriented identification climate because they give answers about company 

facts such as purpose, aim, mission, strategy, and trends that affect an employee. 

Nevertheless, during the expert interviews a more social aspect, namely communication 

climate, came up: Role-taking effects with other colleagues are facilitated by an active 

communicational exchange to understand one’s own perspective in relation to their point of 

views and their job targets and how all different views can be brought in line with the 

company’s main goals. Then, it is possible to categorize one’s own position and role in a 

satisfying official interactional communication climate and this affects the communication-

oriented identification climate. To address this aspect, a fifth factor “satisfaction with the 

official interactional communication climate” was developed with five items based on the 

interviews and the feedback of the pretest. Item F5_1 enquires after satisfaction with the 

extent of information exchange to enable synergies and teamwork in the organization. Item 

F5_2 focuses on the R&D field’s exchange with international colleagues, whereas item F5_3 

focuses on interdisciplinary exchange with colleagues within the R&D field. Indicators 4 and 5 

Indicator KMO MSA Kaiser
Cronbach α 

(stand.)
Corr. Item-

to-Total
Factor 

loadings Variance
F4_1 0.65 0.73 0.86
F4_2 0.64 0.75 0.89
F4_3 0.84 0.59 0.63

Factor 4: satisfaction with job information
Construct setup Reliability Validity

0.68 1.00 0.83 (0.83) 0.64 
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addressed to what satisfying extent the job specializations are known, both regarding one’s 

department colleagues and regarding the members of the other R&D departments. The 

quantitative analysis showed that both indicators could not be kept in the indicator set, and 

they were eliminated. Therefore, the results of the psychometrical measurements and the 

explorative factor analysis are only published for the first three indicators. Indicator F5_1 has 

a middling MSA value. The corrected item-to-total lies under the threshold of 0.5, although 

the factor loading is above the lower limit of 0.4. In total, item F5_1 is not fully optimal for the 

construct. However, taking into account a middling MSA value and the content aspects it 

makes sense to keep it in the construct. The other values of the construct setup, the reliability, 

and the validity are good – apart from the indicator variance. This indicator is a first 

orientation: It is close to 50%. The final validity tests are determined with the confirmatory 

factor analysis. 

 

 

Table 13: Factor 5 – results of the psychometrical measurements and the EFA (own research) 

 

8.3.6 Factor 6: Satisfaction with the informal interactional communication climate 

Alongside official company information, the R&D, and the job level, informal communication 

exists in every organization. Factor 6 represents “satisfaction with the informal interactional 

communication climate” that affects every employee. Based on the results of the expert 

interviews and the pretest, informal communication often is an elementary information 

platform supplementary to the official communication that can also help employees 

understand “the others” – dependent on the informal content and climate. Above all, informal 

communication is helpful when there is a lack of official information. Therefore, item F6_4 

was included to determine to which extent informal communications helps to fill the gap left 

by official communication regarding the job. The other indicators were taken from the CSQ 

factor “horizontal and informal communication” and slightly adapted. Item F6_1 addresses to 

which extent the grapevine is active in the organization. The indicator F6_2 enquires to which 

extent horizontal-informal communication with other organizational members is accurate and 

Indicator KMO MSA Kaiser
Cronbach α 

(stand.)
Corr. Item-

to-Total
Factor 

loadings Variance
F5_1 0.76 0.39 0.45
F5_2 0.59 0.58 0.81
F5_3 0.60 0.54 0.72

Construct setup Reliability Validity

0.62 1.00 0.70 (0.70) 0.46

Factor 5: satisfaction with the official interactional communication climate
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free-flowing, and item F6_3 to which extent informal communication is active and free-

flowing. The other two indicators that also originally belonged to the CSQ factor suffered from 

interpretations problems during the pretest “probing”. Most of the pretest participants did 

not understand the meaning and how to evaluate it. In consequence, they were not included 

in the survey. Table 14 gives a summary of completely acceptable or good results for factor 6. 

 

 

Table 14: Factor 6 – results of the psychometrical measurements and the EFA (own research) 

 

8.3.7 Factor 7: Recognition as member with a value for the organization regarding 

the job performance 

During the expert interviews, the experts were asked how they perceived recognition in terms 

of being appreciated as a value for the company with their personal skills and expertise. 

Whether or not someone is appreciated for their performance was related to the company’s 

culture (for theoretical background, see Table 2, sub-category “measurable performance” in 

chapter 4.1.2.4). Therefore, the cultural aspect recognition was included in the measurement 

model by expressing it with items which represent Schein’s first level “artifacts”, in this case 

the artifact “organization’s cultural climate” (see level 1 in Schein’s theory in chapter 4.1.1.2). 

The company’s perception of personal performance or the results of the completed work were 

facets mentioned in the expert interviews and these facets can be actively controlled by the 

principals. Moreover, being a value for the organization meant performing in a way that is 

useful for the company – otherwise one is not really valued, according to the experiences of 

most experts. Therefore, information about the possibility of attending professional training 

was also a substantive facet of intensifying professional knowledge. In parallel, gaining such 

information is perceived as the company’s cultural value to recognize an employee with 

individual performance value for the company. Two experts extended this facet to personal 

trainings such as soft skill trainings (presentation and moderation skills, etc. …). Another 

training aspect was mentioned in some interviews, namely receiving individualized 

information about career options within the company: The company would value one’s 

Indicator KMO MSA Kaiser
Cronbach α 

(stand.)
Corr. Item-

to-Total
Factor 

loadings Variance
F6_1 0.86 0.61 0.67
F6_2 0.69 0.66 0.76
F6_3 0.67 0.79 0.94
F6_4 0.79 0.50 0.55

Factor 6: satisfaction with the informal interactional communication climate
Construct setup Reliability Validity

0.73 1.00 0.550.81 (0.81)
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personal strengths and promote them with appropriate career options. This was perceived as 

very relevant recognition by valuing the individual value and how this value can be even 

increased with a new or extended position. Individual strengths are promoted. Item F7_1 

covers the career option aspect and item F7_2 recognition of the individual research results. 

The indicator F7_3 seizes on the professional training aspect. The personal training aspect was 

also included in the survey (F7_4) but this item could not meet all measurement targets. 

Therefore, it is not part of the final indicator set for factor 7, “recognition as member with a 

value for the organization regarding the job performance”. The pretest also confirmed this set 

of indicators. All indicators have acceptable criteria values considering the construct setup, 

reliability, and variance. Just the corrected item-to-total value of F7_1 does not reach the 

threshold of 0.5. 

 

 

Table 15: Factor 7 – results of the psychometrical measurements and the EFA (own research) 

 

8.3.8 Factor 8: Recognition as member with a value for the organization regarding 

the job performance contribution based on creative work 

For researchers being creative during the working time is more essential within their 

performance portfolio than, for example, in accounting departments. In the interviews, all 

experts mentioned that creativity cannot be valued directly because it is a very individual 

process that can neither be valued nor measured in a standardized performance format and 

this aspect also found consensus in the pretest. Creative ideas can lead to innovations – also 

to innovations that have not yet been in the company’s R&D focus but will perhaps become 

relevant in the future. While many creative ideas do not directly lead to an innovation, they 

are important steps to evaluate research approaches and to bring new insights during a 

solution finding process. Therefore, the experts consider it absolutely necessary for the 

company to value individual creativity by providing employees with the possibility to be 

creative and by being open to the results after this creative phase – either a new innovation, 

perhaps for a complete new market, or a result that is not immediately visible, namely as (a 

Indicator KMO MSA Kaiser
Cronbach α 

(stand.)
Corr. Item-

to-Total
Factor 

loadings Variance
F7_1 0.77 0.44 0.51
F7_2 0.60 0.62 0.84
F7_3 0.62 0.58 0.73

Factor 7: recognition as member with a value for the organization regarding the job performance
Construct setup Reliability Validity

0.64 1.00 0.72 (0.73) 0.50
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perhaps small) part of solution-finding processes. This kind of creative culture can also be 

controlled by the principal according to the interviews’ results: If a company does not like to 

allow working time for creativity, then there is no cultural openness, no cultural acceptance, 

no cultural acting sustainability and no cultural recognition for the creative thinking that is an 

essential part of an R&D employee’s performance. This cultural background is picked up again 

as an expression of the cultural climate within the company (see chapter 4.1.1.2 Schein’s first 

level “artifacts”). In general, this factor also corresponds to the theoretical appreciation of the 

sub-category “human’s manpower” (see Table 2) in chapter 4.1.2.4. The first item for factor 8 

is “recognition as member with a value for the organization regarding the job performance 

contribution based on creative work”. Indicator F8_1 enquires to which extent there is 

openness for ideas outside of the R&D fields. Item F8_2 address the promoted freedom by 

the company to occupy with ideas outside of the main company’s R&D fields. In contrast to 

the first two indicators, item F8_3 focuses on the promoted freedom by the company to 

occupy with ecological ideas. All indicators have acceptable criteria values – except the 

preliminary result of the variance, which lies near the 50% threshold. The final results of the 

construct’s variance are evaluated with the second-generation criteria. 

 

 

Table 16: Factor 8 – results of the psychometrical measurements and the EFA (own research) 

 

8.3.9 Factor 9: Communication-oriented identification climate 

As already mentioned during the introduction of factor 4, two indicators from the original CSQ 

factor “communication climate” were applied to factor 9 in this study. The organizational 

environment (climate), in particular the (organizational) identification climate regarding 

communication, is an adequate construct for measuring identification processes (details see 

chapter 6.1) because according to Tagiuri such a climate evokes a certain employee’s behavior 

– in this case identification with the company. The identification climate indicates a proper 

identifying environment in the organization which can be controlled by the employer up to a 

certain degree to use employee identity as substitute for monetary incentives. Furthermore, 

Indicator KMO MSA Kaiser
Cronbach α 

(stand.)
Corr. Item-

to-Total
Factor 

loadings Variance
F8_1 0.69 0.51 0.61
F8_2 0.62 0.62 0.83
F8_3 0.69 0.52 0.62

Factor 8: recognition as member with a value for the organization regarding the job performance 
contribution based on creative work

Construct setup Reliability Validity

0.66 1.00 0.73 (0.73) 0.48
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deriving from Tagiuri’s definition, identification climate can be described with characteristics 

which represent the indicators of this factor in the study. The identification process 

experienced by the employee is therefore measured by the degree of satisfaction with the 

communication-oriented identification climate within a company, respectively the adequate 

internal identifying environment. This latent factor itself is measured by the two items from 

the CSQ. Item F9_1 indicates the extent to which the communication in the organization 

motivates and stimulates an enthusiasm for meeting its goals, and indicator F1_2 shows the 

extent to which the communication in the organization makes the employee identify with or 

feel a vital part of it. In consequence, the relation to the other constructs in the SEM is 

matched: In order to get to know and understand the company’s targets, and to be recognized 

as a member and feel valued and a vital part of it (the cultural and climate aspect), the 

employee needs communicated information. This way of measuring identification through the 

climate facilitates principals to get a better view of the appropriate identification climate 

which the principals would like to create and control up to a certain extend through triggering 

influencing factors. It is one further outcome from the expert interviews. The values for 

evaluating the reliability and validity are good. Yet while the KMO and MSA values fulfill the 

threshold (≥ 0.5), the value is not high. The likely reason is that there are only two indictors. 

 

 

Table 17: Factor 9 – results of the psychometrical measurements and the EFA (own research) 

 

Short summary of the first part of the analysis: 

The content validity was tested and confirmed by the expert interviews and the pretest. The 

first quantitative evaluation of all measurement models shows that each factor has robust 

results, allowing it to be accepted as a factor with its respective indicators. Furthermore, the 

first results of the reliability and the validity are on average good.  

Indicator KMO MSA Kaiser
Cronbach α 

(stand.)
Corr. Item-

to-Total
Factor 

loadings Variance
F9_1 0.50 0.75 0.87
F9_2 0.50 0.75 0.87

Factor 9: communication-oriented identification climate
Construct setup Reliability Validity

0.50 1.00 0.86 (0.86) 0.75
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8.4 CFA and SEM models: Results of the second-generation criteria and of the SEM 

analysis for the models I-V with mediation factor 7 

Chapter 8.4 analyzes the models with the mediation factor number 7. After having each latent 

factor and the corresponding indicators defined and evaluated with the results of the expert 

interviews and the first-generation criteria, the next step is to test these factors in the 

respective factor combination of each model. Thereby, these factor combinations have to be 

validated with regard to reliability, validity, and the model fit. The results of this validation are 

expressed by the second-generation criteria. The adequate method is the confirmatory factor 

analysis. Then, for each model the SEM analysis follows, and the content-related results are 

compared among all models. Each model has the sample size of 143 R&D employees. All ten 

models were additionally examined based on different employee groups – divided into the 

personal categories asked in the questionnaire. However, these examinations showed no 

significant differences between the employees’ single characteristics. The next bullet points 

summarize the evaluation criteria of the results for each model at a glance: 

 Evaluation of all criteria: The criteria were extensively introduced in chapter 7.2.3.1.3 for 

the confirmatory factor analysis and in chapter 7.2.3.2 for the SEM analysis. The models 

are evaluated based on these and the corresponding thresholds. 

 Thresholds for criteria fulfillment (local and global): According to Fritz (1992) and 

Homburg and Baumgartner (1995), not all second-generation criteria have to be met in 

each model. The rule of thumb is that at least half must have acceptable values. With 

regard to the global fit indices, it is recommended that they all should fit. The comparative 

fit indices are still rules of thumb, though, and not interference statistical results (Marsh 

et al., 2004). The thresholds of all relevant criteria are summarized in chapter 7.2.3. 

 Combination of global fit criteria evaluation: These fit indices CFI, IFI, SRMR, and 

CMIN/d.f. are evaluated. The selection was based on the recommendations of Hu and 

Bentler (1999). For details, see chapter 7.2.3.1.3. 

 Mediation: The interpretation of the bias-corrected mediation results is based on chapter 

7.2.4.  
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8.4.1 Model I - impact of factor 2 

For Model I, it is possible to examine the influence of satisfaction with the communicated 

content – namely company information. These are the relevant hypotheses for model I: 

 

 
 

Results of the second-generation criteria 

The results show that all standard regression weights are equal to or higher than 0.4 and that 

they all have significant values (see confidence interval and p-value in Table 18). Accordingly, 

the criterion validity can be confirmed. The indicator reliability (≥ 0.4) is also fulfilled except 

for item F7_1. Due to content-driven aspects this item was not excluded because the standard 

regression weight is at least higher than 0.4. The factors’ reliabilities can also be confirmed 

with values greater than 0.6. The average variance extracted (AVE) is also higher than 0.5 but 

the Fornell-Larcker criterion to evaluate the discriminant validity is once not completely 

fulfilled. Factor 7 has an AVE higher than 0.5 but the squared correlations with the other 

factors is once lower than the AVE. This one moderate violation can be accepted, though. To 

summarize: The convergence validity (AVE) is completely fulfilled and the discriminant validity 

almost so for every construct. According to Fritz (1992) and Homburg and Baumgartner 

(1995), at least half of the criteria have to be met. In this case, almost all criteria fit. 

Consequently, it is not necessary to reject the model. 

1st hypothesis: 
The more the employees are satisfied with… 

1a the received information content regarding their organization, 
the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 

 
2nd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with the recognition of being part of the organization as a member, 
the more they are satisfied with… 

2a the received information content regarding their organization. 
 
3rd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with…  
3a the received information content regarding their organization, 

the more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
3f through their personal job performance. 

 
4th hypothesis: 

The more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
4a through their personal job performance 

the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 
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According to the thresholds of global fit indices in chapter 7.2.3.1.3, this model has a good 

model fit indicated by all fit indices CMIN/d.f., SRMR, CFI, and the IFI. 

 

 

Table 18: CFA model I – results of the second-generation criteria (own research) 

 

 

Table 19: CFA model I – correlations between the latent factors (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 20: CFA model I – model fit indices (own research)  

  

Factor Indicator

Stand. 
regression 

weight

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Indicator 
reliability

Factor 
reliability AVE

Discriminant 
validity 

(Fornell-Larcker)

F1_1 0.71 0.52 0.84 0.001 0.50
F1_2 0.69 0.49 0.83 0.001 0.47
F1_3 0.76 0.60 0.87 0.003 0.57

F2_1 0.75 0.58 0.85 0.002 0.56
F2_2 0.76 0.64 0.85 0.002 0.57
F2_3 0.77 0.64 0.87 0.001 0.59

F7_1 0.56 0.40 0.69 0.001 0.31
F7_2 0.80 0.67 0.90 0.001 0.63
F7_3 0.74 0.58 0.84 0.002 0.54

F9_1 0.86 0.66 0.98 0.002 0.73
F9_2 0.88 0.72 1.04 0.002 0.77

0.80 0.58 confirmed

Factor 1

Factor 2

Indicator-related Construct-related

Satisfaction with the recognition as member of the organization

0.76 0.51 confirmed

Factor with indicators

Communication-oriented identification climate

0.74 0.50
almost 

confirmed

Factor 7

Factor 9

Recognition as member with a value for the organization regarding the job performance

Satisfaction with company information

0.86 0.75 confirmed

Correlation

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Squared 
correlation

Factor 1 ↔ Factor 2 0.54 0.34 0.72 0.001 0.29
Factor 2 ↔ Factor 9 0.69 0.46 0.85 0.001 0.48
Factor 9 ↔ Factor 7 0.67 0.46 0.86 0.001 0.45
Factor 2 ↔ Factor 7 0.74 0.57 0.87 0.001 0.54
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 9 0.42 0.13 0.62 0.006 0.18
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 7 0.59 0.40 0.76 0.001 0.35

Correlation between two factors

CMIN/d.f. SRMR CFI IFI
2.25 0.05 0.93 0.93

Model fit indices
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Results of the SEM analysis 

 

 

Figure 14: Model I – SEM analysis. All paths are significant (p ≤ 0.01) except the ones labelled with n.s. (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 21: Model I – detailed information (own research) 

 

 

Stand. 
regression 

weight
Standard 

error

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Factor 2 ← Factor 1 0.59 0.09 0.39 0.74 0.001
Factor 7 ← Factor 2 0.77 0.07 0.61 0.90 0.001
Factor 9 ← Factor 7 0.34 0.25 -0.22 0.75 0.168
Factor 9 ← Factor 2 0.44 0.25 -0.07 0.84 0.081

F1_1 ← Factor 1 0.73 0.08 0.55 0.85 0.001
F1_2 ← Factor 1 0.69 0.08 0.51 0.82 0.001
F1_3 ← Factor 1 0.74 0.06 0.61 0.85 0.001
F2_1 ← Factor 2 0.74 0.07 0.57 0.84 0.002
F2_2 ← Factor 2 0.75 0.05 0.63 0.85 0.002
F2_3 ← Factor 2 0.77 0.06 0.65 0.86 0.001
F7_1 ← Factor 7 0.57 0.08 0.40 0.70 0.001
F7_2 ← Factor 7 0.79 0.06 0.67 0.89 0.001
F7_3 ← Factor 7 0.74 0.07 0.58 0.85 0.001
F9_1 ← Factor 9 0.86 0.06 0.70 0.96 0.002
F9_2 ← Factor 9 0.87 0.06 0.76 1.02 0.001

Parameter
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Table 22: Model I – model fit indices (own research) 

 

 

Table 23: Model I – direct, indirect, and total effects (own research) 

 

All fit indices for the SEM model reveal a good model fit. As the explained variances of the 

latent endogenous factors are higher than 0.33, they can be categorized as moderate 

according to Chin (1998b). Two relationships, however, are not significant (see Table 23). 

