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“It's all about finding and hiring people smarterhiian you. Getting them to join your business.
And giving them good work. Then getting out of thevay, and trusting them.
You have to get out of the way so you can focuglmbigger vision. That's important.
And here’s the main thing....you must make them sbkeit work as a mission.”

(Richard Branson, Founder of Virgin Group)
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Abstract

Abstract

Considering a rapidly changing work environment otlgh technological and
demographic shifts, this thesis investigates sjraseto foster employee attraction and retention
along with innovative work behavior among potenéiatl current employees in organizations. To
establish this, the thesis draws on theories mlagebrand equity and work design to address
framework conditions under which employees are @afig attracted to organizations, or are
motivated as reflected through innovative work hvr@. The results of the thesis are based on
three studies that show under which factors ancharesms this is particularly the case. The first
and second studies demonstrate that a well-definade as an employer, along with strategies to
convey and monitor it, are important to influenceptoyees’ attitudinal and behavioral
outcomes. Yet, there is still confusion in the extcholarly discourse around guiding theoretical
concepts and more integrated approaches. To dateganch has primarily investigated
perceptions of organizational attractiveness anyotgntial employees. Instead, prior research
has neglected more organizational views and corepsehe strategies to build successful
employer images and measure them. An integratileev@hain model is therefore developed that
guides future research in the field. The model diess pre-conditions for employers to define a
strategy and identify related levers to establisth measure the success of a compelling employer
value proposition. Moreover, an innovative methedeing developed that enables the efficient
measurement and monitoring of employers’ projecteabsite image from an organizational
perspective. The empirical results indicate thaganizationally projected and employee
perceived images are not necessarily in line witbheother, and that both image types predict
individual and organizational outcomes. The stutlyhe third essay focuses on the company-

internal perspective and features of work desig thster employees’ innovative work behavior.

XV



Abstract

The results reveal that under different types ebaomy, employees will display certain levels of
innovative work behavior. In addition, it is inviggtted whether certain boundary conditions have
a moderating influence on this relationship. Ouertide thesis contributes to an improved
understanding of this image as an employer and ®rapl motivation mechanism, and advances
the field from both a theoretical and practicalgpective. Finally, important avenues for future

research in the areas of brand equity-based emplmgge and work design are derived.

XV



Zusammenfassung (German abstract)

Zusammenfassung (German abstract)

Im Zuge einer sich schnell verandernden Arbeitswadilirch technologischen und
demografischen Wandel untersucht die vorliegendesddtation Strategien zur Steigerung der
Anziehungskraft und Bindung von Mitarbeitern, sowdieren innovativem Arbeitsverhalten in
Organisationen. Um dies zu erreichen, stitzt siefDissertation auf Theorien zum Markenwert
und zur Arbeitsgestaltung. Diese adressieren gpelzad Rahmenbedingungen, unter welchen
Mitarbeiter sich besonders angezogen flhlen zu rf@sgdonen, oder motiviert sind, wie sich
beispielsweise durch innovatives Arbeitsverhalteigtz Die Ergebnisse der Dissertation basieren
auf drei Studien, die darlegen, unter welchen besten Faktoren und Mechanismen dies
insbesondere der Fall ist. Die erste und zweitedi8tweigen, dass ein wohldefiniertes
Arbeitgeberimage sowie Strategien um dieses zu niittemn und zu kontrollieren, von
besonderer Bedeutung sind um die Einstellung uncthalensweisen von Mitarbeitern zu
beeinflussen. Im Rahmen des bisherigen wissend$icheft Diskurses hat sich jedoch
herausgestellt, dass noch immer Verwirrung in Beaud richtungsweisende theoretische
Konzepte und integrierte Ansétze herrscht. Wohiegdgsher tberwiegend die wahrgenommene
Attraktivitat von Organisationen bei potenzielldfitarbeiter untersucht wurde, wurde die
organisationale  Sichtweise und umfassende Strategmum Aufbau erfolgreicher
Arbeitgeberimages sowie deren Messung, bisher gkiassigt. Um kunftige Forschung in
diesem Bereich anzuleiten, wird ein umfassendesséfgipfungsmodell entwickelt. Arbeitgeber
konnen das Modell nutzen um eine Strategie undpetbende Hebel fur ein Uberzeugendes
Nutzenversprechen als Arbeitgeber zu definieren devén Erfolg zu messen. Ferner wird ein
innovatives Messverfahren entwickelt, dass dieieffite Messung und Kontrolle des projizierten

Arbeitgeberimage auf deren Webseiten aus orgaomsdér Sicht ermdglicht. Die empirischen

XVI



Zusammenfassung (German abstract)

Ergebnisse deuten darauf hin, dass vom Unternehpmejizierte sowie von Mitarbeitern
wahrgenommene Images nicht notwendigerweise mitdera Ubereinstimmen. Ferner haben
beide Image-Typen einen Einfluss auf individuelted worganisationale Ergebnisse. Die Studie
des dritten Aufsatzes fokussiert sich auf die ur@bmensinterne Perspektive und Merkmale der
Gestaltung des Arbeitsumfelds, welche innovativesbeAsverhalten von Mitarbeitern in
Organisationen fordern. Die Ergebnisse zeigen, dasgerschiedliche Formen von
Mitarbeiterautonomie, zu unterschiedlich innovativérbeitsverhalten fihren kann. Weiterhin
wird untersucht, wie sich bestimmte Rahmenbedingorauf diesen Zusammenhang verstarkend
bzw. abschwachend auswirken. Zusammenfassend diégthiesige Dissertation zu einem
verbesserten \erstandnis des Image als Arbeitgebet Motivationsmechanismen von
Mitarbeitern bei, und erweitert das Feld sowohl #usoretischer als auch praktischer Sicht.
AbschlieBend werden wichtige Wege fur kinftige Ebug im Bereich Markenwert-basiertes

Arbeitgeberimage (Brand Equity) und zur Arbeitsgitahg (Work Design) abgeleitet.

XVII



| Introduction

| Introduction !

1 Motivation and research questions

In recent years, there has been rising organizati@md scholarly interest about
marketing-based employee attraction strategies dadreas the growing talent shortages in
contemporary organizationd.ievens & Slaughter, 2016; ManpowerGroup, 2014). Once an
employee is attracted and on-boarded, organizaswadurthermore challenged with retaining
and motivating their precious employees throughl-defined work designs (Brynjolfsson &
McAfee, 2012; Colbert, Yee, & George, 2016). From a macro-level perspective, these issues
have—among other factors—similar pressing root esu&irst, rapidly changing framework
conditions and technological developments influelnce people work and collaborate (Colbert
et al., 2016; Wegman, Hoffman, Carter, Twenge, & Guenole, 2016); second, there is an ongoing
shift toward more knowledge-based work in developeshomies (Cortada, 200@)nd third, the
demographic structure of mature societies caus®sigg labor market gaps among the younger
generations (Beechler & Woodward, 2009). Given éhehallenges, comprehensive and
integrated organizational strategies for enhaneimgployee attraction, retention, and innovation
performance are therefore urgently needed to wharrarganizational competitiveness
(Brynjolfsson & McAfee, 2012; Colbert et al., 2016; Johns & Gratton, 2013;
WorldEconomicForum, 2016).