Generally, if the direct path between factor 2 and factor 9 is not significant but the indirect 

path is, then there is a full mediation. In this case, the direct and the indirect path are not 

significant. This means not that there is no mediation effect, when the total effect between 

factor 2 and factor 9 is significant, which is calculated as the sum of the direct effect and the 

indirect effect. Recent studies by Cheung and Lau (2008) recommend that just one path in the 

indirect effect has to be significant and the other one has to be close to significance. In this 

model, the total effect is significant; one part in the direct effect is not significant but the other 

one. Therefore, an indirect mediation influence between company information (factor 2) and 

the communication-oriented identification climate (factor 9) can be identified. Moreover, the 

influence of an employee’s satisfaction with being recognized as a member of the company 

(factor 1) on the communication-oriented identification climate (factor 9) is significant, too. In 

consequence, factor 1 contributes indirectly to the identification climate. 

Based on the significance of the postulated hypotheses, the nomological validity can be 

concluded. Furthermore, all standard regression weights have values higher than 0.2 and 

exhibit the hypothesized relationship (only positive signs between the latent constructs). 

Following this, the construct validity – consisting of the convergence, discriminant, and the 

nomological validity – can be inferred (see the results of the confirmatory factor analysis for 

discriminant and convergence validity). In this model, significant correlations for the 

hypotheses 2a, 3a, and 3f were found. The hypothesis 1a has no significant results. Hypothesis 

4a is merely valid as a total effect that incorporates the significant indirect effect (see 

hypotheses 3 and 4), but not as a direct effect as postulated in the hypothesis 1a. 

CMIN/d.f. SRMR CFI TLI
2.27 0.06 0.92 0.92

Model fit indices

Direct
p-value 
indirect Total

p-value 
total

0.001 0.41 0.001
0.44 n.s. 0.130 0.70 0.001
0.34 n.s. 0.34 0.168

0.001 0.45 0.001
0.59 0.59 0.001

Factor 1 → Factor 7 (indirect relaƟon) 0.59*0.77 = 0.45
Factor 1 → Factor 2 (direct relaƟon)

Factor 1 → Factor 9 (full model) 0.59*0.70 = 0.41
Factor 2 → Factor 9 (mediation model) 0.77*0.34 n.s. = 0.26
Factor 7 → Factor 9 (direct relation)

Effects Indirect
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8.4.2 Model II - impact of factor 3 

 

 
 

 

Results of the second-generation criteria 

The results of the confirmatory factor analysis show a very good model fit – see e.g. IFI 0.96. 

Additionally, all reliability and validity criteria show very good results as well – except the 

indicator reliability of F7_1. This means that the convergence validity (AVE criterion greater 

than or equal to 0.5) and the discriminant validity (Fornell-Larcker criterion) are fulfilled. In 

consequence, the structural equation model can be tested. 

 

 

 

1st hypothesis: 
The more the employees are satisfied with… 

1b the received information content regarding their organizational function, 
the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 

 
2nd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with the recognition of being part of the organization as a member, 
the more they are satisfied with… 

2b the received information content regarding their organizational function. 
 
3rd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with…  
3b the received information content regarding their organizational function, 

the more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
3f through their personal job performance. 

 
4th hypothesis: 

The more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
4a through their personal job performance, 

the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 
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Table 24: CFA model II – results of the second-generation criteria (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 25: CFA model II – correlations between the latent factors (own research) 

 

 

Model fit indices 
CMIN/d.f. SRMR CFI IFI 

1.67 0.06 0.96 0.96 
 

Table 26: CFA model II – model fit indices (own research) 

 

  

Factor Indicator

Stand. 
regression 

weight

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Indicator 
reliability

Factor 
reliability AVE

Discriminant 
validity 

(Fornell-Larcker)

F1_1 0.69 0.53 0.82 0.001 0.48
F1_2 0.69 0.50 0.84 0.001 0.48
F1_3 0.77 0.62 0.88 0.002 0.59

F3_1 0.87 0.79 0.94 0.001 0.76
F3_2 0.87 0.77 0.93 0.002 0.75
F3_3 0.66 0.53 0.78 0.001 0.44

F7_1 0.56 0.39 0.69 0.001 0.31
F7_2 0.80 0.68 0.91 0.001 0.64
F7_3 0.73 0.57 0.84 0.002 0.53

F9_1 0.81 0.61 0.94 0.001 0.65
F9_2 0.93 0.78 1.11 0.002 0.87

confirmed

Factor 1

Factor 3

Factor 7

Communication-oriented identification climate

0.86 0.76 confirmed

Factor 9

0.74 0.50

Indicator-related Construct-related

Satisfaction with the recognition as member of the organization

0.76 0.51 confirmed

Factor with indicators

Satisfaction with R&D information within the company

0.84 0.65 confirmed

Recognition as member with a value for the organization regarding the job performance

Correlation

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Squared 
correlation

Factor 3 ↔ Factor 9 0.59 0.39 0.75 0.001 0.35
Factor 9 ↔ Factor 7 0.67 0.45 0.85 0.001 0.45
Factor 3 ↔ Factor 7 0.60 0.42 0.76 0.001 0.36
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 3 0.42 0.22 0.60 0.001 0.17
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 7 0.59 0.40 0.76 0.001 0.35
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 9 0.38 0.08 0.60 0.014 0.14

Correlation between two factors
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Results of the SEM analysis 

 

 

Figure 15: Model II – SEM analysis. All paths are significant (p ≤ 0.05) except the ones labelled with n.s. (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 27: Model II – detailed information (own research) 

  

Stand. 
regression 

weight
Standard 

error

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Factor 3 ← Factor 1 0.46 0.10 0.26 0.63 0.001
Factor 7 ← Factor 3 0.63 0.09 0.45 0.79 0.001
Factor 9 ← Factor 7 0.48 0.14 0.20 0.76 0.002
Factor 9 ← Factor 3 0.31 0.12 0.02 0.52 0.037

F1_1 ← Factor 1 0.71 0.08 0.53 0.84 0.001
F1_2 ← Factor 1 0.70 0.08 0.51 0.84 0.002
F1_3 ← Factor 1 0.75 0.07 0.61 0.86 0.001
F3_1 ← Factor 3 0.86 0.04 0.78 0.93 0.001
F3_2 ← Factor 3 0.86 0.04 0.76 0.93 0.002
F3_3 ← Factor 3 0.67 0.06 0.54 0.78 0.001
F7_1 ← Factor 7 0.56 0.07 0.40 0.69 0.001
F7_2 ← Factor 7 0.80 0.06 0.66 0.90 0.002
F7_3 ← Factor 7 0.73 0.07 0.58 0.84 0.002
F9_1 ← Factor 9 0.81 0.06 0.67 0.91 0.001
F9_2 ← Factor 9 0.93 0.06 0.82 1.06 0.001

Parameter
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Model fit indices 
CMIN/d.f. SRMR CFI IFI 

1.96 0.08 0.94 0.94 
 

Table 28: Model II – model fit indices (own research) 

 

 

Table 29: Model II – direct, indirect, and total effects (own research) 

 

As the confirmatory factor analysis suggested, the SEM model fit is good as well. All indices 

show good model fits. In the SEM model, all paths are significant and indicate the causal 

hypothesized relationships (positive signs). The variances of the latent factors are once weak, 

with a value of 0.21 (factor 3: satisfaction with R&D information within the company), and the 

other two times moderate, with values of 0.39 and 0.50 (factor 7 and 9). Altogether, the 

nomological validity can be attested and, in combination with the discriminant and 

convergence validity (see results of the CFA), the construct validity as well. 

The effect combinations are relevant to interpret, too: Table 29 is based on the bias-corrected 

bootstrapping and shows that all calculated indirect and total effects are significant. Following 

this, being recognized as member (factor 1) has an indirect effect on the communication-

oriented identification climate (factor 9) but also on the recognition as a member with value 

for the organization regarding the job performance (factor 7). The satisfaction with R&D 

information within the company (factor 3) is partially mediated by the recognition as a 

member with value for the organization regarding the job performance (factor 7). This means 

that the satisfaction with R&D information (factor 3) still has a direct influence on the 

communication-oriented identification climate (factor 9). Additionally, the satisfaction with 

R&D information (factor 3) also influences the recognition as a member with value for the 

organization regarding the job performance (factor 7), which also has a positive relationship 

to the communication-oriented identification climate (factor 9). Both the direct path and the 

mediation path have almost equal weights. All four paths show high and strong regression 

weights. In this model, all correlations representing the relations of the hypotheses system 

are significant.  

Direct
p-value 
indirect Total

p-value 
total

0.001 0.28 0.001
0.31 0.001 0.61 0.001
0.48 0.48 0.002

0.001 0.29 0.001
0.46 0.46 0.001

Factor 7 → Factor 9 (direct relation)
Factor 1 → Factor 7 (indirect relaƟon) 0.46*0.63 = 0.29

Effects Indirect
Factor 1 → Factor 9 (full model) 0.46*0.61 = 0.28
Factor 3 → Factor 9 (mediation model) 0.63*0.48 = 0.30

Factor 1 → Factor 3 (direct relaƟon)
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8.4.3 Model III - impact of factor 4 

 

 
 

 

Results of the second-generation criteria 

The results of the confirmatory factor analysis show an adequate reliability and validity for the 

measurement models. Once again, item F7_1 has no optimal indicator reliability but at least 

it has a regression weight higher than 0.4. As already described, this item was not deleted due 

to content-driven aspects. The factor reliability consistently has values higher than 0.6. As the 

AVE criterion is fulfilled with at least the minimum requirement of 0.5 (except factor 4) for 

almost every construct, the convergence validity can be fully attested. Furthermore, the 

discriminant validity which gives information about the independence of each construct is 

confirmed. The good model fits induce to calculate the SEM for this latent factor setup in the 

next step. 

 

 

1st hypothesis: 
The more the employees are satisfied with… 

1c the received information content regarding their job, 
the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 

 
2nd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with the recognition of being part of the organization as a member, 
the more they are satisfied with… 

2c the received information content regarding their job. 
 
3rd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with…  
3c the received information content regarding their job, 

the more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
3f through their personal job performance. 

 
4th hypothesis: 

The more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
4a through their personal job performance, 

the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 
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Table 30: CFA model III – results of the second-generation criteria (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 31: CFA model III – correlations between the latent factors (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 32: CFA model III – model fit indices (own research) 

  

Factor Indicator

Stand. 
regression 

weight

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Indicator 
reliability

Factor 
reliability AVE

Discriminant 
validity 

(Fornell-Larcker)

F1_1 0.67 0.49 0.81 0.001 0.44
F1_2 0.69 0.48 0.83 0.001 0.47
F1_3 0.79 0.66 0.91 0.002 0.63

F4_1 0.74 0.50 0.88 0.002 0.55
F4_2 0.64 0.43 0.79 0.002 0.41
F4_3 0.69 0.48 0.87 0.001 0.47

F7_1 0.54 0.37 0.67 0.001 0.29
F7_2 0.64 0.43 0.79 0.002 0.41
F7_3 0.72 0.58 0.83 0.001 0.52

F9_1 0.81 0.64 0.91 0.002 0.65
F9_2 0.93 0.82 1.09 0.001 0.87

0.50 confirmed

Indicator-related Construct-related

Satisfaction with the recognition as member of the organization

0.76 0.51 confirmed

Satisfaction with job information

0.73 0.48 confirmed

Recognition as member with a value for the organization regarding the job performance

Factor with indicators

Factor 1

Factor 4

Factor 7

Factor 9 Communication-oriented identification climate

0.86 0.76 confirmed

0.74

Correlation

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Squared 
correlation

Factor 4 ↔ Factor 9 0.69 0.50 0.87 0.000 0.47
Factor 9 ↔ Factor 7 0.66 0.46 0.85 0.001 0.44
Factor 4 ↔ Factor 7 0.50 0.28 0.72 0.001 0.25
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 4 0.44 0.14 0.68 0.004 0.19
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 7 0.59 0.40 0.75 0.001 0.34
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 9 0.38 0.11 0.59 0.006 0.14

Correlation between two factors

CMIN/d.f. SRMR CFI IFI
1.92 0.06 0.94 0.94

Model fit indices
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Results of the SEM analysis 

 

 

Figure 16: Model III – SEM analysis. All paths are significant (p ≤ 0.01) except the ones labelled with n.s. (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 33: Model III – detailed information (own research) 

 

  

Stand. 
regression 

weight
Standard 

error

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Factor 4 ← Factor 1 0.50 0.14 0.21 0.73 0.003
Factor 7 ← Factor 4 0.56 0.12 0.31 0.79 0.001
Factor 9 ← Factor 7 0.40 0.15 0.12 0.66 0.010
Factor 9 ← Factor 4 0.48 0.15 0.17 0.74 0.010

F1_1 ← Factor 1 0.67 0.09 0.48 0.82 0.001
F1_2 ← Factor 1 0.69 0.09 0.48 0.83 0.002
F1_3 ← Factor 1 0.79 0.07 0.64 0.93 0.001
F4_1 ← Factor 4 0.74 0.08 0.56 0.87 0.001
F4_2 ← Factor 4 0.63 0.09 0.43 0.78 0.001
F4_3 ← Factor 4 0.67 0.09 0.48 0.84 0.001
F7_1 ← Factor 7 0.55 0.08 0.38 0.69 0.001
F7_2 ← Factor 7 0.83 0.07 0.69 0.95 0.001
F7_3 ← Factor 7 0.71 0.07 0.56 0.83 0.001
F9_1 ← Factor 9 0.82 0.05 0.69 0.91 0.002
F9_2 ← Factor 9 0.92 0.06 0.82 1.04 0.001

Parameter
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Model fit indices 
CMIN/d.f. SRMR CFI IFI 

2.24 0.09 0.91 0.91 
 

Table 34: Model III – model fit indices (own research) 

 

 

Table 35: Model III – direct, indirect, and total effects (own research) 

 

 

All model fits show good results. Although the SRMR index is relatively high, it is still below 

the maximum value of the acceptable fit (≤ 0.1). Consequently, this part of the nomological 

validity can still be attested. Furthermore, nomological validity is also based on the confirmed 

hypothesized relationships. According to the hypotheses, all paths have positive signs. 

Moreover, the direct paths in the model are significant and have values higher than 0.20. The 

indirect effects show significant p-values, too. In consequence, the satisfaction with the 

recognition as a member of the organization (factor 1) has indirect impacts on the recognition 

as member with value for the organization regarding the job performance (factor 7) and the 

communication-oriented identification climate (factor 9). The effect is higher for factor 9 than 

for factor 7. Following this, in combination with the results of the confirmatory factor analysis 

the construct validity can be concluded.  

The mediation model can be confirmed as well: There is a significant indirect as well as an 

direct effect between factor 4 satisfaction with the job information and factor 9, the 

communication-oriented identification climate. This is a partially mediated model: The direct 

effect is stronger than the indirect one (0.48 vs. 0.22). The total effect between factor 1 and 

factor 9 is similar to the total effect between factor 7 and 9. However, factor 4 has the 

strongest total effect on factor 9. 

In this model, all correlations representing the relations of the hypotheses system are 

significant. 

 

  

Direct
p-value 
indirect Total

p-value 
total

0.002 0.35 0.002
0.48 0.003 0.70 0.001
0.40 0.40 0.010

0.002 0.28 0.002
0.50 0.50 0.003

0.50*0.56 = 0.28

Effects Indirect
Factor 1 → Factor 9 (full model) 0.50*0.70 = 0.35
Factor 4 → Factor 9 (mediation model) 0.56*0.40 = 0.22

Factor 1 → Factor 4 (direct relaƟon)

Factor 7 → Factor 9 (direct relation)
Factor 1 → Factor 7 (indirect relaƟon)
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8.4.4 Model IV - impact of factor 5 

 

 
 

 

Results of the second-generation criteria 

The fit indices show adequate results. All relations between the factors and their respective 

indicators are significant. The factor reliability is high for all factors. While the indicators F5_1 

and F7_1 have weak indicator reliabilities, the relationships are at least significant. Therefore, 

F5_1 influences the AVE, which in turn does just almost reach the threshold of 0.50. 