With regard to addressing the attractiveness asraployer, extant theoretical and
empirical research has identified various attriblassociations (i.e., dimensions of employer
image) that foster organizational attraction am{ogtential) employees in numerous contexts

(e.g., different idustries, types of individuals; Lievens & Slaughter, 2016). Moreover, scholars

! This chapter is partly based on and includes eisnef Theurer, Tumasjan, Welpe, & Lievens (2018agurer,
Tumasjan, Welpe, & Lievens (2018b), and Theuremasjan, & Welpe (2018).



| Introduction

have analyzed different mechanisms to effectivelyvey such image to their target groups (i.e.,
potential and current employees; Collins & Sevens, 2002; Dineen & Allen, 2016). During the
past two decades, the image of an employer asdetatorganizational attractiveness has been
addressed by multiple scientific disciplines (etgiman resource management, brand marketing,
psychology) and from various theoretical perspestiiEdwards, 2010; Lievens & Slaughter,
2016). However, extant research has primarily fedusn the individual perspective of the
employee (in contrast to organizational views), aad analyzed mainly external contexts (i.e.,
attraction of potential employees in contrast toremnt employee retention strategies).
Consequently, research around this topic has deedlanto a heterogeneous and fragmented
field, lacking guiding theoretical foundation, igtation, and new perspectives from an
organizational point of view. A first goal of thibesis was therefore to integrate the existing
literature under a guiding theoretical frameworle.(i brand equity theory), and to distill the
fragmented research streams under an overarchirdplmdherefore, based on the existing
employer image and organizational attractivenetsaliure, this thesis seeks to address the

following first research question:

Research question IHow can the dispersed literature around employagamand
organizational attractiveness be integrated orb#sés of brand equity theory and what are the

different research streams in the field?

Understanding employer image influence factors eeldtionships based on individual
employeeperceptionsis undoubtedly an important element in the equatichere is, however,
also the organizational perspective. Organizationgally define their desired image as an

employer, which is subsequently perceived by (p@krand current) employees, on the



| Introduction

individual level, and ultimately reflected again @utcomes on the organizational level (e.qg.,
applicant pools, turnover ratios, financial perfamoe). Existing research is particularly scant on
taking the organizational perspective, both witlyarel to employer image definition and
measurement, and with regard to analyzing outcames organizational level (Dineen & Allen,
2016). To date, it is not entirely clear how orgations objectively position and structure their
employer image (e.g., on their corporate and enmpéoyt websites), primarily due to a lack of
efficient measurement methodallen, Mahto, & Otondo, 2007; Nolan, Gohlke, Gilmore, &
Rosiello, 2013). This thesis aims to close this lgamvestigating an efficient method to measure
and analyze projected employer image, by compdroty the projected and perceived image
perspectives, and by assessing outcomes on anizatianal level. Hence, the thesis extends the
current perspective and understanding of the emeployage construct from an organizational

perspective and seeks to answer the following skoesearch question:

Research question 24dow can a projected employer’s webpage image besuned in an
efficient way and how does projected and perceieaployer image influence different

individual and organizational outcomes?

Besides the investigation of different attractiomd aetention strategies related to the
favorable image as an employer, this thesis alsosiders an internal motivation-based
perspective targeted to enhancing employee prodtyc(e.g., innovation performance). Doing
so, the thesis provides a more comprehensive pithat is not only related to the attraction and
retention of employees, but also employees’ matwatnechanisms when already working for an
organization. From an internal work design perspeciprior research has investigated various

job/task, social, and work context-related featusesl their effect on employees’ attitudinal,
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behavioral, cognitive, and well-being outcomes an iadividual level (e.g., satisfaction,
efficiency, turnover), as well as an organizatiomavel (eg., organizational performance;
Humphrey, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2008; S. K. Parker, Wall, &
Cordery, 2001).

Among the variety of motivation-based work desigattires, employee autonomy (i.e.,
individuals’ sovereignty in conducting waorklackman & Oldham, 1976) has been identified as a
key factor in effective work designs. Enhanced eygé discretion is also considered an
important predictor of innovation performance anals lthus recently experienced renewed
interest among organizational scholars (Grant,dr-@eJuillerat, 2011). Traditional perspectives
on autonomy have mainly considered it as a unideioeal constructFried & Ferris, 1987,
Ramamoorthy, Flood, Slattery, & Sardessai, 2008w perspectives have treated autonomy as
a multifaceted construct consisting of—among ottienensions—work scheduling autonomy,
work methods autonomy, and decision-making auton@rymphrey et al., 2007). Moreover,
research has been scant on investigating how arg@mal context moderates the effect between
features of work design and related outcomeg.,(énnovative work behavior, Morgeson,
Dierdorff, & Hmurovic, 2010). An improved understing of contextual moderators is
important, because context can substantially imhdsi complement the evolution of well-
designed jobs (Morgeson et al., 2010). To this dhd, goal of this thesis is therefore to
investigate the effect of different autonomy dimens on employees’ (perceived) innovative
work behavior. Furthermore, the thesis investigatlesther dimensions of organizational context
have a moderating influence on this relationshigh #wereby gives an answer to the third research

question:



| Introduction

Research question:3How do different dimensions of employee autononilyénce
employees’ perceived innovative work behavior aod does this relationship interact with

dimensions of the organizational context?

In summary, the three research questions comprisfebnaddress important approaches
and organizational strategies related to both tteciion of potential employees, and the
motivation and retention of current employees. Battas need enhanced research and integrated
approaches due to increasingly difficult framewodhditions such as talent scarcity, and rapid
technological change that influences how peoplekwand collaborate with each other.
Specifically, the thesis integrates the field ofpboger image and organizational attractiveness
along the guiding theoretical construct of brandiggtheory. Furthermore, the thesis extends
current views of employer image by an increasedugoon the organizational perspective
regarding image building and outcomes on the fewel. Finally, the present thesis addresses the
company-internal perspective and provides a moamoed view of how features of work design
(i.e., autonomy dimensions) influence employeest@eed innovation performance and how
organizational context interacts with this relasibip.

In order to address the main research questioaghtsis builds mainly on two guiding
theories: Brand equity theoaker, 1991; Keller, 1993) and work design theory (Hackman &
Oldham, 1976). While brand equity theory is prifyarelated to research questions 1 and 2,
work design theory builds the theoretical foundatior research question 3. Both theories will

be introduced and presented in greater detailaridtiowing sections.
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2  Theoretical background

2.1  Brand equity theory

Brand equity theory is rooted in marketing resedkaller, 1993) and constitutes the core
theoretical foundation for analyzing employer imagehis thesis. This perspective is consistent
with Ambler and Barrow (1996, p. 2), who initialtyassified the employer brand concept (i.e.,
image as an employer) at the intersection of huneaource management and marketing with
“possible application of marketing and brand manag& theory” (see also Gardner et al., 2011).
Although extant employer image research draws omudtitude of related theories (e.g.,
information processing theories), most of them amdntally draw on brand equity concepts.
Thus, the thesis follows this focus. In the follagiisections, we lay the definitional groundwork
for taking a consistent brand-equity theoreticadrapch.

The brand constitutes the basis, consisting of differetentifiers such as name, sign,
symbol, or a mix of these (Keller, 1993). These ponents serve adifferentiators that
distinguish a firm’s goods and services from thmpetition (Keller, 1993). Closely connected to
the brandprand equity—eonsisting of a “set of assets and liabilities”asated with the brand
identifiers—is theadded valuessociated with a product or service (Aaker, 19915). This has
a differential effect on consumer response in campa to an unnamed or unbranded version of
a product/service (Farguhar, 1989).

In the branding literature, two brand equity cortoapzations with slightly different
dimensions have been dominant. First, Aaker (19016) classifies brand equity assets and
liabilities into five categoriesibrand loyalty name awarenessperceived quality brand
associationsandother proprietary asset&.g., patents). Second, Keller (1993) distingussineo

major components dirandknowledggseen as therand equitydifferentiator and comparable to
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brand equity assets and liabilities, as definedAlaker (1991):brand awarenessand brand
image Brand awareness reflects brand node strengtlfemary and how easily the brand comes
to mind, whereas brand image refletitpes of associationwith different levels of abstraction
“determining the differential response” to branduigyg (Keller, 1993). Association types that
summarize certain information can, for examplecaegorized intgroduct-and non-product-
related attributes(Keller, 1993). These two brand equity conceptadilons, having partially
different dimensions, serve as the prime theoretifundation for employer image
conceptualizations in this thesis.
2.2  Recruitment equity and employer image

In an employment contextecruitment equityis “the value of job seekers’ employer
knowledge, which is derived from job seekers’ res@s to recruiting organizations during and
after the recruitment process” (Cable & Turban, 200. 121).Employer imageds therefore
conceptualized as a facetehployer knowledgg.e., a “job seeker’'s memories and associations
regarding and organization”; Cable & Turban, 2001, p. 123) and describes emplgyeontent of
beliefs [...] about an employer” (Cable & Turban, 200. 125). Extant research has extensively
analyzed the employer image dimension of employemkedge (i.e., brand attributes), and how
different job and organization-related attributesl a&ombinations in various contexts predict
individual and organizational outcomes, e.g., ogional attraction, job pursuit intentions, job
satisfaction; and applicant pool quantity and qualiiable & Turban, 2003; Collins & Han,
2004; Lievens, Van Hoye, & Schreurs, 2005; Schlager, Bodderas, Maas, & Cachelin, 2011). For
example, there has been research on employer iatagrites in different professional branches
and industries, e.g., shipping, nursing, and mmyjitéFréchette, Bourhis, & Stachura, 2013;

Lievens, 2007; Thai & Latta, 2010); in companies of different size (e.g., stast; Tumasjan,
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Strobel, & Welpe, 201]1)or across organizations in different cultures,,efglantic vs. Asia-
Pacific region (Baum & Kabst, 2013Db).

Employer image attributes can be categorized ineraos ways. Marketing-based brand
equity theory distinguishes between product-reldited, attributes directly related to the product
or service), and non-product-related image atteébuie., external aspects related to the purchase
or consumption of product or serviceafr, 1991; Keller, 1993). Translated to an employment
context, these image dimensions could be interprasgob-related and non-job-related employer
image attributes. Lievens and Highhouse (2003) hHheeefore translated and transferred the
brand marketing-based view into the employment exdnti.e., to a recruitment context), in
which they have categorized employer image insbrumentalimage (i.e., functional, utilitarian
job and organizational attributes) armglmbolic image dimensions (i.e., self-expressive
organizational attributes; B. B. Gardner & Levy, 1955; Keller, 1993, 2011).

Instrumental attributes objectively describe thie gmd the employing organization with
tangible, factual, and concrete associations tiemployer has or does not haged therefore,
allow employees to maximize their benefits and mire their costs, e.g., pay, bonuses, location,
flexible working hours (Lievens & Highhouse, 2003)Jowever, employees’ attraction to
organizations cannot only be explained on the basismstrumental job and organizational
attributes (Lievens & Highhouse, 2003). Therefeygmbolic employer image attributes, in turn,
depict the job and employing organization in tewh#tangible (non-job/ organization-related),
subjective attributes that (potential) employeesgusto an employer (e.g., specific traits such as
prestige, sincerity, or innovativeness; Lievens & Highhouse, 2003). Such traits allow empks
to “express themselves, maintain their self-idgntt to increase their self-imag@aker, 1997,

Lievens & Highhouse, 2003, p. 79). Many of the sphth image dimensions build on
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(organizational) brand personality conceptualizadio(e.g., Aaker, 1997) and comprise
dimensions such as sincerity, competence, or ereité
2.3 Work design theory

Work design theory is based on the assumption deatain jobs, tasks or role
characteristics, as well as the broader social eodtextual aspects of work, engender
psychological states such as intrinsic motivatiwat result in certain outcomes at the individual,
group and organizational levelHdackman & Oldham, 1976; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2008). The
dominant underlying model is based on Hackman dd@an's (1976) job characteristics model
of work motivation. The model postulates that thare five core job dimensions (i.e., skill
variety, task identity, task significance, autononayd feedback) that create three critical
psychological states (i.e., experienced meaningadrof the work, experienced responsibility for
outcomes of the work, and knowledge of the resoiita/ork activities) which, in turn, lead to
certain favorable individual and work outcomes .(evgork motivation, quality, performance,
satisfaction; Hackman & Oldham, 1975, 1976). This interrelatiopshlso includes an implicit
assumption that certain employee characteristepaasent and that there is a match between the
employee characteristics and organizational tasjiirements(Hackman & Oldham, 1976;
Morgeson & Humphrey, 2008). In summary, work regesstrategies are aiming at “improving
simultaneously the productivity and the quality thle work experience of employees in
organizations” (Hackman & Oldham, 1976, p. 250).rk\Mdesign in the context of this thesis, as
opposed tgob design, focuses both on the job and the “link leetvjobs and the broader
environment” (Morgson & Humphrey, 2006, p. 1322; Parker & Wall, 1998).

Of all the identified task-related work design feas,autonomyor “the degree to which
the job provides substantial freedom, independandediscretion to the individual” (Hackman &

Oldham, 1976, p. 258) has been the most prominedtvedely studied characteristic, and



| Introduction

therefore takes a central position in motivatiowakk design studies (Morgeson & Humphrey,
2006). Autonomy has been found to strongly affeathbsubjective and objective employee
performance (e.g., creativity) and attitudinal @mes such as commitment and job satisfaction
(Humphrey et al., 2007; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2008; Spector, 1986). For knowledge workers,

in particular, autonomy has been found to be aronapt, essential aspect of their performance
(Janz, Colquitt, & Noe, 1997). In particular, seatestudies have found a positive relationship
between work design features such as autonomy eeativity and innovation at work (e.g.,
Amabile, 1988; Amabile, Schatzel, Moneta, & Kramer, 2004; Judge, Fryxell, & Dooley, 1997;
Ramamoorthy et al., 2005). Further, it has beenwshthat proximal work environment
characteristics such as job complexity and autonocamg more important thardistal
characteristics, such as organizational policrepredicting employee creativity (Shalley, Gilson,
& Blum, 2000).