Nevertheless, based on content-driven aspects this item shall not be eliminated. The 

convergence validity (see AVE) can be confirmed for each construct – except for factor 5, due 

to the weak item. The Fornell-Larcker criterion indicates the discriminant validity for all 

factors. The comparison of the squared correlations of Table 37 with the AVE of Table 36 

reveals that the discriminant validity is valid. 

 

1st hypothesis: 
The more the employees are satisfied with… 

1d the official interactional communication climate, 
the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 

 
2nd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with the recognition of being part of the organization as a member, 
the more they are satisfied with… 

2d the official interactional communication climate. 
 
3rd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with…  
3d the official interactional communication climate, 

the more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
3f through their personal job performance. 

 
4th hypothesis: 

The more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
4a through their personal job performance, 

the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 
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Table 36: CFA model IV – results of the second-generation criteria (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 37: CFA model IV – correlations between the latent factors (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 38: CFA model IV – model fit indices (own research) 

 

 

  

Factor Indicator

Stand. 
regression 

weight

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Indicator 
reliability

Factor 
reliability AVE

Discriminant 
validity 

(Fornell-Larcker)

F1_1 0.69 0.53 0.82 0.001 0.47
F1_2 0.70 0.50 0.84 0.001 0.49
F1_3 0.77 0.63 0.88 0.002 0.59

F5_1 0.46 0.22 0.65 0.001 0.21
F5_2 0.69 0.49 0.85 0.002 0.48
F5_3 0.82 0.67 1.03 0.001 0.67

F7_1 0.54 0.38 0.67 0.001 0.29
F7_2 0.80 0.67 0.92 0.001 0.64
F7_3 0.75 0.58 0.86 0.002 0.56

F9_1 0.84 0.63 1.00 0.001 0.71
F9_2 0.89 0.71 1.09 0.002 0.79

Factor 1

Factor 5

Factor 7

Factor 9

Factor with indicators

Satisfaction with the recognition as member of the organization

Satisfaction with the official interactional communication climate

Recognition as member with a value for the organization regarding the job performance

Communication-oriented identification climate

Indicator-related Construct-related

0.74 0.50 confirmed

0.76 0.51 confirmed

0.70 0.45 confirmed

0.86 0.75 confirmed

Correlation

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Squared 
correlation

Factor 5 ↔ Factor 9 0.44 0.17 0.68 0.002 0.20
Factor 9 ↔ Factor 7 0.66 0.47 0.86 0 0.44
Factor 5 ↔ Factor 7 0.51 0.26 0.71 0.002 0.26
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 5 0.46 0.20 0.66 0.001 0.21
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 7 0.59 0.40 0.76 0.001 0.35
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 9 0.41 0.11 0.62 0.009 0.17

Correlation between two factors

CMIN/d.f. SRMR CFI IFI
2.13 0.06 0.92 0.92

Model fit indices
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Results of the SEM analysis 

 

 

Figure 17: Model IV – SEM analysis. All paths are significant (p ≤ 0.01) except the ones labelled with n.s. (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 39: Model IV – detailed information (own research) 

 

  

Stand. 
regression 

weight
Standard 

error

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Factor 5 ← Factor 1 0.55 0.13 0.29 0.78 0.001
Factor 7 ← Factor 5 0.59 0.13 0.32 0.83 0.001
Factor 9 ← Factor 7 0.59 0.18 0.25 0.95 0.007
Factor 9 ← Factor 5 0.13 0.21 -0.32 0.49 0.500

F1_1 ← Factor 1 0.70 0.08 0.53 0.83 0.001
F1_2 ← Factor 1 0.71 0.09 0.52 0.86 0.002
F1_3 ← Factor 1 0.74 0.07 0.60 0.86 0.001
F5_1 ← Factor 5 0.48 0.10 0.27 0.65 0.001
F5_2 ← Factor 5 0.67 0.09 0.45 0.82 0.001
F5_3 ← Factor 5 0.78 0.08 0.60 0.93 0.001
F7_1 ← Factor 7 0.55 0.07 0.39 0.68 0.001
F7_2 ← Factor 7 0.78 0.06 0.65 0.91 0.001
F7_3 ← Factor 7 0.76 0.07 0.60 0.88 0.002
F9_1 ← Factor 9 0.84 0.07 0.67 0.96 0.001
F9_2 ← Factor 9 0.90 0.08 0.75 1.06 0.002

Parameter
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Table 40: Model IV – model fit indices (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 41: Model IV – direct, indirect, and total effects (own research) 

 

While the model fits CFI and IFI reach the demanded threshold, they are lower than in previous 

models. The SRMR and the CMIN/d.f. also show acceptable values. The model itself shows 

high path values (meaningfully higher than 0.2) that are all significant, except for the path 

between factor 5 and factor 9. This is an indication for a full mediation – above all, the indirect 

effect between these two factors is significant (see Table 41). Furthermore, the indirect effect 

between factor 1 and factor 9 is significant. While comparing both, factor 7 – recognition 

regarding the job performance – obviously has a considerably higher total effect on factor 9 

than factor 1 – membership recognition – on factor 9. This relation (factor 7  factor 9) even 

has a higher total effect than the total mediation. Altogether, the interactional communication 

climate has no direct effect on the communication-based identification climate; the mediator 

being recognized as a value, however, has a strong effect. The variances of factor 5, factor 7, 

and factor 9 are moderate. 

In total, the nomological validity is confirmed due to model fit and the verified hypothesized 

relationships between the latent factors. Following this, the construct validity can also be 

attested because the nomological validity is the third component besides convergence and 

discriminant validity that was already tested in the confirmatory factor analysis. 

In this model, all correlations representing the relations of the hypotheses system are 

significant – except for 1d. This hypothesis is only indirectly fulfilled by a mediation indicated 

by hypotheses 3 and 4, but not directly. 

 

  

CMIN/d.f. SRMR CFI IFI
2.13 0.08 0.90 0.90

Model fit indices

Direct
p-value 
indirect Total

p-value 
total

0.001 0.26 0.001
0.13 n.s. 0.003 0.48 0.001

0.59 0.59 0.007
0.001 0.32 0.001

0.55 0.55 0.001Factor 1 → Factor 5 (direct relaƟon)

Factor 7 → Factor 9 (direct relation)
Factor 1 → Factor 7 (indirect relaƟon) 0.55*0.59 = 0.32

Effects Indirect
Factor 1 → Factor 9 (full model) 0.55*0.48 = 0.26
Factor 5 → Factor 9 (mediation model) 0.59*0.59 = 0.35



8. Results of the empirical study 147 
 

8.4.5 Model V - impact of factor 6 

 

 
 

 

Results of the second-generation criteria  

According to the results of the confirmatory factor analysis, the convergence validity based on 

an AVE at least of 0.5 and the discriminant validity based on the Fornell-Larcker criterion is 

confirmed. Additionally, the factor reliability is also obviously higher than 0.6, and the 

indicator reliability is higher than 0.4 - apart from the indicators F6_4 and F7_1. But both 

indicators have a significant relationship to the factor which is the less strict requirement or 

in other words this is at least necessary to be in the indicator set of one factor. The global fit 

criteria signal a good model fit of this factor combination. In consequence, the SEM is 

calculated. 

 

 

 

1st hypothesis: 
The more the employees are satisfied with… 

1e the informal interactional communication climate, 
the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 

 
2nd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with the recognition of being part of the organization as a member, 
the more they are satisfied with… 

2e the informal interactional communication climate. 
 
3rd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with…  
3e the informal interactional communication climate, 

the more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
3f through their personal job performance. 

 
4th hypothesis: 

The more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
4a through their personal job performance, 

the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 
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Table 42: CFA model V – results of the second-generation criteria (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 43: CFA model V – correlations between the latent factors (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 44: CFA model V – model fit indices (own research) 

 

  

Factor Indicator

Stand. 
regression 

weight

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Indicator 
reliability

Factor 
reliability AVE

Discriminant 
validity

(Fornell-Larcker)

F1_1 0.68 0.50 0.82 0.001 0.46
F1_2 0.67 0.48 0.82 0.001 0.45
F1_3 0.79 0.65 0.91 0.003 0.63

F6_1 0.63 0.48 0.76 0.001 0.40
F6_2 0.78 0.65 0.88 0.001 0.61
F6_3 0.95 0.86 1.03 0.002 0.89
F6_4 0.56 0.42 0.67 0.001 0.31

F7_1 0.53 0.38 0.66 0.001 0.28
F7_2 0.83 0.71 0.95 0.001 0.69
F7_3 0.72 0.58 0.84 0.002 0.52

F9_1 0.84 0.70 0.97 0.002 0.71
F9_2 0.89 0.73 1.02 0.001 0.80

Satisfaction with the informal interactional communication climate

Satisfaction with the recognition as member of the organization

Recognition as member with a value for the organization regarding the job performance

Communication-oriented identification climate

Indicator-related Construct-related

Factor 9

Factor with indicators

Factor 1

Factor 7

Factor 6

0.86 0.75 confirmed

0.76 0.51 confirmed

0.83 0.55 confirmed

0.74 0.50 confirmed

Correlation

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Squared 
correlation

Factor 6 ↔ Factor 9 0.40 0.24 0.57 0.001 0.16
Factor 9 ↔ Factor 7 0.67 0.48 0.85 0.001 0.45
Factor 6 ↔ Factor 7 0.27 0.03 0.48 0.029 0.07
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 6 0.23 0.01 0.42 0.040 0.05
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 7 0.59 0.39 0.76 0.001 0.34
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 9 0.41 0.17 0.62 0.001 0.17

Correlation between two factors

CMIN/d.f. SRMR CFI IFI
1.72 0.07 0.95 0.95

Model fit indices
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Results of the SEM analysis 

 

 

Figure 18: Model V – SEM analysis. All paths are significant (p ≤ 0.05) except the ones labelled with n.s. (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 45: Model V – detailed information (own research) 

  

Stand. 
regression 

weight
Standard 

error

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Factor 6 ← Factor 1 0.24 0.11 0.01 0.44 0.041
Factor 7 ← Factor 6 0.28 0.12 0.03 0.49 0.025
Factor 9 ← Factor 7 0.60 0.11 0.40 0.82 0.001
Factor 9 ← Factor 6 0.24 0.14 -0.01 0.46 0.064

F1_1 ← Factor 1 0.69 0.09 0.46 0.84 0.001
F1_2 ← Factor 1 0.67 0.09 0.47 0.84 0.001
F1_3 ← Factor 1 0.79 0.08 0.62 0.95 0.002
F6_1 ← Factor 6 0.63 0.07 0.49 0.76 0.001
F6_2 ← Factor 6 0.77 0.06 0.64 0.87 0.001
F6_3 ← Factor 6 0.95 0.04 0.86 1.02 0.001
F6_4 ← Factor 6 0.56 0.07 0.42 0.67 0.001
F7_1 ← Factor 7 0.53 0.07 0.38 0.66 0.001
F7_2 ← Factor 7 0.84 0.06 0.70 0.96 0.001
F7_3 ← Factor 7 0.72 0.07 0.57 0.84 0.001
F9_1 ← Factor 9 0.83 0.05 0.71 0.92 0.002
F9_2 ← Factor 9 0.91 0.06 0.80 1.02 0.001

Parameter
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Model fit indices 
CMIN/d.f. SRMR CFI IFI 

2.24 0.10 0.91 0.91 
 

Table 46: Model V – model fit indices (own research) 

 

 

Table 47: Model V – direct, indirect, and total effects (own research) 

 

In comparison to the confirmatory factor analysis, the model fit values deteriorated. This is 

normal because the SEM model has more restrictions due to the relationships (directional 

paths) between the latent factors than the undirected paths in the confirmatory factor 

analysis. Nevertheless, the CMIN/d.f., CFI, and IFI show acceptable fits, as does the SRMR, but 

with the maximum admissible value. Almost all correlations in the model are significant, 

excluding only that one between factor 6 and factor 9. Furthermore, the paths of the structural 

model are all meaningful (greater than 0.2). However, the variances of factor 6 and factor 7 

are very weak, which means that just a small percentage is explained by factor 1 (for factor 6) 

and by factor 1 and 6 (for factor 7). All of the indirect effects and total effects are significant. 

In consequence, amongst others membership recognition (factor 1) has an indirect influence 

on the communication-oriented identification climate (factor 9). The informal interactional 

communication exchange (factor 6) has no significant direct relationship to the 

communication-oriented identification climate (factor 9) but this relationship is mediated by 

the satisfaction of being recognized as valuable to the company (factor 7). In particular, the 

significant correlation between factor 7 and 9 is very strong, with a value of 0.6. It is a full 

mediated construct between factor 6 and factor 9. The significant indirect effect of factor 1 

on factor 7 indicates that being satisfied with one’s recognition as a member indirectly 

influences the satisfaction of being recognized as a value for the company. In general, the 

nomological validity can be confirmed while comparing the hypotheses with the measured 

relations between the latent factors. Consequently, the construct validity can also be 

confirmed because the convergence and discriminant validity were calculated on basis of the 

confirmatory factor analysis. In this model, all correlations representing the relations of the 

hypotheses system are significant - except hypothesis 1e is not. Based on a full mediation, the 

Direct
p-value 
indirect Total

p-value 
total

0.028 0.10 0.028
0.24 n.s. 0.020 0.41 0.001

0.60 0.60 0.001
0.041 0.07 0.041

0.24 0.24 0.041

0.24*0.41 = 0.10
Factor 6 → Factor 9 (mediation model) 0.28*0.60 = 0.17
Factor 7 → Factor 9 (direct relation)

Effects Indirect

Factor 1 → Factor 6 (direct relaƟon)
Factor 1 → Factor 7 (indirect relaƟon) 0.24*0.28 = 0.07

Factor 1 → Factor 9 (full model)
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relationship of hypothesis 1e is only indirectly significant by a significant total effect. This 

indirect effect is indicated by the hypotheses 3 and 4. 

 

8.4.6 Result interpretation: Models I-V 

In the previous chapters, the empirical evaluation of each model was the object of interest. 

Now, the focus is on the content-related interpretation of each model. 

 

 

Table 48: Overview of the direct, indirect, and total effects in the models I-V (own research) 

 

Table 49: Overview of the variances in the models I-V (own research) 

Models Direct p-value Total p-value 

0.001 0.41 0.001
0.44 n.s. 0.130 0.70 0.001
0.34 n.s. 0.34 0.168

0.001 0.45 0.001
0.59 0.59 0.001

0.001 0.28 0.001
0.31 0.001 0.61 0.001
0.48 0.48 0.002

0.001 0.29 0.001
0.46 0.46 0.001

0.002 0.35 0.002
0.48 0.003 0.70 0.001
0.40 0.40 0.010

0.002 0.28 0.002
0.50 0.50 0.003

0.001 0.26 0.001
0.13 n.s. 0.003 0.48 0.001

0.59 0.59 0.007
0.001 0.32 0.001

0.55 0.55 0.001

0.028 0.10 0.028
0.24 n.s. 0.020 0.41 0.001

0.60 0.60 0.001
0.041 0.07 0.041

0.24 0.24 0.041

Model V

Model I

Model II

Model III

Model IV
Factor 1 → Factor 9 (full model)

Factor 1 → Factor 7 (indirect relaƟon) 0.55*0.59 = 0.32
Factor 1 → Factor 5 (direct relaƟon)

Factor 7 → Factor 9 (direct relation)
Factor 1 → Factor 7 (indirect relaƟon) 0.24*0.28 = 0.07

Factor 3: Satisfaction with R&D information within the company

Factor 4: Satisfaction with job information

Factor 5: Official interactional communication climate

Factor 6: Informal interactional communication climate

Factor 1 → Factor 6 (direct relaƟon)

0.55*0.48 = 0.26
Factor 5 → Factor 9 (mediation model) 0.59*0.59 = 0.35

Factor 7 → Factor 9 (direct relation)
Factor 1 → Factor 7 (indirect relaƟon) 0.50*0.56 = 0.28
Factor 1 → Factor 4 (direct relaƟon)

Factor 7 → Factor 9 (direct relation)

Factor 1 → Factor 9 (full model) 0.24*0.41 = 0.10
Factor 6 → Factor 9 (mediation model) 0.28*0.60 = 0.17

Factor 1 → Factor 9 (full model) 0.50*0.70 = 0.35
Factor 4 → Factor 9 (mediation model) 0.56*0.40 = 0.22

Factor 7 → Factor 9 (direct relation)
Factor 1 → Factor 7 (indirect relaƟon) 0.46*0.63 = 0.29
Factor 1 → Factor 3 (direct relaƟon)

Factor 1 → Factor 9 (full model) 0.46*0.61 = 0.28
Factor 3 → Factor 9 (mediation model) 0.63*0.48 = 0.30

Factor 7 → Factor 9 (direct relation)
Factor 1 → Factor 7 (indirect relaƟon) 0.59*0.77 = 0.45
Factor 1 → Factor 2 (direct relaƟon)

Effects Indirect

Factor 1 → Factor 9 (full model) 0.59*0.70 = 0.41
Factor 2 → Factor 9 (mediation model) 0.77*0.34 n.s. = 0.26

Factor 2: Satisfaction with company information

Models Factor 1 Factor 7 Factor 9
Model I 0.34 (factor 2) 0.59 0.53
Model II 0.21 (factor 3) 0.39 0.50
Model III 0.25 (factor 4) 0.31 0.61
Model IV 0.30 (factor 5) 0.35 0.46
Model V 0.06 (factor 6) 0.08 0.49

Model-specific factor
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Interpretation of hypothesis 2: The relation between recognition as a member and the 
satisfaction with the communication content and climate (factor 1  factor 2/3/4/5/6) 

Each model has a significant positive relation between being recognized as a member of the 

organization (factor 1) and being satisfied with the respective facet of information (about the 

company, the organizational function (R&D), and the job) as well as with the official and 

informal interactional communication climate (factor 2-6). Model I shows a strong correlation 

between factor 1 and factor 2 (correlation: 0.59). Based on the theoretical background, one 

interpretation is: The higher the member is satisfied with being perceived as member of the 

organization, the higher he is satisfied with the communicated information about the 

company because the employee feels to be recognized as part of the organization and these 

information are exclusively addressed to internals. That creates an inside feeling and an 

openness to take part of the direction the organization follows. He has the chance to get to 

know the organization internally due to an active recognition as part of it. This is a basic 

requirement – if it is not fulfilled, the employee will perhaps judge the information from a 

more external perspective, although being an internal. This external perspective leads to the 

problem that strong overlaps between one’s own expectations as a member and the 

communicated company’s expectations on the company could not be developed. Recognition 

as a member makes visible that an organization consists of people who have a common 

interest in fulfilling a certain organizational objective. In model I, factor 1 explains 34% of the 

variance of factor 2 which can be interpreted as moderate variance (Chin, 1998b, p. 323). 