In summary, the two underlying theoretical appr@schased on brand equity and work
design build the foundation for this thesis. Bdthdries explain concepts and mechanisms under
which employees are specifically motivated or ated to organizations. Hence, the two theories
play an important role in assessing strategiesostef organizational attraction, retention, and
innovation performance among potential and cureemployees.

3  Research methods and data sources

The empirical parts of the thesis apply differerdtinods to answer the above-mentioned
research questions. While Chapter Il and partlypgBdrall apply a qualitative approach, Chapters
[l and IV apply quantitative research approacteswell. In terms of data, both primary and

secondary data from different sources was colleateti subjected to further analyses. The next

10



| Introduction

paragraphs will briefly summarize the advantages disadvantages of each of the methods
applied, and the data that was analyzed withirdifierent chapters and approaches.
3.1  Qualitative approaches

To address research question 1 (see Chapter W), pantly research question 2 (see
Chapter IIl), qualitative research approaches vapmdied. In contrast to quantitative approaches,
qualitative approaches are used when knowledgeaies, and to conduct an in-depth evaluation
of a particular subject or field of study (Myer€)13). Therefore, qualitative research is well
suited for theory building and exploratory purpogklers, 2013). Moreover, it allows more
holistic depictions beyond only a few selected afales (Myers, 2013). A disadvantage, though,
is that results from qualitative research are ugudifficult to generalize across larger
populations by applying certain sampling logicsj agsults primarily depend on the researcher’s
interpretation and contextual judgme@@phart, 2004; Myers, 2013).

Specifically, content analysis approaches have lapptied to study the employer image
literature as posited in research question 1, arcbhduct an in-depth analysis of the employer
image construct as addressed in research questiGorfent analysis is a technique “to make
replicable and valid inferences by interpreting aoding textual material” and “objectively and
systematically identifying specified characteristiof messages{Holsti, 1969; Krippendorff,
2012; Terry, 2017, p. 14). To integrate and interpret the dispersed liteeatiround the employer
image construct based on brand equity concepttiaiiza(i.e., research question 1), we have
conducted an exhaustive review of the literaturdine with similar approaches (e.g., Armstrong,
Cools, & SadlefSmith, 2012; Turner, Swart, & Maylor, 2013), an analytical, three-st@p@ach
was applied in which 187 peer-reviewed academidigatipns in the field were identified,
(content-)analyzed, and integrated along diffemeisearch streams, which finally resulted in a

comprehensive value chain model.
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Research question 2 also used a content analgppabach. In particular, computer-aided
text analysis (CATA) was applied to investigate éwprs’ projected webpage image. CATA is a
specific form of content analysis that allows tmegessing of large, text-based data samples with
high speeds and reliabilities (Short, Broberg, &agl & Brigham, 2010). It is sometimes also
referred to as template analysis, as text is canethe basis of thematic templates (Cassell &
Symon, 2004). The approach in this thesis followsl general content analytic procedure as
outlined by Weber (1990), as well as best practmésforth by Short et al. (2010) when using
CATA. In doing so, textual data of the corporated @mployment websites from 486 U.S.
Fortune 500 companies were collected and analya®aprising more than 11,000 individual
webpages and more than 4.1 million words from teary2014. In addition, further historical
website content of the years 2010 and 2012 wasevett. For these years, another 7,105
individual webpages of 163 companies from both yeaas collected. All content was then
analyzed, applying the text analysis software “LIWNCinguistics Inquiry and Word Count), for
which a customized and construct validated dictipnaas developed (Pennebaker, Boyd,
Jordan, & Blackburn, 2015; Pennebaker, Francis, & Booth, 2001; Tausczik & Pennebaker, 2010).
3.2 Quantitative approaches

While qualitative research has more of an inductad interpretive nature, quantitative
research usually applies a deductive approach basdd/potheses to analyze relationships of
certain variablegCooper, Schindler, & Sun, 2006; Gephart, 2004). Certain phenomena are
quantified, coded, or counted to meaningfully pnéspecific concepts, and thus, are based on
mathematical and statistical analyses (Gephart4208n advantage of quantitative research is
the generalizability of results to a large popwlat{e.g., many individuals or organizations), and

to identify trends and patterns that apply in vasigituations (Myers, 2013). A disadvantage of

12
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quantitative research is, however, that contextasimonly “treated as noise” and therefore
depicts a narrowed and simplified view of the tggMyers, 2013, p. 8).

To address research question 3 (i.e., how diffemrtonomy dimensions influence
employees’ innovative work behavior; Chapter IV) an experimentalapproach in the form of a
conjoint analysis was applied. Conjoint analysegehbeen conducted in multiple disciplines
(e.g., marketing, entrepreneurship) and are useyatuate complex decision-making processes
with a series of different, hypothetical profiles€éhepherd, Patzelt, & Baron, 2013; Shepherd
& Zacharakis, 1997). Compared to post-hoc methaie$o such as surveys or interviews,
conjoint analyses can overcome certain biases asckelf-reporting bias when respondents
answer in a way that “makes them look as good asiple” with regard to socially desirable
behaviors (Donaldson & Grant-Vallone, 2002, p. 24)retrospective/recall bias/telescoping,
where respondents show differences when recaltifggrnation about a past experience or event
by overstating recent events and understating miistant events (Brundin, Patzelt, & Shepherd,
2008; Zacharakis & Meyer, 1998). To study the effect of different autonomy dimems on
employees’ innovative work behavior, a metric camjoexperiment with 9,440 assessments
nested within 1,180 individual participants wasdacted online.

Moreover, asurvey-basednethod (i.e., questionnaire) was used to captdditianal
variables on the individual level (e.g., attitudegrsonality characteristics), which is a core
advantage of survey research. While experimentallysprovide high internal validity, survey-
based methods usually provide higher external iglehd thus generalizability. The individual
level variables were used for testing moderatidace$ in autonomy—innovative work behavior
relationships. The underlying structure of the oartj decisions and the moderating variables

were analyzed using a 2-level hierarchical lineadeting (HLM) approach to account for the
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decisions nested in the individual participantsguinis, Gottfredson, & Culpepper, 2013;
Raudenbush, Bryk, & Congdon, 2004).

Regarding research question 2, the results of dladitgtive approach based on computer-
aided text analysis (i.e., relative occurrence esa@f certain projected image dimensions) were
subjected to hierarchical multiple linear regressibhe regression analysis was conducted to test
the predictive ability of both projected and peveei employer image regarding different
individual and organizational outcomes. The pemgiimage and the outcome variables were
collected from different secondary data sourcesh @8 online available employer ranking data
(i.e., Glassdoor, Great Place to Work), as welha#ancial database (i.e., Thomson Reuters
Datastream professional).

In summary, multiple research methods with bothlitaieve and quantitative approaches
were used to answer the research questions ofribsss. Furthermore, different sources of data
were collected, using primary and secondary dateces. Overall, the variety of both methodical
approaches and data sources contributed to a chemmi®e contemplation of the research

questions of this thesis.
4  Structure, main results, and contributions

Apart from the introductory Chapter I, the thesisomprised of four additional chapters
that form the main part. Chapters Il to IV are ipeledent essays that focus on the specific
elements of the previously described research gqusstEach essay separately introduces and
investigates a respective subtopic in detail, idicig sections on theoretical background, data (if
applicable) and methodology, analysis and resudts,well as a discussion section. The

concluding Chapter V highlights and summarizesaberall findings and main contributions of
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the thesis. The next paragraphs briefly summarize theoretical foundation, main research
questions, key results, and the contributions ohexd the essays.

Chapter Il specifically focuses on brand equity thegaaker, 1991; Keller, 1993) and
based on this, comprehensively reviews the field eaiployer image and organizational
attractiveness rooted in brand equity conceptuabiza. The chapter addresses the gap that extant
employer image research has been approached byplewcientific disciplines (e.g., brand
marketing, psychology, human resource managemg&ingady Cable and Turban (2001, p. 118)
noted, that “past recruitment research has beeslitgosimilar concepts by different names, and
has been labeling different concepts by the sameeriaThis resulted in a heterogeneous and
fragmented view on the topic without an integrapproach. The results of the comprehensive
and systematic review of almost 200 articles infible show that there are three main categories
under which extant brand equity-based employer enragearch can be grouped. Namely, they
comprise theoretical concepts and models, empllyewledge dimensions, and activities and
strategies to promote a favorable employer imagéhilVeach of the categories different
findings and perspectives are contrasted with etodr and set into perspective.

The second chapter contributes to the employer enaagl organizational attractiveness
literature in the following ways: First, it cla@ existing research in the field by distilling the
constructs used, by showing differences from antheotions to related fields, and by focusing
on the guiding theoretical construct of brand ggtheory. Second, the chapter comprehensively
reviews and systematizes brand equity-based employage research by identifying,
summarizing, and discussing its disciplines anchteel sub-fields. Third, the results are
summarized into an integrative value chain modepravide a comprehensive picture of the
field; and fourth, results are used to identify and dedkeas for future research to refine and

extend theory and empirical evidence in the field.
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Chapter 11l focuses on developing a measuremenhadeiof employers’ projected
webpage image and comparing different image petispscwith each other (i.e., projected
organizational image vs. perceived employee imag#ile previous research has mainly dealt
with perceived employer image by potential and entrremployees, this chapter takes an
organizational perspective and analyzes employeagénas transmitted via corporate and
employment webpages. Moreover, the predictive paemage types and certain dimensions
regarding attitudinal outcomes (e.g., organizatioa#traction), as well as more distal
organizational outcomes (e.g., firm performancerketavalue) is tested. Results show that there
is a reliable and efficient way to measure employeage from corporate and employment
webpages using computer-aided text analysis (CAFAthermore, the results indicate that
organizationally projected images and employeegieed images are not necessarily in line with
each other. Finally, the study demonstrates thataice dimensions of projected employer
webpage image (e.g., competence, innovation) difiially predict organizational attraction,
firm performance, or market value, while a majoofythe projected employer image dimensions
do not indicate such predictive power.

The third chapter contributes to the employer imagd organizational attractiveness
literature in at least two important ways. Firste tstudy provides an innovative and efficient
measurement approach to analyze firms’ projectegl@rar image via their corporate and
employment webpages. It is one of the first apgneado investigate employer image-building
content on an organizational level, which makes afskarge-scale text data of a widely used
digital medium (i.e., company and employment welgsagSecond, the study simultaneously
contemplates different perspectives and types gfl@yer image (i.e., projected vs. perceived
image) and compares them with each other. Priadiesuhave mainly looked at perceived

employer images only. Finally, from a practical quective, the study provides organizations
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with an efficient tool to monitor their desired eloyer image and to identify the need for
adjustment if not in line with their desired empoyalue proposition (i.e., to-be employer
image).

Chapter IV focuses on the company-internal perspeand is based on work design
theory (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). The chapter deslls the question of how different levels
of employee autonomy have an impact on employeestgived innovative work behavior
(IWB). Furthermore, it is investigated whether ahdw certain boundary conditions (e.g.,
psychological climate dimensions such as supenss@port) have a moderating influence on
this relationship. The results indicate that athensions of autonomy have a significant positive
effect on employee innovative work behavior. Momeopwvthe results demonstrate that work
methods autonomy (i.e., control over the procedaresmethods used to do the work) and work
scheduling autonomy (i.e., control over the timel asheduling of work) have a significantly
stronger effect on employees’ perceived IWB thacisien-making autonomy (i.e., freedom to
make work-related decisions). Contrary to the higpsés, the results do not show any significant
moderating effect of organizational boundary cdondg (e.g., psychological climate) on the
relationship between autonomy dimensions and erepkgyerceived IWB

The fourth chapter contributes to the work desigd innovation management literature
as follows. First, the study examines multiple facef autonomy concurrently, while previous
studies have all viewed autonomy from a unidimemsiperspective and tended to focus only on
work scheduling autonomy. Therefore, this studg response to the call for additional research
in which autonomy is multi-faceted, and shows theéskerent facets can differentially impact
work outcomes beyond job satisfaction alone. Secibredstudy revisits research on work design,
and specifically, autonomy from a context-contingeoundary condition perspective. In such,

the recent calls are answered for enhanced reséarconsider the contextual features that
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enhance or constrain task/motivation-based relshigps. Therefore, a more comprehensive
understanding of the supportive and inhibitive dastthat affect autonomy relationships in work
design is illuminated. Third, the study contributes “bottom-up view” on work design features,
which considers both adjustable work-design-basatbnamy dimensions and adjustable
organizational-level properties. Previously, thalesign of work through management to achieve
certain organizational goals has assumed to haxengir fixed organizational boundaries and
properties that cannot be changed. Because thestigation considers both work design-based
autonomy dimensions and adjustable organizatienedH properties, it aims to improve the
understanding of such reverse relationships; that is, how adjusted organizational boundaries
impact work design. This additional insight is \able, as prior research has tended to
(over)simplify reality by assuming this dimensiankte fixed.

The final Chapter V of the thesis discusses theabdvi&ndings from Chapters Il — IV as
well as key theoretical and practical implicatiombe chapter concludes by giving directions for

future research in the analyzed fields.
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Il Essay 1: Employer branding

Il Essay 1: Employer branding — A brand equity-basediterature review and

research agenda

Abstract
Over the past two decades, scholarly interest ipl@yer branding has strongly increased.
Simultaneously, however, employer branding resebashdeveloped into a fragmented field with
heterogeneous interpretations of the employer limgrmbncept and its scope, which has impeded
further theoretical and empirical advancement. ffengthen the foundation for future work, our
article takes a brand equity perspective to reviesvextant literature and create an integrative
model of employer branding. Using an analyticalrapph, we identify 187 articles which we
integrate along different employer brand dimensiand branding strategies: (i) conceptual, (ii)
employer knowledge dimensions, (iii) employer biagdactivities and strategies. On the basis of
our review, we develop an employer branding valbairc model and derive future research

avenues as well as practical implications.

Current status: Published as: Theurer, C. P., Tumasjan, A., Welp#]., & Lievens, F.
(2018). Employer branding: A brand equity-basedréture review and
research agenddnternational Journal of Management Revigew$§(1),
155-179.