 

Model IV also shows a strong relation between factor 1 and factor 5, with a path value of 0.55. 

Factor 1 explains 30% of the variance of factor 5. This can be interpreted in the following way: 

The more the employees are satisfied that they are recognized as a member with a special 

role and function based on the correct information distribution (adequate confidentiality 

application in the company), the more they are satisfied with the official interactional 

communication climate. The climate is indicated by an international and interdisciplinary 

exchange between the respective functions and an information exchange to enable work 

synergies. Now, the more the membership recognition is expressed by a conscious behavior 

with information confidentiality – which means knowing which information is determined for 

which person holding a special role and function within the company – the more satisfying the 

official interactional communication climate will be, due to a conscious, target-group, and 

efficient exchange of information. A chaotic information exchange would otherwise evoke 

misspecified information or no communication due to distrust. In this case, it is obvious that 

there is a general understanding between membership and satisfying interaction to facilitate 

working for the benefit of the company. Consequently, the respective function within the 

company can be fulfilled more easily. 
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For model III, the interpretation why satisfaction with membership recognition (factor 1) and 

job information (factor 4) correlate strongly is similar to the previous one. To receive the 

relevant information that the employee can do his job requires, first of all, the recognition 

that he is a member with a special job target and description. The correlation amounts to 0.5 

(similar but not as high value as in the models I and IV) and factor 1 explains 25% of the 

variance of factor 4.  

In model II, the relationship between factor 1 and factor 3 (satisfaction with R&D information) 

has a correlation of 0.46. This can be interpreted as follows: A satisfying recognition of 

membership is still necessary for satisfaction with the respective information but there is the 

awareness that information about the R&D function and the company is determined for a 

broader audience, not merely necessary for a certain job description and target. This audience 

is internal. In consequence, the relationship is significant. Factor 1 explains 21% of the variance 

of factor 3. 

A weak significant relationship lies between factor 1 and factor 6 in model V, yet is still 

meaningful, with a value of 0.24. The informal interactional communication climate is less 

dependent on satisfactory membership recognition. It is a meaningful path because 

membership is still necessary to gain access to the information but the informal interactional 

communication climate is more satisfying on the basis of individual sympathy and networks 

than on the basis of the official roles and functions an employee holds. Therefore, the variance 

of factor 6 is just 0.06. 

 

 

Interpretation of the hypotheses 1, 3, and 4: The relation between satisfaction with the 

communication content and climate and the communication-oriented identification climate 

(factor 2/3/4/5/6 ( factor 7)  factor 9) 

The models I-V examined whether, on the one hand, the respective factors 2/3/4/5/6 

influence factor 9 directly and, on the other hand, whether there is an indirect influence due 

to factor 7 (mediation construct). The results show different significant or non-significant – 

but always positive – effects. 

 

Both communication interaction climates – the official (factor 5) and the informal (factor 6) 

one – have no significant direct effect - but always significant indirect effects - on the 

communication-oriented identification climate (factor 9). These are full mediation models. 

One possible interpretation is that such interaction climates affect an employee in person. Am 

I involved in this interaction and am I recognized as a relevant person with an individual value 

in this interaction? Therefore, both interaction climates have a significant indirect influence 

on the communication-oriented identification climate (hypotheses 3 and 4): The more an 
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employee is satisfied with the official or in-official communication climate, the more he is 

satisfied with his recognition as a member with an individual value for the company. The more 

he is satisfied with his recognition to be valuable for the company, the more he is satisfied 

with the communication-oriented identification climate. In particular, model IV shows an 

equally strong correlation between factor 5 and factor 7 (0.59) and between factor 7 and 

factor 9 (0.59). Additionally, factor 1 and factor 5 explain 35% of the variance of factor 7, which 

is classified as moderate according to Chin (1998b). If the employee is integrated into the 

official communication interactions and is satisfied with it, this evokes that the employee is 

satisfied to be valued with his job performance fulfilling a certain purpose. The satisfying 

communication interactions facilitate working in accordance to the organization’s targets and 

consequently in taking part to reach these based on valuable performance. Without such a 

satisfying interactional communication climate, relevant information is exchanged less. Strong 

recognition also leads to a highly perceived identification climate. In comparison to the other 

models, model IV with factor 5 shows a very strong significant indirect effect, whereas model 

V with factor 6 indicates a very low indirect significant effect. One possible interpretation is 

that the informal interaction climate still evokes satisfaction with the valuation of individual 

job performance. According to the results of the expert interviews, doing a good job that is 

valued, is often the entrance-ticket for informal communication because colleagues who have 

no official working relation to the employee will try to connect via informal ways. In the 

informal communication interactions themselves, however, job performance is not the only 

element that is valued. Other recognition aspects seem to exist that are recognized more in 

an informal environment: Perhaps the power of networks, personal sympathies, or being a 

good “whistleblower”. Therefore, the value of the path between factor 6 and factor 7 is just 

0.28, and factor 1 and factor 6 also only explain 8% of the variance of factor 7. 

 

Model II has a strong indirect effect in the mediation. However, in contrast to model IV and V 

it is a partial, not full, mediation because a significant direct effect between factor 3 and factor 

9 still exists. In consequence, satisfaction with the R&D information within the company has a 

direct correlation of 0.31 to the communication-oriented identification climate and in parallel, 

the indirect effect with factor 7 – which indicates satisfaction with one’s recognition as a 

member with value for the company – has a very similar, but indirect, effect of 0.30 as well. 

An employee evaluates his expectations and the experience he has with the information 

content regarding R&D within the company. When he is satisfied, he understands the 

“other’s” view – that of the company – and his expectations are in line with his experiences 

with R&D topics in the company. This leads to a satisfying identification climate because 

identification is evoked through role-taking aspects and the internalization and acceptance of 

the “other’s” aim, purpose, strategic direction, etc. Hence, the employee is satisfied with the 
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company’s innovation topics, which are transferred with information about R&D. The 

employee finally works in the R&D function and this information is important for him. In 

addition, satisfaction with the content of the R&D information also positively correlates to 

satisfaction with the recognition of being perceived as valuable for the company. When an 

employee finds overlaps between his skills leading to job performance and the communicated 

information on R&D innovation focus, he is willed to act in a way that is beneficial for the 

company. If he is satisfied with the recognition of his value by the company, with his own 

expectations, and with the company’s perceived expectations as communicated through 

behavior, then there is a satisfying match. This company’s cultural value to recognize the 

employee’s individual value for the company leads again to a satisfying communication-

oriented identification climate for the employee. Of course, it is possible that an employee 

would not like to act in a valuable way. However, in order to do so, the condition is that he 

still must gain information about the R&D focus within the company to have the general 

possibility to work for the benefit of the company. 

 

The same explanation of the indirect effect is valid for model III. Strong satisfaction with the 

received information about the job (factor 4) positively influences the satisfaction of being 

recognized as a value for the company (factor 7) because the employee can direct his 

performance based on the received, necessary information. This satisfaction with one’s 

recognition by the company leads to satisfaction with the communication-oriented 

identification climate (factor 9), the indicator for the adequate internal identifying 

environment for identification processes. 

In model II, the direct effect (0.31) and the indirect effect (0.30) are almost equal. This means 

that communication satisfaction with R&D information evokes a very similar satisfaction with 

the communication-oriented identification climate and missing value recognition as mediator 

does not disturb identification effects. In contrast, the difference between the direct (0.48) 

and the indirect (0.22) effect is considerable in the model III. Following this, satisfaction with 

job information is very important for identification processes, whereas value recognition as 

mediator plays a role but not an intensifying one. To note: The correlation between 

satisfaction with job information and value recognition has a high value (0.56) and confirms 

the relevant relation between receiving information and action according to this information 

to enable work performance for the benefit of the company.  

 

A weak indirect effect can be found in model I. The indirect total effect between factor 2 

(satisfaction with the company information) and factor 9 (communication-oriented 

identification climate) is not significant, although the total effect is. According to Cheung and 

Lau (2008), not all paths in the indirect effect have to be significant. Therefore, an indirect 



8. Results of the empirical study 156 
 

effect can be interpreted. This means that there is in principal an indirect influence of content 

satisfaction with the received information on the company on the communication-oriented 

identification climate but no direct influence. Factor 1 and 2 explain 59% of the variance of 

factor 7. 

 

 

Interpretation: The relation between recognition as a member and the communication-

oriented identification climate (factor 1  factor 9) and the relation between recognition 

as a member and recognition as a value for the company (factor 1 factor 7) 

The interpretation of the mediations in the models I-V clarified that all factors belonging to 

the respective mediations directly or indirectly influence the communication-oriented 

identification climate. However, factor 1 is not part of the mediations. Therefore, it must be 

examined whether factor 1 also contributes to factor 9 (the communication-oriented 

identification climate). All models show an indirect significant effect. The strength of the effect 

varies between 0.26 and 0.35. A high effect is found in model III. Only model V shows a weak 

effect with 0.10. Nevertheless, the two recognition factors (factor 1 and 7) and the content or 

climate satisfaction factor of each model (factor 2/3/4/5/6) explain at least 46% of variance of 

factor 9 and at a maximum 61%. These values indicate moderate explications. 

In consequence, it is empirically validated that membership recognition always indirectly 

influences the communication-oriented identification climate, whereas the other recognition 

factor “being recognized as value for the company” has a direct relation. However, both kinds 

of recognitions contribute as influencing factors to identification processes. Afterwards, factor 

1 also has a significant indirect influence on factor 7, which is verified in all models. This means 

that “being recognized as a member” has indirect effects on job performance recognition. 
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8.5 CFA and SEM models: Results of the second-generation criteria and of the SEM 

analysis for the models VI-X with mediation factor 8 

In the next five models, factor 7 is replaced by factor 8 to examine the special characteristic 

of job performance creativity for R&D employees. The five models again represent the 

different facets of satisfaction with communication content and climate. For example, model 

I and VI cover “information content regarding their organization” and only their mediation 

factors differ. The same structure can be applied to model II and VII, to model III and VIII, to 

model IV and IX, and to model V and X. 

8.5.1 Model VI - impact of factor 2 

 

 
 

 

Results of the second-generation criteria  

Model VI is similar to model I: The indicator reliability is confirmed for all indicators. 

Furthermore, the factor reliability is high for every factor; only factor 8 misses the AVE’s 

threshold – a value of 0.50 is demanded. The convergence validity is therefore attested for 

the factors 1, 2, and 9, and almost for factor 8. Nevertheless, the Fornell-Larcker criterion 

which indicates the discriminant validity is confirmed three times. Based on a high correlation 

1st hypothesis: 
The more the employees are satisfied with… 

1a the received information content regarding their organization, 
the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 

 
2nd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with the recognition of being part of the organization as a member, 
the more they are satisfied with… 

2a the received information content regarding their organization. 
 
3rd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with…  
3a the received information content regarding their organization, 

the more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
3g through their personal job performance contribution based on creative work. 

 
4th hypothesis: 

The more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
4b through their personal job performance contribution based on creative work, 

the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 
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between factor 8 and 9 (see Table 51), the AVE value for factor 8 is not higher than the squared 

correlation. In general, however, the local fit indices have predominantly good values 

(requirement see Fritz, 1992). The global fit indices show acceptable model fits. 

 

 

Table 50: CFA model VI – results of the second-generation criteria (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 51: CFA model VI – correlations between the latent factors (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 52: CFA model VI – model fit indices (own research) 

  

Factor Indicator

Stand. 
regression 

weight

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Indicator 
reliability

Factor 
reliability AVE

Discriminant 
validity 

(Fornell-Larcker)

F1_1 0.71 0.51 0.85 0.001 0.50
F1_2 0.69 0.51 0.83 0.001 0.48
F1_3 0.76 0.62 0.87 0.002 0.57

F2_1 0.77 0.61 0.87 0.002 0.59
F2_2 0.76 0.65 0.86 0.001 0.58
F2_3 0.74 0.61 0.85 0.001 0.55

F8_1 0.66 0.51 0.77 0.002 0.43
F8_2 0.77 0.61 0.88 0.001 0.59
F8_3 0.64 0.45 0.77 0.002 0.41

F9_1 0.84 0.71 0.93 0.002 0.71
F9_2 0.89 0.79 0.99 0.001 0.80

Factor with indicators Indicator-related Construct-related

Factor 1 Satisfaction with the recognition as member of the organization

0.76 0.51

Factor 9 Communication-oriented identification climate

0.86 0.75

confirmed

confirmed

almost 
confirmed

confirmed

Factor 2 Satisfaction with company information

0.80 0.58

Factor 8 Recognition as member with a value for the organization regarding the job performance contribution based on 
creative work

0.73 0.48

Correlation

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Squared 
correlation

Factor 2 ↔ Factor 1 0.54 0.32 0.71 0.001 0.29
Factor 8 ↔ Factor 1 0.57 0.37 0.74 0.001 0.32
Factor 9 ↔ Factor 1 0.41 0.17 0.61 0.001 0.17
Factor 2 ↔ Factor 9 0.68 0.47 0.84 0.001 0.47
Factor 2 ↔ Factor 8 0.66 0.47 0.81 0.001 0.44
Factor 9 ↔ Factor 8 0.76 0.66 0.91 0.000 0.58

Correlation between two factors

CMIN/d.f. SRMR CFI IFI
2.80 0.06 0.90 0.90

Model fit indices
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Results of the SEM analysis 

 

 

Figure 19: Model VI – SEM analysis. All paths are significant (p ≤ 0.01) except the ones labelled with n.s. (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 53: Model VI – detailed information (own research) 

  

Stand. 
regression 

weight
Standard 

error

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Factor 2 ← Factor 1 0.57 0.09 0.36 0.73 0.001
Factor 8 ← Factor 2 0.70 0.09 0.51 0.85 0.001
Factor 9 ← Factor 8 0.62 0.18 0.27 0.99 0.001
Factor 9 ← Factor 2 0.26 0.21 -0.24 0.60 0.245

F1_1 ← Factor 1 0.73 0.08 0.55 0.85 0.001
F1_2 ← Factor 1 0.69 0.08 0.51 0.82 0.002
F1_3 ← Factor 1 0.74 0.06 0.60 0.85 0.002
F2_1 ← Factor 2 0.76 0.06 0.61 0.86 0.002
F2_2 ← Factor 2 0.76 0.06 0.65 0.86 0.001
F2_3 ← Factor 2 0.74 0.06 0.61 0.84 0.001
F8_1 ← Factor 8 0.67 0.06 0.54 0.79 0.002
F8_2 ← Factor 8 0.75 0.07 0.58 0.87 0.001
F8_3 ← Factor 8 0.64 0.08 0.44 0.77 0.002
F9_1 ← Factor 9 0.85 0.05 0.74 0.93 0.001
F9_2 ← Factor 9 0.89 0.05 0.80 0.98 0.001

Parameter
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Table 54: Model VI – model fit indices (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 55: Model VI – direct, indirect, and total effects (own research) 

 

The model fit is acceptable. Except for the correlation between factor 6 and factor 9, all paths 

are significant and meaningful (paths are equal to or than greater 0.2). However, the non-

significant relationship is completely mediated by factor 8, which can be interpreted by a 

significant indirect and total effect. This mediation effect has the strongest influence on the 

communication-oriented identification climate (factor 9). Factor 1 also contributes indirectly 

to the communication-oriented identification climate and factor 8 does so directly. In total, all 

factors explain 67% of the variance of factor 9, factor 1 and factor 2 explain 48% of the variance 

of factor 8 and factor 1 alone explains 33% of the variance of factor 2. In consequence of an 

acceptable model fit as well as significant and meaningful paths, nomological validity can be 

concluded. Together with the confirmed convergence and discriminant validity for most of the 

factors (see confirmatory factor analysis for this model), the construct validity is attested for 

this model. 

In this model, all correlations representing the relations of the hypotheses system are 

significant - excluded hypothesis 1a. The relationship of hypothesis 1a is indicated with a total 

effect that is combined as the direct and the significant indirect mediating effect described in 

hypothesis 3 and 4. 