Presented at:Herbstworkshop der Wissenschaftlichen Kommission
Personalwesen, Graz, Austria, 24-25 September 2015.

2 Acknowledgment& his paper contains elements of joint work with Bndranik Tumasjan, Prof. Dr. Isabell M.
Welpe, and Prof. Filip Lievens, PhD.
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Il Essay 2: Substance or noise — Analyzing dimension$ employer image

from corporate and employment webpage's

Abstract

Present employer image research has largely foousede perspective of potential and current
employees and, therefore, perceivedemployer image beliefs. In contrast, the compaieyv
deals withprojectedemployer images that are controlled by organipatidn particular, firms’
actual image, as represented by organizational agdsy and an efficient method to measure it
have been only marginally addressed. In this stadynethod is developed to measure and
analyze companies’ employer image as presentedmpany webpages. Specifically, the study
analyzes the projected employer image of the Uo8ukRe 500 companies via their corporate and
employment webpages by applying computer-aided aeelysis. Content validity as well as
discriminant and predictive validity were testedngswebpage data from a sample of 461
companies with more than 11,100 individual pageg#aining more than 4 million words. As a
result, this study provides a reliable and effitiemethod for the measurement of employers’
webpage image. Moreover, the study demonstratediimensions of projected employer image
and selected perceived image dimensions are twgertygpes that represent different constructs.
Finally, there was evidence that different dimensiérom both image types partially predicted
organizational attraction, market value, and firerformance. The article contributes to the

employer image literature through an innovative soe@ament approach. From a practical

3 AcknowledgmentsThis paper contains elements of joint work with Bndranik Tumasjan, Prof. Dr. Isabell M.
Welpe, and Prof. Filip Lievens, PhD. | would alskelto offer my special thanks to Lisa Christl, Aed Zeller,
Julian Mues, Georg Sonner, Tamur Lodhi, Simone ,Fétbias Schroll, and Annasofia Groenholm for their
support in webpage data collection and documemtatio
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perspective, the study provides organizations withethod to efficiently monitor and (re)adjust

their employer image.

Current status: Working paper (see also Appendix).
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1 Introduction

In an increasingly digital world with rapidly chang employee requirements and an

intensifying war for talent, effective ways for argzations to position themselves as desirable
employers have become a core strategic targetrgan@ations to compete in the digital world
(Kane, Palmer, Phillips, & Kiron, 2017). Leading @oyers have successfully created images of
encouraging and meaningful work environments arghtilied ways to best transmit their
employer value proposition among potential andentremployeeéKane et al., 2017; Saini, Rai,
& Chaudhary, 2014). Simultaneously, employers aeinfy the challenge of continuously
protecting their “ideal and desirable” image (Edén 2015, p. 448). As a conseguence,
employers are facing the need for continued manigoand protection of the use of their image,
as well as its perception in the labor market (fg#r, 2015).

Extant research on employer image has identifiedtiphel image features in several

contexts that foster organizational attraction eeldted outcomes among prospective and current
employeege.g., Davies, 2008; Lievens & Highhouse, 2003; Tumasjan, Strobel, & Welpe, 2011;
Van Hoye & Saks, 2011). Particularly in the eamcmitment stages, job and organizational
image features have been considered particulagipitant to influence organizational attraction
(Lievens, 2007; Lievens, Van Hoye, & Anseel, 2007; Uggerslev, Fassina, & Kraichy, 2012). This
perceived employer image and related outcomes arpobtgntial and current employees are
typically expressed through informal channels sashword-of-mouth (Van Hoye, Weijters,
Lievens, & Stockman, 2015), best employer ratingsvé & Singh, 2011), or social media
(Kietzmann, Hermkens, McCarthy, & Silvestre, 2011).

The perceived image view, however, only mirrors theternal perspective (i.e.,

employees’ image beliefs; Cable & Turban, 2001) and therefore does not nacbsseflect
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organizations’ ideal image intentions. In contrast,counter perspective pertains to firms’

projected (tobe) images (i.e., employer identity; Robertson & Khatibi, 2012), which they can

actively control and steer. Typically, this is eaggsed through organizations’ online presence
(e.g., company webpages; Williamson, King, Lepak, & Sarma, 2010) or othegna formal

mass communication channels such as corporate tesitvgr brochures, or recruitment ads

(Collins & Han, 2004; Collins & Stevens, 2002). In the past, traditional company-generated
sources and channels such as mass media, annuatsrejmternal magazines, or mission

statements have been content-analyzed to studyrgotsssuch as leadership image (Chen &
Meindl, 1991), corporate values (Kabanoff, Walderse Cohen, 1995), or corporate impressions
(Arndt & Bigelow, 2000). However, existing reseaxmthe development of efficient methods to

monitor projected employer image of companvesbpageaepresentation remains scant (Duriau,
Reger, & Pfarrer, 2007; Lombard, SnyderDuch & Bracken, 2002; Neuendorf, 2016).

Therefore, new methods to assess firms’ projectepl@yer webpage image and ways to
efficiently monitor different image dimensions ne¢a be established. Several important
guestions arising from this gap will be addressethis article. First, can a reliable method be
developed to measure firms’ projected employer \agbpimage in an efficient way via
computer-aided text analysis (CATA)? Second, isjgmted employer image different from
company-independent, perceived image views of pialeand current employees (i.e., construed
employer image)? Finally, a third question pertdms$he predictive validity of employer image
and which of the two image types and related dimnoess(i.e., projected vs. perceived employer
image) best predicts individual and organizatiomaicomes such as organizational attraction,

firm performance, or market value.
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To answer these questions, we apply computer-aieetdanalysis through automated
coding and processing of large amounts of webpaxge $pecifically, we analyze company and
employment webpage text of the U.S. Fortune 500peones to measure and analyze firms’
projected employer image. Perceived employer imagssessed through employee evaluations
on the employer-rating platform Glassdoor. To emtdworganizational attraction, we build on the
annual results of a well-established U.S.-based bewloyer ranking awarded by Fortune
Magazine and Great Place to Work.

This paper contributes to the organizational afitraness and employer image literature
in several ways. First, it provides an innovatipp@ach and method to analyze firms’ projected
employer image. This study is among the first teestigate employer image building content on
an organizational level that analyzes large-saaté data of a widely used digital medium (i.e.,
company webpages) in a structured and efficientagmi. To date, only a few studies have
applied content analysis in this context (e.g.,adplGohlke, Gilmore, & Rosiello, 2013).

Second, our study simultaneously contemplates antpares different perspectives and
types of employer image (i.e., projected vs. peextiimage). Whereas previous studies have
predominantly focused on the construed perspecivemployees, the current study connects
both the firm’s and the employees’ perspectivealiynfrom a practical perspective, the study
provides organizations with an effective and ediiti tool to monitor their ideally projected
employer image and identify the need for adjustménthat image is not in line with their
desired employer value proposition (i.e., to-be leygr image) or is non-distinguishable from
labor market competition.

As an overarching conceptual framework to measanalyze and structure employer

image, we build on the marketing-based instrumesyaibolic framework that has been
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transferred and translated to an employment confeidvens & Highhouse, 2003). This
framework has been applied in a variety of contéxtgvestigate and structure different image
dimensions and attributes. These includgective tangible image attributes/dimensions (i.e.,
instrumental), andsubjective intangible attributes/dimensions (i.e., symhole.g., Kausel &
Slaughter, 2011; Lievens & Highhouse, 2003; Slaughter & Greguras, 2009; Van Hoye, Bas,
Cromheecke, & Lievens, 2013). Although we do nadimol that the instrumental-symbolic
framework is fully exhaustive to capture employ®age in its entirety, we believe it is a good
starting point to analyze employer image. Accorbjinipe following sections will describe how a
method is developed to reliably measure employagerbased on the instrumental and symbolic
image dimensions.

The remainder of this paper is structured as faloWe first introduce content analysis
and computer-aided text analysis, including oueaesh questions and theoretical background on
extant employer image research. Next, we introdugemethod, including data collection and
the establishment of different types of construdidity. We then present our results to the related
research questions. Finally, the paper concludésaviliscussion of the results, the limitations of

the current study, and an outline of future redeauggestions.
2 Theoretical background

The following section describes the theoreticalkigaound of developing a measure on
the basis of content analysis — specifically corepaided text analysis. In the first part of this
section we define our research questions relatédet@stablishment of the measure. In part two
of this section, we briefly describe the theordtifmundations of employer image and the

instrumental-symbolic image framework.
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2.1  Content analysis and computer-aided text analysis

Content analysis is a research technique used dtemreplicable and valid inferences by
interpreting and coding textual material” and “altjeely and systematically identifying
specified characteristics of messag@#dlsti, 1969; Krippendorff, 2012; Terry, 2017, p. 14). By
applying content analysis, qualitative data cancbeverted into quantitative data through the
systematic evaluation of text; therefore, this has been used as an effective method to capture
constructs that are usually difficult to measuréai® Broberg, Cogliser, & Brigham, 2010).
Although traditionally and frequently used in thecsl sciences, the method has only recently
become more widespread among organizational schafat in the management research domain
(Duriau et al 2007; Short et al., 2010; Terry, 2017). For example, in order to study the
interaction between firms and their environmentganizationally produced texts such as annual
reports have been widely analyzed as a preferreedsgairce (Duriau et al., 2007).

Generally, types of content analyses vary in teomtheir different approaches and the
techniques with which the underlying steps are ootetl. A widely accepted protocol by Weber
(1990) lists eight steps for creating, testing anglementing a text-coding scheme for content
analysis. Specifically, these steps comprise: ljinden of the recording units (e.g., word,
phrase); 2) Definition of the coding categories (e.g., instrumental and symbolic employer image
dimensions); 3) Test of coding on a sample text (e.g., company webpage text); 4) Assessment of
the accuracy and reliability of sample coding (elguman coder vs. computesded); 5)
Revision of the coding rules; 6) Return to step 3 until sufficient reliability is reached; 7) Coding
of all the text; and 8) Assessment of the achieved reliability and aacyr

In this study, we apply computer-aided text analyS§IATA), a content analysis technique

that allows for processing large text-based datapses with high speeds and reliabilities (i.e.,
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high consistency in measuring the construct; Short et al., 2010). In essence, similarly to human
coding schemes and approaches, CATA builds on veamtence, or paragraph usage in a text to
systematically make inferences about the authogstat models and intentiori€arley, 1997,
Morris, 1994). However, in comparison to human ngdiCATA provides both higher speed and
greater reliability (Short et al., 2010). While hamncoding schemes are rather error-prone, CATA
provides perfect coder reliability when applyingtaen coding rules to a text (Weber, 1990).
Another advantage of CATA is that the same text lmareasily analyzed with various category
schemes (i.e., dictionaries), and these dictioracen be simply modified in case of errors or
required changes (Weber, 1990).

An often-occurring issue in content analyses pestéd assessing construct validity (i.e.,
whether a measure adequately quantifies the underlying concept; Bagozzi, Yi, & Phillips, 1991).

In order to establish, assess, and enhance validign using CATA, the management literature
typically addresses four types of validity, whiale #urther described in the following section and
are later established in this paper: content, eatediscriminant, and predictive validity (Shott e
al., 2010).

Contentvalidity (i.e., the degree to which a measure wagst the full area of a specific
construct; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) can, for example, btaklshed from botldeductively
and inductively derived word lists. Whereas deductively derivedrdvbsts are derived from
theory to develop a coding scheme, inductivelywdetiword lists are explorative and are based
on relevant texts of interest, which are analyzedbtential words (Duriau et al., 2007). Next, in
order to ensurexternalvalidity (i.e., the generalizability of findings across multiple settings;
Cook, Campbell, & Day, 1979), organizational reskars should both select appropriate text in

which the relevant construct can be practicallyested and use two or more additional sampling
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frames in which the measure can be tested (e.g., application to different populations; Short et al.,
2010).

Next, assessindiscriminantvalidity (i.e., the degree to which a construatistinct from
other constructs; Campbell & Fiske, 1959) involves assessing constunensionality (i.e., in
cases when multiple measures belong to one cotjstAuzisual inspection of content analysis
results from multiple word lists in a correlatioratrix is therefore recommended (Short et al.,
2010). Finally, predictive (i.e., nomological) \dity (i.e., the degree to which a measure predicts
another construct to which it is theoretically connected; Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) has only been
addressed to a limited extent in research usingeabranalysis (Short et al., 2010). In order to
test the predictive validity of a measure, bestfitas propose to assess variables not captured by
content analysis in order to avoid common method bias (e.g., archival data; Short et al., 2010).

Given the above-mentioned approach for applyingtesdnanalysis and specifically
computer-aided text analysis, as well as the coasbf interest (i.e., firms’ projected employer

image), this paper will address the following resbajuestions:

Research Question:1Using CATA, is it possible to establish a new netthat reliably
and efficiently measures firms’ projected emplageage as communicated by their company and

employment webpages?

Research Question:2s projected employer image as measured throirgisfcompany

and employment webpages distinct from perceivedogempimage views of (potential)

employees?
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Research Question does projected employer image as expressed throogipany and
employment webpages predict other constructs, as@drganizational attractiveness, firms’
market capitalization and performance? If so, wiyge of employer image (i.e., firms’ projected

employer image vs. perceived employer image) bptéglicts these constructs?

Table 1lI-1 summarizes the research questions aogiges an overview of how the

different questions will be addressed in the follogvsections using CATA.