 

  

CMIN/d.f. SRMR CFI IFI
2.90 0.07 0.90 0.90

Model fit indices

Direct
p-value 
indirect Total

p-value 
total

0.001 0.40 0.001
0.26 n.s. 0.001 0.69 0.001

0.62 0.62 0.001
0.001 0.40 0.001

0.57 0.57 0.001

Factor 8 → Factor 9 (direct relation)
Factor 1 → Factor 8 (indirect relaƟon) 0.57*0.70 = 0.40

Effects Indirect
Factor 1 → Factor 9 (full model) 0.57*0.69 = 0.40
Factor 2 → Factor 9 (mediation model) 0.70*0.62 = 0.43

Factor 1 → Factor 2 (direct relaƟon)
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8.5.2 Model VII - impact of factor 3 

 

 
 

 

Results of the second-generation 

The confirmatory factor analysis illustrates very good global fit indices. Furthermore, all 

indicators are significant, with values above the threshold of 0.4 for indicating good indicator 

reliability. The factor reliability is also high (values greater than 0.6). The comparison of the 

AVEs and the squared correlations between the factors show discriminant validity for the 

factors 1; 3; and 9. For factor 8 two squared correlations are higher than the factor’s AVE. The 

convergence validity is confirmed for all factors (AVE values higher than 0.50). 
 

 

1st hypothesis: 
The more the employees are satisfied with… 

1b the received information content regarding their organizational function, 
the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 

 
2nd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with the recognition of being part of the organization as a member, 
the more they are satisfied with… 

2b the received information content regarding their organizational function. 
 
3rd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with…  
3b the received information content regarding their organizational function, 

the more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
3g through their personal job performance contribution based on creative work. 

 
4th hypothesis: 

The more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
4b through their personal job performance contribution based on creative work, 

the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 
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Table 56: CFA model VII – results of the second-generation criteria (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 57: CFA model VII – correlations between the latent factors (own research) 

 

 

Model fit indices 
CMIN/d.f. SRMR CFI IFI 

1.90 0.06 0.95 0.95 
 

Table 58: CFA model VII – model fit indices (own research) 

 

 

  

Factor Indicator

Stand. 
regression 

weight

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Indicator 
reliability

Factor 
reliability AVE

Discriminant 
validity 

(Fornell-Larcker)

F1_1 0.68 0.49 0.82 0.001 0.47
F1_2 0.69 0.50 0.84 0.001 0.47
F1_3 0.78 0.64 0.90 0.001 0.60

F3_1 0.85 0.77 0.91 0.002 0.71
F3_2 0.89 0.79 0.96 0.002 0.79
F3_3 0.66 0.53 0.78 0.001 0.44

F8_1 0.69 0.55 0.79 0.002 0.47
F8_2 0.74 0.57 0.85 0.001 0.55
F8_3 0.64 0.46 0.76 0.001 0.40

F9_1 0.82 0.68 0.91 0.001 0.67
F9_2 0.92 0.82 1.03 0.002 0.85

Factor with indicators Indicator-related Construct-related

Factor 1 Satisfaction with the recognition as member of the organization

0.76 0.51 confirmed

Factor 3 Satisfaction with R&D information within the company

0.85 0.65 confirmed

Factor 8 Recognition as member with a value for the organization regarding the job performance contribution based on 
creative work

0.73 0.51
almost 

confirmed

Factor 9 Communication-oriented identification climate

0.86 0.76 confirmed

Correlation

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Squared 
correlation

Factor 1 ↔ Factor 3 0.42 0.21 0.60 0.001 0.17
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 9 0.39 0.15 0.60 0.002 0.15
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 8 0.57 0.38 0.74 0.001 0.33
Factor 3 ↔ Factor 9 0.59 0.40 0.74 0.001 0.35
Factor 3 ↔ Factor 8 0.72 0.52 0.88 0.001 0.52
Factor 9 ↔ Factor 8 0.79 0.66 0.91 0.000 0.62

Correlation between two factors



8. Results of the empirical study 163 
 

Results of the SEM analysis 

 

 

Figure 20: Model VII – SEM analysis. All paths are significant (p ≤ 0.01) except the ones labelled with n.s. (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 59: Model VII – detailed information (own research) 

  

Stand. 
regression 

weight
Standard 

error

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Factor 3 ← Factor 1 0.46 0.10 0.26 0.63 0.001
Factor 8 ← Factor 3 0.74 0.09 0.55 0.90 0.001
Factor 9 ← Factor 8 0.78 0.23 0.46 1.32 0.001
Factor 9 ← Factor 3 0.02 0.25 -0.59 0.36 0.949

F1_1 ← Factor 1 0.71 0.08 0.52 0.84 0.001
F1_2 ← Factor 1 0.70 0.08 0.51 0.84 0.002
F1_3 ← Factor 1 0.75 0.06 0.62 0.87 0.001
F3_1 ← Factor 3 0.84 0.04 0.76 0.90 0.001
F3_2 ← Factor 3 0.88 0.04 0.78 0.95 0.002
F3_3 ← Factor 3 0.67 0.06 0.54 0.78 0.001
F8_1 ← Factor 8 0.71 0.06 0.59 0.81 0.002
F8_2 ← Factor 8 0.73 0.08 0.55 0.85 0.001
F8_3 ← Factor 8 0.62 0.08 0.44 0.75 0.001
F9_1 ← Factor 9 0.82 0.05 0.71 0.90 0.001
F9_2 ← Factor 9 0.92 0.04 0.84 1.02 0.001

Parameter
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Table 60: Model VII – model fit indices (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 61: Model VII – direct, indirect, and total effects (own research) 

 

All model fits are revealed to be acceptable or good. The correlations between the latent 

factors show that the postulated relationship and all paths are meaningful – except for the 

relation between factor 3 and factor 9, which is a non-significant and very weak correlation 

(lower than 0.2). However, the indirect – mediated – way is highly significant. In consequence, 

this relation is completely mediated by factor 8, which means that factor 3 has an influence 

on factor 9 – but only indirectly (indicated by a total significant effect). Factor 1, the 

satisfaction with membership recognition, has an indirect significant effect on factor 9. It is 

the weakest total effect on the communication-oriented identification climate compared to 

the other ones in the model (see Table 61). The highest total effect is the one that factor 8 has 

on factor 9. Both mediation paths are very strong. Based on the postulated relationships 

between the latent factor models and the results of the model fit, the nomological validity can 

be confirmed. Besides the already attested convergence and discriminant validity as a third 

part of the construct validity, the nomological validity can be now concluded as well. 

In this model, all correlations representing the relations of the hypotheses system are 

significant - except for hypothesis 1b, which is only indirectly indicated as a total significant 

effect mediated by the relationships described in hypotheses 3 and 4. 

 

  

CMIN/d.f. SRMR CFI IFI
2.04 0.08 0.94 0.94

Model fit indices

Direct
p-value 
indirect Total

p-value 
total

0.001 0.28 0.001
0.02 n.s. 0.000 0.60 0.001

0.78 0.78 0.001
0.001 0.34 0.001

0.46 0.46 0.001Factor 1 → Factor 3 (direct relaƟon)

Effects Indirect
Factor 1 → Factor 9 (full model) 0.46*0.60 = 0.28
Factor 3 → Factor 9 (mediation model) 0.74*0.78 = 0.58
Factor 8 → Factor 9 (direct relation)
Factor 1 → Factor 8 (indirect relaƟon) 0.46*0.74 = 0.34
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8.5.3 Model VIII - impact of factor 4 

 

 
 

 

Results of the second-generation criteria  

The results indicate indicator reliabilities and factor reliabilities above their respective 

thresholds. Moreover, the convergence validity can be deduced by the AVE for factor 1 and 

factor 9. Factor 4 and factor 8 are very close to the threshold of 0.5. Consequently, the 

convergence validity can be entirely confirmed for two factors and almost for the other two. 

The discriminant validity is violated for factor 8 based on the value of the squared correlation 

between factor 8 and 9. All other comparisons between the AVEs and the squared multiple 

correlations show discriminant validity. According to Homburg and Baumgartner (1995) and 

Fritz (1992), however, at least half of the second-generation criteria have to reach the 

demanded values. This model shows that the empirical values are very close to the thresholds 

and that the violations are rather moderate. Therefore, the CFA model is not rejected. The 

model fit indices are acceptable and even good for CFI and IFI. 

 

1st hypothesis: 
The more the employees are satisfied with… 

1c the received information content regarding their job, 
the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 

 
2nd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with the recognition of being part of the organization as a member, 
the more they are satisfied with… 

2c the received information content regarding their job. 
 
3rd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with…  
3c the received information content regarding their job, 

the more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
3g through their personal job performance contribution based on creative work. 

 
4th hypothesis: 

The more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
4b through their personal job performance contribution based on creative work, 

the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 
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Table 62: CFA model VIII – results of the second-generation criteria (own research) 

 

 

Table 63: CFA model VIII – correlations between the latent factors (own research) 

 

 

Model fit indices 
CMIN/d.f. SRMR CFI IFI 

2.27 0.07 0.92 0.92 
 

Table 64: CFA model VIII – model fit indices (own research) 

 

 

  

Factor Indicator

Stand. 
regression 

weight

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Indicator 
reliability

Factor 
reliability AVE

Discriminant 
validity 

(Fornell-Larcker)

F1_1 0.66 0.47 0.83 0.002 0.44
F1_2 0.69 0.47 0.84 0.004 0.47
F1_3 0.79 0.67 0.91 0.002 0.63

F4_1 0.74 0.49 0.87 0.006 0.55
F4_2 0.65 0.44 0.80 0.002 0.42
F4_3 0.69 0.48 0.88 0.002 0.47

F8_1 0.64 0.48 0.78 0.004 0.41
F8_2 0.80 0.63 0.89 0.002 0.63
F8_3 0.63 0.44 0.77 0.003 0.40

F9_1 0.81 0.67 0.89 0.004 0.66
F9_2 0.93 0.85 1.03 0.003 0.86

Factor with indicators Indicator-related Construct-related

Factor 1 Satisfaction with the recognition as member of the organization

0.76 0.51 confirmed

Factor 4 Satisfaction with job information

0.74 0.48  confirmed

Factor 8 Recognition as member with a value for the organization regarding the job performance contribution based on 
creative work

0.73 0.48
almost 

confirmed

Factor 9 Communication-oriented identification climate

0.86 0.76 confirmed

Correlation

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Squared 
correlation

Factor 1 ↔ Factor 4 0.44 0.14 0.69 0.004 0.19
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 8 0.57 0.38 0.74 0.001 0.33
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 9 0.38 0.17 0.57 0.002 0.14
Factor 4 ↔ Factor 8 0.50 0.23 0.73 0.003 0.25
Factor 4 ↔ Factor 9 0.69 0.50 0.87 0.001 0.47
Factor 9 ↔ Factor 8 0.78 0.63 0.90 0.001 0.61

Correlation between two factors
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Results of the SEM analysis 

 

 

Figure 21: Model VIII – SEM analysis. All paths are significant (p ≤ 0.05) except the ones labelled with n.s. (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 65: Model VIII – detailed information (own research) 

 

  

Stand. 
regression 

weight
Standard 

error

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Factor 4 ← Factor 1 0.49 0.14 0.21 0.73 0.003
Factor 8 ← Factor 4 0.59 0.13 0.29 0.81 0.001
Factor 9 ← Factor 8 0.58 0.13 0.33 0.82 0.002
Factor 9 ← Factor 4 0.37 0.15 0.03 0.62 0.036

F1_1 ← Factor 1 0.67 0.09 0.48 0.82 0.001
F1_2 ← Factor 1 0.69 0.09 0.48 0.84 0.002
F1_3 ← Factor 1 0.79 0.07 0.64 0.93 0.001
F4_1 ← Factor 4 0.76 0.08 0.57 0.87 0.001
F4_2 ← Factor 4 0.63 0.09 0.40 0.78 0.002
F4_3 ← Factor 4 0.66 0.10 0.45 0.84 0.001
F8_1 ← Factor 8 0.69 0.08 0.52 0.83 0.002
F8_2 ← Factor 8 0.77 0.08 0.56 0.89 0.001
F8_3 ← Factor 8 0.60 0.09 0.39 0.75 0.001
F9_1 ← Factor 9 0.82 0.05 0.71 0.90 0.002
F9_2 ← Factor 9 0.92 0.04 0.84 1.01 0.001

Parameter
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Table 66: Model VIII – model fit indices (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 67: Model VIII – direct, indirect, and total effects (own research) 

 

The model fit indices show acceptable values. Furthermore, all paths are significant and have 

the respective hypothesized direction. Following these arguments, the nomological validity 

can be attested and together with the convergence and discriminant validity – calculated in 

the previous confirmatory factor analysis – the requirements for the construct validity are 

fulfilled. 

All factors have a direct or indirect significant relationship to factor 9, the communication-

oriented identification climate, and in total, they explain 72% of the variance of factor 9. 

According to Chin (1998b), it is a substantial coefficient of determination. The satisfaction with 

information about the job has a stronger direct effect than the indirect effect including factor 

8. Both ways are significant, which reveals a partial mediation. Nevertheless, the mediation 

itself has the strongest total effect on factor 9. Recognition of creativity performance has a 

strong direct relationship to the communication-oriented identification climate. Factor 1 has 

a strong influence on factor 4, which also explains 24% of the variance of factor 4. 

In this model, all correlations representing the relations of the hypotheses system are 

significant. 

 

  

CMIN/d.f. SRMR CFI IFI
2.50 0.09 0.90 0.90

Model fit indices

Direct
p-value 
indirect Total

p-value 
total

0.002 0.35 0.002
0.37 0.001 0.71 0.001
0.58 0.58 0.002

0.004 0.29 0.004
0.49 0.49 0.003

Factor 4 → Factor 9 (mediation model) 0.59*0.58 = 0.34
Factor 8 → Factor 9 (direct relation)
Factor 1 → Factor 8 (indirect relaƟon) 0.49*0.59 = 0.29

Effects Indirect
Factor 1 → Factor 9 (full model) 0.49*0.71 = 0.35

Factor 1 → Factor 4 (direct relaƟon)
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8.5.4 Model IX - impact of factor 5 

 

 
 

 

Results of the second-generation criteria  

The model shows a good fit based on the evaluation of the fit indices. All factor-indicator 

relationships are significant. The indicator reliability is guaranteed except for item F5_1. This 

indicator is also the reason that the AVE is not quite reached. As in model IV, the item shall 

not be deleted due to content-related aspects. All factors signal discriminant validity and 

except for factor 5 convergence validity, too.  

 

1st hypothesis: 
The more the employees are satisfied with… 

1d the official interactional communication climate, 
the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 

 
2nd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with the recognition of being part of the organization as a member, 
the more they are satisfied with… 

2d the official interactional communication climate. 
 
3rd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with…  
3d the official interactional communication climate, 

the more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
3g through their personal job performance contribution based on creative work. 

 
4th hypothesis: 

The more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
4b through their personal job performance contribution based on creative work, 

the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 
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Table 68: CFA model IX – results of the second-generation criteria (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 69: CFA model IX – correlations between the latent factors (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 70: CFA model IX – model fit indices (own research) 

 

  

Factor Indicator

Stand. 
regression 

weight

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Indicator 
reliability

Factor 
reliability AVE

Discriminant 
validity 

(Fornell-Larcker)

F1_1 0.68 0.49 0.81 0.001 0.46
F1_2 0.70 0.51 0.85 0.002 0.49
F1_3 0.77 0.64 0.87 0.002 0.59

F5_1 0.49 0.25 0.67 0.001 0.24
F5_2 0.70 0.51 0.85 0.001 0.49
F5_3 0.79 0.63 0.97 0.001 0.63

F8_1 0.65 0.51 0.77 0.002 0.43
F8_2 0.79 0.65 0.90 0.001 0.62
F8_3 0.67 0.44 0.76 0.002 0.45

F9_1 0.84 0.71 0.93 0.001 0.70
F9_2 0.90 0.79 0.99 0.002 0.80

Recognition as member with a value for the organization regarding the job performance contribution based on 
creative work

Satisfaction with the official interactional communication climate

Satisfaction with the recognition as member of the organization

Communication-oriented identification climateFactor 9

0.86 0.75 confirmed

Factor 1

0.76 0.51 confirmed

Indicator-related Construct-relatedFactor with indicators

Factor 8

0.75 0.50 confirmed

Factor 5

0.70 0.45 confirmed

Correlation

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Squared 
correlation

Factor 5 ↔ Factor 9 0.44 0.17 0.67 0.006 0.20
Factor 9 ↔ Factor 8 0.70 0.66 0.91 0.001 0.49
Factor 5 ↔ Factor 8 0.42 0.07 0.71 0.027 0.18
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 5 0.46 0.20 0.67 0.004 0.22
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 8 0.57 0.38 0.73 0.001 0.33
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 9 0.41 0.18 0.61 0.001 0.17

Correlation between two factors

CMIN/d.f. SRMR CFI IFI
2.03 0.07 0.93 0.93

Model fit indices
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Results of the SEM analysis 

 

 

Figure 22: Model IX – SEM analysis. All paths are significant (p ≤ 0.01) except the ones labelled with n.s. (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 71: Model IX – detailed information (own research) 

  

Stand. 
regression 

weight
Standard 

error

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Factor 5 ← Factor 1 0.55 0.13 0.26 0.78 0.001
Factor 8 ← Factor 5 0.52 0.17 0.14 0.81 0.007
Factor 9 ← Factor 8 0.74 0.21 0.48 1.09 0.001
Factor 9 ← Factor 5 0.11 0.24 -0.39 0.41 0.561

F1_1 ← Factor 1 0.70 0.08 0.53 0.83 0.001
F1_2 ← Factor 1 0.71 0.09 0.52 0.86 0.002
F1_3 ← Factor 1 0.74 0.07 0.60 0.86 0.002
F5_1 ← Factor 5 0.53 0.11 0.29 0.70 0.001
F5_2 ← Factor 5 0.66 0.11 0.40 0.82 0.001
F5_3 ← Factor 5 0.76 0.09 0.51 0.90 0.001
F8_1 ← Factor 8 0.67 0.06 0.54 791.00 0.001
F8_2 ← Factor 8 0.77 0.07 0.62 0.88 0.001
F8_3 ← Factor 8 0.62 0.08 0.42 0.76 0.002
F9_1 ← Factor 9 0.84 0.05 0.73 0.93 0.001
F9_2 ← Factor 9 0.90 0.05 0.80 0.98 0.002

Parameter
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Table 72: Model IX – model fit indices (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 73: Model IX – direct, indirect, and total effects (own research) 

 

The model fits signal a good model and the SRMR signals an acceptable one. Almost all paths 

are significant and meaningful (paths greater than 0.20), except for the one between factor 5 

and 9. This indicates a full mediation, which is endorsed by a significant indirect effect. This 

effect has strong single correlations of 0.52 and 0.74. The last one is the strongest direct effect 

in the structural model and shows the highest total effect on factor 9 (see Table 73). The 

second highest total effect is the relationship between factor 1 and 5. Following this, 

membership recognition has a strong influence on satisfaction with the official interactional 

communication climate. In total, all factors contribute significantly to a communication-

oriented identification climate. The factors explain 64% of the variance of factor 9. However, 

factor 1 and 5 explain 27% of the variance of factor 8. The nomological validity can be attested 

and, in consequence, so can the construct validity (together with the convergence and 

discriminant validity resulting from the confirmatory factor analysis). 

In this model, all correlations representing the relations of the hypotheses system are 

significant - except relationship in hypothesis 1d. It only exists indirectly by a total significant 

effect. This indirect effect is represented in the hypotheses 3 and 4. 

 

  

CMIN/d.f. SRMR CFI TLI
2.28 0.09 0.91 0.91

Model fit indices

Direct
p-value 
indirect Total

p-value 
total

0.001 0.27 0.001
0.11 n.s. 0.005 0.49 0.001

0.74 0.74 0.001
0.006 0.29 0.006

0.55 0.55 0.001Factor 1 → Factor 5 (direct relaƟon)

Factor 5 → Factor 9 (mediation model) 0.52*0.74 = 0.39
Factor 8 → Factor 9 (direct relation)
Factor 1 → Factor 8 (indirect relaƟon) 0.55*0.52 = 0.29

Effects Indirect
Factor 1 → Factor 9 (full model) 0.55*0.49 = 0.27
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8.5.5 Model X - impact of factor 6 

 

 
 

 

Results of the second-generation criteria  

This model shows good indicator reliabilities and factor reliabilities. Only the items F6_4 and 

F8_3 have a lower indicator reliability value than demanded but the relation to the factor is 

significant. Therefore, the items can still exist in their respective item pool. Apart from factor 

8, every factor reaches the threshold of 0.5 for an acceptable AVE. Convergence validity can 

be confirmed and is slightly violated only once (factor 8). Comparing the AVE values with the 

squared multiple correlations between the latent constructs shows that the discriminant 

validity can be mostly attested. Only factor 8 has an AVE of 0.48 and the correlation between 

factor 8 and factor 9 is 0.62. All fit indices signal a good model fit. Consequently, the SEM 

model is tested. 

 

 

1st hypothesis: 
The more the employees are satisfied with… 

1e the informal interactional communication climate, 
the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 

 
2nd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with the recognition of being part of the organization as a member, 
the more they are satisfied with… 

2e the informal interactional communication climate. 
 
3rd hypothesis: 

The more the employees are satisfied with…  
3e the informal interactional communication climate, 

the more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
3g through their personal job performance contribution based on creative work. 

 
4th hypothesis: 

The more they are satisfied with the recognition of being a member with an individual value for the 
organization… 
4b through their personal job performance contribution based on creative work, 

the more they are satisfied with the organization’s communication-oriented identification climate. 
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Table 74: CFA model X – results of the second-generation criteria (own research) 

 

 

Table 75: CFA model X – correlations between the latent factors (own research) 

 

 

Table 76: CFA model X – model fit indices (own research) 

 

  

Factor Indicator

Stand. 
regression 

weight

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Indicator 
reliability

Factor 
reliability AVE

Discriminant 
validity

(Fornell-Larcker)

F1_1 0.67 0.46 0.81 0.001 0.45
F1_2 0.67 0.48 0.83 0.001 0.45
F1_3 0.80 0.65 0.91 0.002 0.64

F6_1 0.64 0.48 0.76 0.001 0.40
F6_2 0.78 0.65 0.88 0.001 0.61
F6_3 0.94 0.86 1.02 0.001 0.89
F6_4 0.56 0.42 0.67 0.001 0.31

F8_1 0.64 0.50 0.77 0.002 0.41
F8_2 0.80 0.67 0.90 0.001 0.64
F8_3 0.62 0.44 0.76 0.001 0.39

F9_1 0.84 0.74 0.91 0.002 0.70
F9_2 0.90 0.80 0.97 0.001 0.81

Factor with indicators

Factor 1

0.76 0.51 confirmed

Indicator-related Construct-related

Satisfaction with the recognition as member of the organization

Factor 9

0.86 0.75 confirmed

Communication-oriented identification climate

0.83 0.55 confirmed

Factor 6 Satisfaction with the informal interactional communication climate

Factor 8

0.73 0.48
almost 

confirmed

Recognition as member with a value for the organization regarding the job performance contribution based on 
creative work

Correlation

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Squared 
correlation

Factor 6 ↔ Factor 9 0.40 0.22 0.56 0.001 0.16
Factor 9 ↔ Factor 8 0.79 0.65 0.90 0.001 0.62
Factor 6 ↔ Factor 8 0.24 0.04 0.42 0.023 0.06
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 6 0.23 0.02 0.42 0.034 0.05
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 8 0.57 0.38 0.73 0.001 0.32
Factor 1 ↔ Factor 9 0.41 0.19 0.60 0.001 0.17

Correlation between two factors

CMIN/d.f. SRMR CFI IFI
1.78 0.07 0.95 0.95

Model fit indices
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Results of the SEM analysis 

 

 

Figure 23: Model X – SEM analysis. All paths are significant (p ≤ 0.05) except the ones labelled with n.s. (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 77: Model X – detailed information (own research) 

 

  

Stand. 
regression 

weight
Standard 

error

Confidence 
interval 
lower

Confidence 
interval 
upper p-value

Factor 6 ← Factor 1 0.24 0.11 0.01 0.44 0.042
Factor 8 ← Factor 6 0.26 0.10 0.05 0.45 0.018
Factor 9 ← Factor 8 0.73 0.07 0.58 0.87 0.002
Factor 9 ← Factor 6 0.22 0.09 0.02 0.38 0.033

F1_1 ← Factor 1 0.69 0.10 0.46 0.84 0.001
F1_2 ← Factor 1 0.67 0.10 0.47 0.84 0.001
F1_3 ← Factor 1 0.79 0.08 0.62 0.95 0.002
F6_1 ← Factor 6 0.64 0.07 0.49 0.75 0.001
F6_2 ← Factor 6 0.78 0.06 0.65 0.87 0.001
F6_3 ← Factor 6 0.94 0.04 0.86 1.02 0.001
F6_4 ← Factor 6 0.56 0.06 0.42 0.67 0.001
F8_1 ← Factor 8 0.66 0.07 0.51 0.79 0.002
F8_2 ← Factor 8 0.79 0.06 0.65 0.90 0.001
F8_3 ← Factor 8 0.60 0.09 0.41 0.75 0.001
F9_1 ← Factor 9 0.83 0.04 0.75 0.90 0.002
F9_2 ← Factor 9 0.91 0.04 0.83 0.97 0.001

Parameter
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Table 78: Model X – model fit indices (own research) 

 

 

 

Table 79: Model X – direct, indirect, and total effects (own research) 

 

The structural equation model shows acceptable model fit values indicated by the CMIN/d.f., 

CFI, and IFI. The SRMR has the maximum value for an acceptable fit. All paths are significant 

and are meaningful according to Chin (1998a). In general, the nomological validity can be 

confirmed based on path values and directions. Consequently, the construct validity can be 

endorsed due to the nomological and the convergence and discriminant validity (both 

examined in the confirmatory factor analysis). 

The model attests that all constructs significantly contribute to a communication-oriented 

identification climate (factor 9). The highest total effect lies between factor 8 and 9: Being 

recognized as making a valuable contribution of creativity to the company strongly correlates 

with an identification climate. Having a look at the mediation effect, it is obvious that both 

satisfaction with the informal interactional communication climate and the mediated way 

including factor 8 correlate very similarly to factor 9 (direct path 0.22; indirect path 0.19). It is 

striking that a satisfying behavior of confidentiality representing membership recognition 

leads to meaningful satisfaction with the informal interactional communication climate (0.24). 

In this model, all correlations representing the relations of the hypotheses system are 

significant. 

 

  

CMIN/d.f. SRMR CFI IFI
2.20 0.10 0.91 0.91

Model fit indices

Direct
p-value 
indirect Total

p-value 
total

0.034 0.10 0.034
0.22 0.013 0.41 0.001
0.73 0.73 0.002

0.037 0.07 0.037
0.24 0.24 0.042

Effects Indirect
Factor 1 → Factor 9 (full model) 0.24*0.41 = 0.10
Factor 6 → Factor 9 (mediation model) 0.26*0.73 = 0.19
Factor 8 → Factor 9 (direct relation)
Factor 1 → Factor 8 (indirect relaƟon) 0.24*0.28 = 0.07
Factor 1 → Factor 6 (direct relaƟon)



8. Results of the empirical study 177 
 

8.5.6 Result interpretation: Models VI-X 

The interpretative approach for these models has the same structure as for the other first five 

models. Comparing the first five models with these enables to draw conclusions if the 

developed general model structure between the latent factors is relatively stable or not. 

 

 

Table 80: Overview of the direct, indirect, and total effects in the models VI-X (own research) 

 

 

Table 81: Overview of the variances in the models VI-X (own research) 

Models Direct
p-value 
indirect Total

p-value 
total

0.001 0.40 0.001
0.26 n.s. 0.001 0.69 0.001

0.62 0.62 0.001
0.001 0.4 0.001

0.57 0.57 0.001

0.001 0.28 0.001
0.02 n.s. 0.000 0.60 0.001

0.78 0.78 0.001
0.001 0.34 0.001

0.46 0.46 0.001

0.002 0.35 0.002
0.37 0.001 0.71 0.001
0.58 0.58 0.002

0.004 0.29 0.004
0.49 0.49 0.003

0.001 0.27 0.001
0.11 n.s. 0.005 0.49 0.001

0.74 0.74 0.001
0.006 0.29 0.006

0.55 0.55 0.001

0.034 0.10 0.034
0.24 0.013 0.43 0.001
0.73 0.73 0.002

0.037 0.07 0.037
0.24 0.24 0.042

Factor 8 → Factor 9 (direct relation)
Factor 1 → Factor 8 (indirect relaƟon) 0.24*0.28 = 0.07
Factor 1 → Factor 6 (direct relaƟon)

Factor 1 → Factor 8 (indirect relaƟon) 0.55*0.52 = 0.29
Factor 1 → Factor 5 (direct relaƟon)

Model X Factor 6: Informal interactional communication climate
Factor 1 → Factor 9 (full model) 0.24*0.43 = 0.10
Factor 6 → Factor 9 (mediation model) 0.26*0.73 = 0.19

Factor 1 → Factor 4 (direct relaƟon)

Model IX Factor 5: Official interactional communication climate
Factor 1 → Factor 9 (full model) 0.55*0.49 = 0.27
Factor 5 → Factor 9 (mediation model) 0.52*0.74 = 0.39
Factor 8 → Factor 9 (direct relation)

Model VIII Factor 4: Satisfaction with job information
Factor 1 → Factor 9 (full model) 0.49*0.71 = 0.35
Factor 4 → Factor 9 (mediation model) 0.59*0.58 = 0.34
Factor 8 → Factor 9 (direct relation)
Factor 1 → Factor 8 (indirect relaƟon) 0.49*0.59 = 0.29

Factor 8 → Factor 9 (direct relation)
Factor 1 → Factor 8 (indirect relaƟon) 0.46*0.74 = 0.34
Factor 1 → Factor 3 (direct relaƟon)

Model VII Factor 3: Satisfaction with R&D information within the company
Factor 1 → Factor 9 (full model) 0.46*0.60 = 0.28
Factor 3 → Factor 9 (mediation model) 0.74*0.78 = 0.58

Effects Indirect
Model VI Factor 2: Satisfaction with company information

Factor 1 → Factor 9 (full model) 0.57*0.69 = 0.40
Factor 2 → Factor 9 (mediation model) 0.70*0.62 = 0.43
Factor 8 → Factor 9 (direct relation)
Factor 1 → Factor 8 (indirect relaƟon) 0.57*0.70 = 0.40
Factor 1 → Factor 2 (direct relaƟon)

Models Factor 1 Factor 8 Factor 9
Model VI 0.33 (factor 2) 0.48 0.67
Model VII 0.21 (factor 3) 0.55 0.63
Model VIII 0.24 (factor 4) 0.35 0.72
Model IX 0.30 (factor 5) 0.27 0.64
Model X 0.06 (factor 6) 0.07 0.67

Model-specific factor
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Interpretation of hypothesis 2: The relation between recognition as a member and the 

satisfaction with the communication content and climate (factor 1  factor 2/3/4/5/6) 

A very strong relationship exists between factor 1 and factor 5 (official interactional 

communication climate) in model IX. However, the models VI, VII, VIII, and X also have 

significant relations which are meaningful according to Chin (1998a). This is the same 

interpretational approach as for the models I-V (for a content-related explanation, see chapter 

8.4.6). 

 

 

Interpretation of the hypotheses 1, 3, and 4: The relation between satisfaction with the 

communication content and climate and the communication-oriented identification climate 

(factor 2/3/4/5/6 ( factor 8)  factor 9) 

The interpretation of the mediation in the models VI-X differs slightly from the models I-V due 

to another mediation factor. In the models I-V the mediator factor 7 – “satisfaction with the 

recognition as a member with a value for the organization regarding the job performance” – 

was replaced by the mediator factor 8 – “satisfaction with the recognition as a member with 

a value for the organization regarding the job performance contribution based on creative 

work”. As result of the expert interviews, the job performance has an important aspect which 

reflects a more specialized work for R&D employees than for employees in finance and 

accounting: R&D work includes creative work, thinking about new ideas and hopefully 

producing innovation. 

Model IX shows strong mediated, indirect effects. This model has a full mediation with an 

indirect significant effect and a non-significant direct effect. In model IX, satisfaction with the 

official interactional communication climate correlates to satisfaction with one’s recognition 

as a member with a value for the organization regarding the creative job performance. This 

recognition leads to a communication-oriented identification climate. For R&D employees, it 

is important to be valued for the creative work they do. Eventually, new ideas will be born and 

developed. Such new ideas are not always developed by one person but in groups in which, 

ideally, each person’s creative work is valued. Therefore, the official interactional 

communication climate correlates to factor 8, which in turn affects factor 9. Except the 

different mediation factors - model IX and model IV measures the mediated relationship 

between factor 5 and factor 9: Both have a full mediation but the strengths of the indirect 

effect slightly differ between model IX (0.39) and model IV (0.35). In consequence, as 

mediators both kinds of recognition are essential to enable identification processes. 

Model VII indicates that a satisfaction with R&D information is only, but strongly, indirectly 

related (0.58) to the communication-based identification climate (factor 9) and that the direct 

relation to the mediator, factor 7, is very strong (0.74). Both strengths of correlations can be 
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explained: The employee is recognized more for his creative work performance when it is in 

line with the communicated R&D direction and topics within the company. The reason of such 

a strong indirect effect could be that information about R&D within the company is absolutely 

necessary to know for creative work performance. In contrast, model II with the mediator 

recognition of job performance has a partial mediation with almost equal strong direct and 

indirect correlation values in the mediation. However, the indirect effect in model II is not as 

strong as in model VII. This means that general job performance recognition is also important 

for identification processes. General job performance encompasses more tasks than creative 

work. Therefore, the full mediation in model VII gives the employee a strong satisfying feeling 

to be valued with his individual job performance with regard to creative tasks and then, he is 

willed to internalize with this company and its R&D direction. 

 

Model VI only has an indirect relation (correlation 0.43) between factor 2 and factor 9, which 

also indicates a full mediation. Again, this can be explained as follows: Satisfaction with 

information about the company contains overlaps between the employee’s expectations and 

the management’s expectations of the company’s goals. This satisfaction leads to satisfaction 

with being valued by the company for one’s creative work performance. Creative new ways 

and inventions can help one reach company goals, and this work performance is valued with 

recognition. Satisfying recognition always relates to an identification environment. There is an 

obvious difference between model VI (factor 8) and model I (factor 7). Model I has no 

significant direct and indirect effect in the mediation, whereas model VI also has no significant 

direct effect but does have a significant indirect effect. Both mediators have a strong 

significant relation to factor 2 but only the mediator factor 8 has a significant direct effect on 

factor 9. Consequently, being recognized as a value for the organization due to one’s creative 

work shows relevant effects on the communication-oriented identification climate, whereas 

mere the mediation factor 7, recognition as valuable based on one’s general work 

performance, does not have a significant indirect effect (model I). To remember: Model I only 

shows a total significant effect in the mediation. 

 

Interestingly, model VIII with factor 4 (satisfaction with job information) shows a partial 

mediation, where the direct effect between factor 4 and factor 9 is still significant. This direct 

effect can exist for the following reason. Here, the satisfaction with the job information 

directly influences the communication-oriented identification climate. Furthermore, the 

personal recognition being valuable for the company also plays a significant role because the 

satisfaction with job information has an immediate impact on an employee – what he must 

do and how. If this information does not meet his personal expectations, there is a mismatch 

and understanding and internalizing with the company will perhaps not take place. In 
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comparison with model III, model VIII shows almost equal values of the direct (0.37) and 

indirect (0.34) relations, whereas model III has definitely a stronger direct relation (0.48) than 

indirect (0.22) relation. One interpretation is: In the R&D department job information impacts 

more internalizing processes and general job performance recognition has less impact for 

identification effects because the job tasks are often creative tasks. Therefore, for the 

employees the recognition of creative work performance seems to be very important for 

internalizing. 

A low indirect effect lies between factor 6 and factor 9. It is a partial mediation mediated by 

factor 8, apparently for similar reasons as in model V. 

 

 

Interpretation: The relation between recognition as a member and the communication-

oriented identification climate (factor 1  factor 9) and the relation between recognition 

as a member and recognition as a value for the company (factor 1 factor 8) 

In each model, factor 1 has an indirect significant effect on the communication-oriented 

identification climate (factor 9). A very strong indirect effect can be seen in model VI (total 

effect 0.40). Model X has a very low indirect effect. Moreover, the factors of the mediation 

models also contribute to factor 9. In consequence, each factor has an indirect or direct effect 

on factor 9. The explained variances of factor 9 range from 0.63 (model X) to 0.72 (model VIII). 

They indicate a moderate or even substantial explication (≥ 0.66). These variances are higher 

than in the models I-V. The mediation factor 8 contributes more strongly to the variance of 

factor 9. 

The models VI-X all show that factor 1 also has an indirect implication on factor 8. This was 

also confirmed for the models I-V. All indirect effects are significant and the variances of factor 

8 range from 0.07 up to 0.59. One possible interpretation is that membership recognition is 

an indirect pre-requisite for perceiving recognition as a value. The direct requirement is still 

receiving information. 

 

 

General finding: Stability of the model structure 

Although the measurement model of the mediation factor was changed for the models VI-X, 

the results were similar in comparison to the models I-V. Changes in the strength of the 

correlations are explainable. This shows that the general relationship between the single 

influencing factors is relatively stable and does not completely change the strength of 

relations in the model. It is an indication that Mead’s theoretical relations are valid for 

different modifications. 
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9. Summary for the empirical study and its design, evaluation method, results, and 

limitations 

9.1 Study design and evaluation method 

This study’s aim was to empirically substantiate the main different and interdependent 

influencing factors of the employee’s identity formation process for employees working in the 

R&D function. Thereby, the empirical focus was set on the dimension identification and not 

on the two other dimensions i) identity components, and ii) continual development of identity 

(see adaptation of Mead’s theory in the theory chapters). According to the adapted key 

findings of Mead’s theory for the organizational context, the empirical hypotheses were 

deduced and conducted in order to test them with the data of an empirical study. The study’s 

survey was executed in the R&D function of a German DAX company. In order to avoid high 

employee fluctuation or demotivation due to a lack of long-term research development 

without daily feelings of success, it is of high interest to understand what factors influence 

employee identity formation and can thereby supplement or even substitute monetary 

incentive systems. These factors can be triggered and controlled by the employers (principals). 

 

After conducting the single hypotheses in the chapter 6, they were combined into a logical 

hypotheses system representing the different influencing factors and their effects on 

satisfaction with the communication-oriented identification climate which can be controlled 

by the principal to use employee identity as substitute for monetary incentives. Such an 

enduring internal climate is necessary to evoke and foster identification processes. 

Organizational communication as an influencing factor, especially as an enabler for 

identification processes, was the central aspect regarding content and climate extended to 

the recognition levels of “rights” and “solidarity” as further essential cultural influencing 

factor. The defined factors are not directly measurable because they are latent. However, they 

directly influence measurable indicators. The appropriate method for estimating such latent 

factors is structural equation modeling, which requires a three-step testing process: From a 

single measurement model examination that uses psychometrical methods and the 

explorative factor analysis to a combined measurement model evaluation executed by a 

confirmatory factor analysis and finally to the examination of the structural equation model. 

Details on this methodological approach can be found in chapter 7. Furthermore, with this 

method it is possible to define direct, indirect, multiple, or interdependent relationships 

between the factors. It was necessary to represent appropriately the heterogeneity of 

influencing factors and their mutual relations, and their effects to the dependent factor 

communication-based identification climate. 
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In order to adequately cover these heterogeneous characteristics of the influencing factors 

communication and recognition, whereby communication is even the enabler of identification 

processes by Mead, the hypotheses system was varied ten times regarding certain 

measurement models. However, all model variations had the same structure and relations 

between the factors. In consequence, it was also possible to make statements on the stability 

of the defined model structure based on the results of the variations. Furthermore, it was 

possible to examine and above all to compare the influencing factors with their different 

characteristics of communication content and climate as well as of membership and 

performance value recognition for the company in each model. 

Based on the study’s results, the principal in the R&D function can derive recommendations 

which characteristics of the influencing factors have more or only less effects on the 

employee’s identity formation process. Additionally, he has guidance for the systematical 

interdependences of the influencing factors and their relations to the identification process, 

because in all model variants the general hypothesized relations were stable and did not 

change completely in the respective model variants. Only with such a systematical, logical 

relation between the factors, a successful usage and handling of employee identity serving as 

substitute of monetary incentives is possible for the employers in different situations which is 

not just valid in a specific one-case situation. 

 

9.2 Summary of the study’s results 

Table 82 and Table 83 show the results at a glance. These are the main findings: 

 

Main Results I: Theoretical framework confirmed by testing the empirical model structure 

 In general, all ten different variants of the basic model show significant effects in the 

hypotheses system. Those relations which have no significant direct effect can be 

explained by a total or indirect mediation effect. In detail: The general hypothesized 

relations between the single determinants (influencing factors) communication and 

recognition on the communication-based identification climate are valid in all model 

variants. 

 This means that Mead’s theoretical postulated interdependent influencing factors have a 

significant relevance in the empirical study, conducted in one DAX company, as well. 

 Based on the ten model variants, it is possible to get a differentiated view of how 

heterogeneously the influencing factors can be expressed and which variants have more 

significant effects in the respective structural models and which less. It also becomes 
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obvious how important communication is to express factors and how different 

communication can be conveyed. 

 Thereby, the ten variants show that the general model structure (the interdependences 

between the latent factors) does not change completely and does not evoke new relations 

between the latent factors. Changing the measurement model of the mediation factor 

showed similar results in the comparison between the models I-V and models VI-X, too. 

This means: The structure of the developed general structural model is relatively stable 

and enduring, although measurement models change (model variants). The relations resist 

different communicative situations in the DAX company. This shows that Mead’s theory is 

applicable in different organizational situations and not only valid for one specific 

constellation of communication content or climate topics and recognition characteristics. 

 An additional examination to the model variants was to differ between heterogeneous 

characteristics of the employee groups for each model variant. However, the results 

showed no significant effects which indicate group differences, although the employees 

have different characteristics (e.g. retention time in the company). 

 With a reflexive latent factor structure, it was possible to include the different levels of 

culture (with the latent factor as the deeper-lying level and the indicators representing the 

first level “artifacts”). The same is applicable for satisfaction with communication content 

and climate representing one kind of successful role-taking according to Mead. 

 In consequence, employers in the R&D function of the DAX company can use this wide-

spanning concept to control the determinants/ influencing factors in a company in order 

to foster the employees’ identity formation processes in the best possible manner in 

different situations – ranging from company information to informal communication 

exchange and the various possibilities to express recognition to the employees. 

 

Main Results II: The tested, different aspects of the influencing factors show varying degrees 

of relationship in the hypotheses system 

 All variants had predominantly significant correlations. 

 Being recognized as a member of an organization always positively correlates to 

satisfaction with the communication content and climate (statement valid for the models 

I-X). 

 Satisfaction with the communication content and climate has a direct positive correlation 

to the communication-based identification climate for the variants “job information” in 

the models with the mediator “recognition job performance” and “recognition creative 

work” (models III and VIII). Furthermore, this is valid for the variant “R&D information 

within the company” in combination with the mediator “recognition of job performance” 
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(model II) and for the variant “informal interactional communication climate” combined 

with the mediator “recognition of creative work” (model X). The following tables offer an 

overview of the model variants. 

 An indirect effect between satisfaction with the communication content and climate and 

the communication-based identification climate mediated by “recognition of job 

performance” or “recognition of creative work” is always significant for the model variants 

“official interactional communication climate” (models IV and IX), “informal interactional 

communication climate” (models V and X), “job information” (models III and VIII), and 

“R&D information within the company” (models II and VII). For the variant “company 

information”, the indirect effect is only valid with the mediator “recognition of creative 

work” (model VI). For model I, the indirect effect can be explained by the significant total 

effect. 

 The two direct paths representing the indirect effect in the mediation are always 

significant – except in model I. 

 The following two tables give an overview of the significant relations in all model variants. 

The strengths of each relation can be found in the tables of chapter 8, above all at a glance 

in the chapters 8.4.6 and 8.5.6. 

 

 

Table 82: Overview of the empirical results – models I-V (own research) 

 

Direct relation to 
communication-oriented 

identification climate

Indirect relation to 
communication-oriented 

identification climate
factor 1 →

factor 2/3/4/5/6
factor 2/3/4/5/6

 → factor 7
factor 2/3/4/5/6 →

factor 9
factor 2/3/4/5/6 →
factor 7 → factor 9

Models factor 1 factor 7 factor 9 factor 9

factor 1 recognition as member - - - significant for all models

factor 7
recognition job 

performance
- - significant for models II-V -

Model I factor 2 company information significant significant not significant not significant

Model II factor 3
R&D information 

within the company
significant significant significant significant

Model III factor 4 job information significant significant significant significant

Model IV factor 5
official interactional 

communication climate
significant significant not significant significant

Model V factor 6
informal interactional 

communication climate
significant significant not significant significant

Direct relation between influencing factors

Influencing factors

Model 
indepen-

dent factors
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Table 83: Overview of the empirical results – models I-V (own research) 

9.3 Generalizability and limitations of the research design 

The results of the study are not valid for all kinds of employees in an organization – while they 

could be, not further variations were examined. The study only considered employees working 

in the R&D environment of one DAX company, not more. One possibility for further research 

is to extend the study design to more employee groups (e.g. finance or purchase department). 

Then, it is possible to make statements if the hypothesized model is also valid for other 

employee groups. To do so, however, in some cases the items of the measurement models 

used in this study would have to be revised– above all those items related to recognition of 

creativity, which is only relevant for the R&D department. The heterogeneity of expressing 

the influencing factors was an important aspect of this thesis and that these variations do not 

evoke completely new relations in the general model structure. This heterogeneity was shown 

in different model variants to compare which kind of expression of the three influencing 

factors has more effects on the communication-oriented identification climate. Therefore, a 

single company served as the empirical basis for this study to get deep insights on the stability 

of the postulated relations. Future research can include more companies in order to compare 

the results between the single companies based on just one or two model variants for selected 

employee groups (e.g. R&D). Then, it is possible to make statements if the hypotheses system 

is also applicable for certain industry segments or even for more than one segment. The 

measurement models were all related to communication and culture topics according to 

Mead’s theory which are relevant for the studied company. Future research can focus on 

further indicators representing these latent factors and study their application in the 

hypotheses system. The current study gives an overview of a status quo report regarding the 

influencing factors: An additional idea is to include the aspect continual development of 

identity into researches and set-up a panel study.  

Direct relation to 
communication-oriented 

identification climate

Indirect relation to 
communication-oriented 

identification climate
factor 1 →

factor 2/3/4/5/6
factor 2/3/4/5/6

 → factor 8
factor 2/3/4/5/6 →

factor 9
factor 2/3/4/5/6 →
factor 8 → factor 9

Models factor 1 factor 8 factor 9 factor 9

factor 1 recognition as member - - - significant for all models

factor 8
recognition creative 

work
- - significant for all models -

Model VI factor 2 company information significant significant not significant significant

Model VII factor 3
R&D information 

within the company
significant significant not significant significant

Model VIII factor 4 job information significant significant significant significant

Model IX factor 5
official interactional 

communication climate
significant significant not significant significant

Model X factor 6
informal interactional 

communication climate
significant significant significant significant

Influencing factors

Model 
indepen-

dent factors

Direct relation between influencing factors
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10. Conclusions on the results for the construct employee identity serving as 

substitute for monetary incentives: Practical implications and future research 

To reduce the information asymmetry in principal-agent constellations and to foster the 

agent’s work for the benefit of the company, incentive systems play a crucial role. When using 

employee identity as a supplement or even substitute of monetary incentives (Akerlof and 

Kranton, 2005), the concept of employee identity must be clarified. In contrast to monetary 

incentives, which can be transferred by bank transactions to the employee, the process of 

employee identity formation has to be evoked and then maintained for each employee. 

Therefore, the central interest of this thesis was to examine theoretically and empirically how 

employee identity emerges. 

To successfully use employee identity as substitute of monetary incentives in the R&D function 

of an organization, a systematical relation between the influencing factors and the employee’s 

identity formation has to be developed which is not only valid for a specific one-case situation, 

but defines the general relationship which is stable towards the heterogeneity of expressing 

such influencing factors. Otherwise, employers have no guidance how to apply employee 

identity serving as substitution of monetary incentives in a changing environment with daily 

new situations in an organization. Above all, in the R&D field employers and employees are 

regularly confronted with changes. 

 

Based on this requirement, it is obvious that, first, a deep theoretical examination of the 

concept “employee identity and its formation” is very important to examine in order to 

understand the general and interdependent triggers. Then, the next step enables to 

empirically prove these trigger points in order to make statements if the general structure of 

the interdependent triggers is valid for different characteristics these influencing factors have 

in organizations. This thesis’s structure seized this two-step-approach and made a new 

contribution to existing literature to examine the concept employee identity derived from a 

human identity theory and to empirically examine the relation and stability of the main factors 

influencing employee identity formation in a ten-times-varied interdependent system. The 

study was conducted in the R&D environment of one DAX company. 

Mead’s theory provides a wide-spanning and consistent discourse of identity and its formation 

which can be derived for the organizational context and is even applicable for employees.  

Employee identity contains three dimensions which all must be considered: i) identity 

components, ii) continual development of identity, and iii) identification. With these 

dimensions, it is possible to answer the question “Who am I as employee in the organization?”. 

This question reflects Mead’s approach “symbolic interactionism”: Focusing on the interplay 

between the employee and the organization for employee identity formation processes. 
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Based on these theoretical findings, the effect mechanisms of the influencing factors were 

empirically tested with employees working in the R&D department in a German DAX company. 

Following these analyses’ results, the DAX company’s principal has guiding principles and a 

systematical system how to trigger, foster, maintain, and control the influencing factors. 

Under consideration of all three dimensions, the principal can use employee identity as 

substitute of monetary incentives in R&D departments. These implications for practice and 

future research are now summarized recorded. 

 

10.1 Identity dimension: Identification 

10.1.1 Comprehensive review of the influencing factors 

Understanding the complex interplay between the factors influencing employee identity is the 

essential success key for using employee identity as substitute for monetary incentives. 

Thereby, the empirical examined influencing factors trigger identification processes as one of 

the three essential dimensions in identity formation. Some factors have an indirect effect on 

the identification climate, and some have a direct one. In order to evoke an identification 

process of the employee with the company, the single influencing factors and their 

relationship amongst each other must be considered. If employers only push some factors, a 

significant influence on a communication-oriented identification climate will not always 

emerge or eventually evoke unintended consequences. Then, principals wonder why 

triggering some single factors have not evoked the appreciated output on fostering the 

employees’ identity formation processes. Then, the successful usage of employee identity 

serving as substitute for monetary incentives cannot be guaranteed. 

According to Mead’s theory and its theoretical derivation to the concept employee identity, 

the main influencing factors are communication and culture, above all the cultural aspect 

recognition. These influencing factors follow Mead’s approach “symbolic interactionism” that 

the employee and the company have to be in close exchange: Communication is central for 

interactions with the company and to enable internalizing effects. Recognition reflects the 

position and value of an individual employee embedded into the community of the 

organization. 

 

The peculiarity of this study is that all factors deal with the broad field of communication and 

information relevant for the DAX company’s R&D function. In particular, the measurement 

models represent specific communication facets and functions – ranging from company 

information, R&D information, job information to official and inofficial interactional 

communication climate. Communication climate is one expression of culture (see Schein’s 
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concept). In general, organizational culture is expressed by communication – above all 

recognition as member and his value for the company. Therefore, different kinds of employee 

recognition, namely recognition of the employee’s membership and his value contribution to 

the company, were also examined. 

The study reveals that different characteristics of some factors, tested in various model 

variants, do not disturb the developed, general relationships and interdependences between 

these influencing factors. Mead’s theory is applicable in the R&D context, tested in one DAX 

company. There are differences between the strength of the correlations, but the study’s 

results show that the general structure of the complex system continues to exist in each model 

variant. Such a stable system can give guidance how the series of reactions function and where 

to trigger and maintain identity formation processes in various daily situations in the 

organization. 

In general, the enormous advantage of the influencing factors for the principal is that he can 

directly affect communication content and climate, and communication as expression for 

recognition and he should plan, use, and control this enormous tool as professional and target 

group oriented as much. 

 

10.1.2 Single review of the influencing factors 

Unless it is absolutely necessary to consider the interdependences of all influencing factors, 

the review of the single factors communication and recognition is also important in order to 

know how to shape the factors. 

 

Single review I: Communication - significant and satisfying communication 

For Mead, the fundamental basis of enabling and triggering identity formation is 

communication and he describes a successful and satisfying exchange with “significant 

symbols”. Information plays a crucial role in significant communication. The sent message has 

a value for the sender and hopefully for the receiver as well, and it transfers the sender’s 

meaning and intention. In economic literature, Wittmann’s famous definition of information 

as “purpose-oriented knowledge” (Wittmann, 1999, p. 14) is wide-spread and should be 

considered determining when a communication should become significant. Krcmar (2015) 

describes the duality of information – it is abstract and yet must always be transmitted in a 

physical way which includes verbal and non-verbal communication. However, communication 

only becomes significant when the employee physically receives and recognizes it as relevant, 

purpose-intended communication for him. When the employee’s expectations and 

experiences are met by the principal, satisfying and significant communication emerges. 
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Thereby, communication satisfaction does not only refer to the content, but also to the 

communication climate. Von Weizsäckers’ (1974) model gives a helpful indication of the 

balance between the degree of new information and well-known information to successfully 

reach the receiver. 

 

Practical implication: 

The principal should consider the power of communication. This means, communicating, 

above all transferring information, consciously to the respective target group that this 

communication exchange becomes a significant and fruitful communication and not futile. 

Planning communication content, fostering a satisfying communication climate, and 

transferring information via suitable communication channels should have an important 

significance in the principal’s schedules and regularly evaluated by the employees, e.g. in four-

eye-meetings. Communication as enabler and influencing factor provides a strong active 

leverage for the principal to control this factor because he can often decide or do it on his own 

what, how and then is communicated to the employees. Very often it is assumed that 

everybody can communicate. However, everybody has communicative interactions every day 

because we are in social relations with our environment, but if he is able to do it in a successful 

way is not guaranteed. It has to be trained. 

 

 

Single review II: Culture, in particular expressing recognition of “rights” and “solidarity” 

According to Mead, the social environment and the respective culture is one central aspect 

for the identity formation. In particular, the cultural aspect recognition of individuals is an 

essential driver in his theory which has to be communicatively expressed to individuals by the 

society. Honneth (1995) seizes this fundamental kind of social interaction and categorizes 

recognition into three levels “love”, “rights”, and “solidarity”. 

To internalize culture and to understand the society to which the individual belongs, he has to 

be recognized. How an employee is recognized in a company is driven by organizational 

culture, which has three different levels according to Schein: The deeper assumptions (3rd 

level), values, and beliefs (2nd level) about how to recognize and appreciate an employee must 

be expressed and lived in a “visible” and reasonable way for the employee (1st level). Thereby, 

the recognition levels “rights” and “solidarity” (Honneth, 1995) are reflected in organizational 

culture: To recognize the employee as equal member with a specific function and role in the 

organization and to recognize him as valuable for the company due to his work performance. 
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Practical implication: 

In daily work, the discrepancy between having recognition as an essential company value and 

actively expressing recognition has to be overcome by the principal. As the study has shown, 

confidentiality of information is perceived as an expression of membership recognition. The 

principals have to be aware of such expressions and should be sensitive towards the handling 

– in this case the handling of confidentiality of information. Furthermore, receiving time for 

creativity is perceived as an appreciation of the employee’s individual value in the R&D 

departments. Both examples show that there is a need for a constant evaluation by the 

principal of which cultural behaviors are perceived and linked to the employees’ recognition 

which is not always obviously associated at first glance. The expert interviews revealed that 

the obvious kinds of value recognition are also demanded, such as praise or thanks, but the 

experts strongly linked this kind of recognition to very personal relations and behaviors 

between the supervisor and the employees or between employees and not a company’s 

general culture according to which the principal can act and behave. For the experts, the 

company’s culture encompasses more general behaviors and norms towards the employee to 

show him recognition - exemplarily the freedom and time to do creative work. Then, the 

employee feels recognized as member with a value for the company because he can actively 

live his position as worker in the R&D department in order to contribute to the department’s 

targets. 

It is important to transmit a lively recognition culture to the employees. Thereby, the principal 

has a direct lever to recognize via communication. He should be aware that it is not only 

performance recognition, but also membership recognition which contributes to 

identification processes. In particular, membership recognition is the central starting point to 

make role-taking and value recognition possible. 

 

10.1.3 Interdependent review of the influencing factors 

Based on the empirical study, the interdependences between all influencing factors are 

summarized in detail to give concrete implications for the principal. 

 

Interdependent review I: Recognition of “rights” and communication satisfaction 

In Mead’s theory, significant communication also entails the right message to the right 

receiver. If significant communication is targeted incorrectly, it will often be unsuccessful – 

even when an employee is happy and satisfied to receive information which he finds 

interesting, but it is not meant for him. Therefore, first of all, there should be a perceived 

difference between internal and external information, and this differentiation should be 
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consistent (see Welch and Jackson, 2007). Then, the internal members can be consciously 

recognized as member of the company. For all model variants, the study showed significant 

relations between membership recognition and communication satisfaction with content and 

climate. Membership recognition has a strong correlation on satisfaction with company 

information and satisfaction with the official interactional communication climate. This means 

that the awareness who gets company information or not should be clearly communicated to 

employees and stress that categorization with special communication channels such as 

intranet, employee-emails, or company-wide town-hall meetings. An in-group versus out-

group effect is then transmitted, which is necessary to produce a first relationship with the 

company that differs from that of externals who also have a defined relationship according to 

their stakeholder status (e.g. supplier, government). Furthermore, considering the correlation 

between membership recognition and e.g. satisfaction with job information or the official 

interactional communication climate addresses another important topic: The employee is 

recognized as a member with a pre-defined function and role in the company’s social order. 

Therefore, he should receive target group-oriented information according to his function. It 

fosters and strengthens his position in the company towards his colleagues. Recognition of 

membership then makes the transmitted message more satisfying for the employees. This 

means that the employee’s expectations and real experiences in the company have overlaps 

because he feels informed in a way that corresponds to his membership status. He has the 

possibility to feel concerned on the transmitted information because he affects him as 

member of the company with a certain role. The informal interactional communication 

climate also correlates to the membership recognition, but this effect is weak. 

 

Practical implication: 

Feeling perceived as member with a specific role and function within the company, the 

communication exchange can be addressed according to internal and external information 

and internally “customized” to the employee’s roles and functions. The practical 

recommendations for employers are to shape the awareness of a strong internal community 

and the meaning of internal information which are just addressed to internals. Moreover, the 

employers should clearly define job tasks and responsibilities, making it obvious to everyone 

in a company who is doing what. Then, he should control his team and foster to adapt 

information exchanges target-group-oriented in internal communication according to the 

respective “rights”. The confidentiality of information can then be guaranteed due to correct 

information addressees. In general, a good way to express membership to the employee is the 

consistent and logical handling of information confidentiality by the principal. A confidentiality 

codex should be created – especially for the R&D function where information of new ideas 

and inventions has to be carefully handled. Furthermore, the official interactional 
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communication climate will then be satisfying for the employees with their specific functions, 

too. With regard to the informal interactional communication climate: Informal networks are 

also based on internal vs. external categories and to a certain degree to functions. However, 

in this case of informal communication exchanges the strength of personal relations on 

sympathy level and on tactical corporate policy level should not be neglected. 

 

Interdependent review II: Role-taking, identification, and recognition of “solidarity” 

According to Mead’s theory, role-taking effects are essential for the process of identification 

and emerge through communication. Role-taking enables an employee to understand the 

views, targets, and intentions of “the others” through matching their roles and his own, 

individual function within the company in order to understand how to act in the job which 

then can be recognized as valuable for the organization. These both aspects role-taking and 

recognition are picked up in the study with the direct and indirect relation to identification 

climate. If the employee is satisfied, that means finding overlaps between his expectations or 

convictions and the experiences he has made with the company, then the employee faces up 

with the organization and starts an internalizing process. An employee needs information on 

different hierarchical levels regarding the company’s targets, codex, way of behavior, and 

working style to get to know the “others” for starting role-taking processes. 

The study entails the direct relation between the communication satisfaction of content or 

climate and identification climate. Furthermore, the indirect relation between communication 

satisfaction and identification was examined when the recognition to employees being 

valuable for the company mediates (2 mediator variants: i) recognition of the job performance 

and ii) recognition of the job performance regarding creative work). 

The results confirm the direct and indirect relations: Satisfaction with information on the job 

directly and indirectly correlates with the communication-oriented identification climate and 

this is valid for both mediator variants. Satisfaction with information on R&D-related topics 

has direct effects to the identification climate and has an indirect impact using the mediator 

job performance, too. In contrast, in the model with mediator recognition of job performance 

regarding creative work a direct effect misses but the indirect effect is still significant for the 

mediator creative work recognition. With regard to the satisfaction with information on the 

company: The model with the mediator “recognition of job performance” has a significant 

total effect on the communication-oriented identification climate but no direct and also no 

indirect significant relation, whereas the model with the mediator “recognition of creative 

work” has at least an indirect significant effect. Communication content alone will not only 

evoke an identifying process – climate is also a relevant factor, albeit always indirectly. In the 

study, the formal and informal interactional communication climates have no direct effects 

on the communication-oriented identification climate – except the model with the informal 
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climate in combination with the mediator “recognition of creative work”. However, the 

indirect effects are always significant. 

 

Practical implication: 

Considering the role-taking aspect, namely the satisfaction with communication content and 

climate often has a direct effect on the identification climate. However, satisfaction with 

communication content and climate nearly always has an indirect significant effect on the 

communication-oriented identification climate with both kinds of member-value recognitions 

as mediators. As a result, it is recommended to appropriately transmit recognition by the 

employer to the employee that he is valuable to the company. The indirect effect means that 

role-taking always impacts and is precondition for value recognition which in turn leads to a 

satisfying identification climate. The reason is: There must be awareness that value 

recognition is only communicated by the principal when the employee works as demanded. 

In daily work, many goals, strategies, and tasks are discussed among employers, but the 

decisions have to be cascaded to all hierarchical levels by the principal. Otherwise, an 

information asymmetry emerges, and misunderstandings are produced because the 

employee is not informed about strategic directions and cannot adapt his way of working for 

the benefit of the company. Then, he is not recognized as valuable for the company and this 

leads to a weak or no identification process. To avoid this negative spiral, the principal has to 

send actively these kinds of information in order to make sure that the employee has a realistic 

chance of receiving it. Additionally to the mediated indirect way, satisfaction with job 

information and partly R&D information even though directly leads to perceived identification 

climate in the organization. Using regular meetings and face-to-face interviews as direct 

contact to the employees, the principal should foster to get a good overview of the kind of 

information which the employees expect to receive for their job and about the R&D function. 

Then, all these activities effect a satisfying identifying environment for the employee which is 

in the employer’s interest to foster. 

Moreover, besides the satisfying information content, the principal should also reflect the 

official and informal communicational interaction climate as important for a satisfying 

identification working environment. Climate is a part of the company’s culture. Therefore, 

each member should be aware of guaranteeing a structured and respectful official 

communication climate according to the employee’s function. Then, the employee has the 

chance to act as demanded for the company that is then positively recognized. Evoking and 

then maintaining such a climate should be in the interest of each organization – in particular 

the principal. He should discuss regularly with his employees how to enable and operate such 

a climate, e.g. how the employee must be informed in projects based on his role. The employer 

has hardly influence on controlling the informal communication climate in his official function. 
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However, he is often part of informal structures as well and then, it is possible to slightly 

trigger informal communication exchanges in the spirit of identity formation. The 

interpretation of each model and the strengths of the correlations can be found in the 

chapters 8.4.6 and 8.5.6 

 

 

Interdependent review III: Recognition of “rights”, role-taking and identification 

As illustrated two paragraphs above, membership recognition always has positive effects on 

role-taking, in particular communication satisfaction considering content and climate. The 

previous paragraph gave recommendations for the direct and/ or indirect relation between 

role-taking and identification. Composing now these two jigsaw pieces means that 

membership recognition always has an indirect effect to the communication-related 

identification climate. These interdependent effects show impressive that the principal should 

consider all influencing factors to maximize controlling and enabling identification which is 

part to build up employee identity. Furthermore, recognition of “rights” lay the foundation for 

role-taking and indirectly to get recognition while working for the company as demanded. 

 

Practical implication: 

If an organization - in particular employers - would like to evoke and produce an identifying 

effect, then it must not only transmit information relevant to its goals, structure, and way of 

working as well as foster adequate communication climate for a role-taking process, but must 

also first guarantee perceived and satisfying membership recognition. There are many 

possibilities to stimulate it – one was measured according to the handling of information 

confidentiality. 

 

10.2 Identity dimensions: Identity components and continual development 

Review: Identity components 

According to Mead, the self consists of the “I” and the “me” which shall to be balanced to 

receive an inner unit. An employer must always be aware that an employee will view the 

organization and its different hierarchies as “the others” who influence the employee’s “me”, 

and to adequately adopt the communication content and recognition aspects for 

identification processes. On the one hand, the employee reacts habitually and in a 

conventional manner according to the organization’s value system in order to be part of the 

organization. On the other hand, every individual has a completely individual set of 

characteristics and past of experiences and each reaction is therefore individually executed 
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and transmitted. With these individual reactions the employee shapes the organization and 

the organization must react. In return, the organization shapes the employee’s thinking and 

behavior with its rules, norms, and behaviors of membership. Hence, a single employee has 

implications for the organization and its culture and the other way around. 

 

Practical implication: 

Identification processes are very important for relating the employee’s individual 

characteristics to the organization’s framework. Then, the employee’s inner identity 

components “I” and “me” can harmonically build and shape the employee’s identity. Creating 

this inner identity unit is then successful, when the employees can answer “who am I as 

employee?” in an organization. This means that employees have to find, to know, and be 

accepted in their roles and functions defined in the company, and how they interpret their 

roles and act in their functions as complete unique individual. Therefore, the strengths and 

weaknesses of everyone shall fit to the function he has to fulfill. Furthermore, the openness 

towards the individual’s way of working to reach the company’s targets shall be fostered in 

the context of his role: He should be recognized as member with an individual value 

contribution for the company. One practical approach is to introduce continuous talent 

management within a company. This talent management should support a satisfying match 

between the individual’s characteristics, skills and the job function. 

 

 

Review: Continual development of identity 

Many identity theories do not consider identity a static construct because new environmental 

influences constantly impact it. Therefore, according to Erikson it is shaped during a complete 

life cycle and has to be maintained. The formation is a long-term process – change does not 

happen over the night, but modifications are, in principle, possible. An employer has to 

consider this fact. Mead also describes identity not as static and unchangeable construct. As 

intensively discussed in this thesis, the influencing factors come from a lively environment to 

affect identification processes. 

 

Practical implication: 

A lively environment means for the principal, that he has to communicate and recognize again 

and again. Building-up and then maintaining strong employee identity is continual, daily work. 

Furthermore, disruptive factors which can evoke imbalances in the relation between the 

organization and their employees and which can even diminish the answer of “who am I as 

employee in an organization?” should be regularly screened and avoided. 



10. Conclusion of the thesis and implications for the practice 196 
 

10.3 Outlook 

As employee identity plays an important role in reducing principal-agent problems, research 

should continue to study its formation process. Then, the employer can consciously trigger 

and control them in order to successfully use employee identity as substitute for monetary 

incentives. Akerlof and Kranton (2005) mainly refer to social identity theory as theoretical 

basis. Their paper mentions internalizing effects and cultural norms which are, though, of 

strong importance in organizational identity theory. This thesis’s approach focuses in-depth 

on the interaction and reflection (mirroring) between the employees and the organization – 

derived from the research approach symbolic interactionism. Recognizing the necessity to 

consider this topic more in economic research, Davis (2007) also demands a stronger 

integration of these aspects into the employee’s identity utility function in economic theory 

and provides a first suggestion for how to do so - based on Akerlof’s and Kranton’s paper.  

This thesis answered in-depth the research questions, what employee identity is, and which 

factors influence the employee’s identity formation and the factors’ interdependencies. As 

introduced at the beginning of this thesis, identity research covers different dimensions, which 

must be considered when discussing about the employee’s identity “Who am I as employee 

in the organization?”. Reviewing only the dimension identification is too narrowly considered. 

This is often the case in research. Identification of the employee with the organization “(…) 

implies psychological oneness (…)” (van Knippenberg and Sleebos, 2006, p. 574). However, 

employee identity means that the “I” and “me” components are harmonized to get a balanced 

employee identity. Identification strongly contributes to shaping the employee’s “me”, but 

additionally, the employee has to adequately retrieve his “I” as member in the organization 

as well. 

 

Based on the symbolic interactionism approach, which has the interplay between the 

individual and his environment at center stage, the influencing factors communication and 

culture, above recognition, of the dimension identification also enable to foster orientation 

on the “I” component. The employee can find out as who he is recognized with his personal 

skills and character based on his role and function in relation to the others’ roles and functions. 

Therefore, the importance of recognition as influencing factor should be further examined in 

studies for the concept employee identity. However, to satisfy the central approach “interplay 

between the employee and the organization” in symbolic interactionism research, 

communication is the elementary key. It describes the interactional exchange between the 

employee and the organization which can enable internalizing effects. Additional 

examinations on this complex and heterogeneous term and its application in the practice for 

identity formation processes should be further analyzed, too. It is necessary to trigger the 

influencing factors again and again in a changing environment because the employee identity 
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is also not an unchangeable construct and is affected by new influences from the environment. 

Instead of a status quo report study, an additional idea is to include the aspect continual 

development of identity into researches and set-up a panel study. 

 

Moreover, future research on employee identity should further examine the influencing 

factors extensively with other employee groups besides the R&D department - in particular, 

the heterogeneity of the cultural aspect of recognition and organizational communication, 

which can be expressed and interpreted very differently across employee groups, different 

organizations, industries or even across organizations in different countries. Thereby, the 

interdependent relations between the single influencing factors and their bundled effects 

should still be considered. This will lead to an enhanced consciousness by employers on the 

power, heterogeneity, interdependences, and complexity of these factors influencing and 

shaping strongly employee identity and its usage as substitute of monetary incentives. 

Considering the importance of employee identity in an organization, this leads to employees 

who can consciously answer for themselves: “Who am I as employee in an organization?” 
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