Table 111-1: Overview of research questions and methodical gmbrosing CATA

Research Question (RQ) Methodical Approach Using CATA

RQ1: Using CATA, is it possible to establis| Content validity

a new method that reliably and efficiently - Generation of deductively derived word lists based
measures firms’ projected employer image definitions of theoretical construct and sub-camss in
communicated by their company and literature, as well as synonym dictionaries
employment webpages? - Generation of inductively derived word lists based

inspection and exploration of sample text, as agll
identification of frequently-used words matchingistiuct
of interest
- Validation of exhaustive word lists by experts and
assessment of interrater reliability
- Refinement and finalization of word list/dictionary
External validity
- Assessment of different samples not previouslyidet
in establishing content validity (e.qg., differembssample,
text from different points in time)
Dimensionality
- Assessment of correlation matrix of sub-dimensidunes
to multidimensionality of employer image constr(ic.,
instrumental-symbolic image dimensions)
Reliability
- Analysis and coding of text with LIWC (linguistinguiry
and word count) software (Pennebaker & Graybedl120
based on previously defined word lists per image
dimension
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RQ2: Is projected employer image as Discriminant validity

measured through firms’ company and - Assessment of correlation matrix for projected eyet
employment webpages distinct from image dimensions (i.e., generated from webpagé aext
perceived/self-reported employer image vie employee perceived employer image dimensions

of (potential) employees? (obtained from employer ratings via Glassdoor)

- Assessment of correlations and potential discrépanc

RQ3: Does projected employer image as  Predictive (nomological) validity

expressed through company and employm« - Best employer ratings (i.e., Fortune Best Placé¥dok
webpages predict other constructs, such as For), firm value (i.e., market capitalization), afivan
organizational attractiveness, firms’ market performance (i.e., Tobin'g) used as dependent variables
capitalization and performance? If so, what - Hierarchical multiple linear regression analysititey

type of employer image (i.e., firms’ projecte predictive validity of projected employer image
employer image vs. perceived employer (generated from webpage text) and perceived employe
image) better predicts these constructs? image (obtained from employer ratings via Glasspoor

The following part will briefly describe the congtt of interest (i.e., employer image)
and extant research in the field for which condtuadidity using CATA will be established in
this article.

2.2 Employer image and the instrumental-symbolic framewrk

Employer image is conceptualized as a facetmoployer knowledgg.e., a “job seeker’s
memories and assiations regarding an organization”; Cable & Turban, 2001, p. 123) and
describes an employees’ “content of beliefs [...]wlen employer” (Cable & Turban, 2001, p.
125). Extant research has extensively analyzedethployer image dimension of employer
knowledge, as well as how different job and orgaman-related attributes and combinations in
various contexts predict individual and organizadilooutcomes (e.g., organizational attraction,
job pursuit intentions, job satisfaction, applicgol quantityand quality; Cable & Turban,
2003; Collins & Han, 2004; Lievens, Van Hoye, & Schreurs, 2005; Schlager, Bodderas, Maas, &
Cachelin, 2011). For example, there has been @sear employer image attributes in different
professional branches and industrieg.( shipping, nursing, military; Fréchette, Bourhis, &

Stachura, 2013; Lievens, 2007; Thai & Latta, 2010), in companies of different size (e.g., start-
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ups; Tumasjan et al., 2011), or across organizatiordiffarent cultures (e.g., Atlantic vs. Asia-
Padfic region; Baum & Kabst, 2013b).

Employer image attributes can be categorized inaraos ways. Marketing-based brand
image theory, for example, distinguishes betweemdlyxt-related (i.e., attributes directly related
to the product or service), and non-product-relateaige attributes (i.e., external aspects related
to the purchase or consumption of a product or service; D. A. Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993).
Translated to an employment context, these imagemsions could be interpreted as job-related
and non-job-related employer image attributes. &msvand Highhouse (2003) have therefore
translated and transferred the brand marketingebaisav into the employment context (i.e., in
particular to a recruitment context), in which thbgve categorized employer image into
instrumentalimage (i.e., functional, utilitarian job and orgaational attributes) andymbolic
image dimensions (i.e., selfpressive organizational attributes; Gardner & Levy, 1955; Keller,
1993, 2011).

Instrumental attributes objectively describe thb gnd the employing organization in
terms of tangible, factual, and concrete associattbat the employer has or does not have, thus
allowing employees to maximize their benefits anchimize their costs (e.g., pay, bonuses,
location, working hours; Lievens & Highhouse, 2003). However, employeestaation to
organizations cannot be explained solely on thesbaf instrumental job and organizational
attributes (Lievens & Highhouse, 2003). Theref@agmnbolic employer image attributes in turn
depict the job and employing organization in tewhsntangible (non-job/organization-related),
subjective attributes that (potential) employeesgusto an employer (e.g., specific traits such as
prestige, sincerity, or innovativeness; Lievens & Highhouse, 2003). Such traits allow empks

to “express themselves, maintain their self-idgntir to increase their self-image” (J. Aaker,
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1997; Lievens & Highhouse, 2003, p. 79). Many of the symbolic image dimensions are based o
(organizational) brand personality conceptualizagiole.g., J. Aaker, 1997) and comprise
dimensions such as sincerity, competence, or ereite

Overall, current research has shown that the im&nal-symbolic framework, as
adopted from brand marketing, is an effective amduable categorization to analyze and
structure dimensions of employer image. As a gémereclusion, both dimensions were found to
positively predict both attitudinal and behaviooaltcomes, such as employer attractiveness or
job pursuit intentionse(g., Lemmink, Schuijf, & Streukens, 2003; Lievens et al., 2005; Van Hoye
& Saks, 2011). Research has shown that symbolibaties are almost equally effective across
different groups of (potential) employees, whergmssrumental attributes explained the highest
variance among actual applicants because they $@e@fic information collection needs in a
pre-employment phase (Lievens, 2007). However, sjialtraits are of particular relevance in
an internal context (i.e., current employees), ihich, for example, competence predicts
employees’ organizational identification (Lievertsagé, 2007). Moreover, both employer image
dimensions are moderated by contextual elementdy as individual characteristics (Baum &
Kabst, 2013a) or culture (Baum & Kabst, 2013b)thieir effect on individual and organizational
recruitment and retention outcomes. The followirgasurement approach therefore builds on the
instrumental-symbolic dimensions of employer image.

The majority of research in the field of employerage and organizational attractiveness
has mainly focused on the image perspective of npiale employees and how certain
(instrumental-symbolic) employer value propositi@ifect attitudinal and behavioral outcomes
among (potential) employees (Lievens & Slaughtet,6). In contrast, little research has focused

on the signaling effect of image attributes fromeamployer’s perspective or on how a distinctive
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image can be measured and monitored to ensure irolagey and consistency (Theurer,
Tumasjan, Welpe, & Lievens, 2018). Nonethelessh loiage clarity and image consistency are
of importance to enhance credibility and perceigadlity, as well as to lower perceived risk and
employee information cost (Wilden, Gudergan, & lSn@010). In summary, it is pivotal to
develop methods to measure projected image in @odeetter understand employees’ reactions

and adjust image dimensions in a targeted manner.
3 Data and method

In the following sections, we will present our dietd approach and samples for each of
the previously introduced research questions.
3.1 Research question 1: Establishing construct validyt

The next paragraphs will describe our sample aadltfierent steps to establish content
and external validity using CATA to address reseaygestion 1.
3.1.1 Company and employment webpage sample

For the purpose of this study, corporate and enmpéoyt webpage data of the U.S.
Fortune 500 companies were evaluated. The Fort®d Wwhich comprises a list of the 500
largest U.S. corporations by total revenue in ealigear, is published on an annual basis by the
Fortune magazine (Fortune, 2016). With a total mfuad $12 trillion in revenues and $840
billion in profits, the Fortune 500 companies regarged around two thirds of the U.S. GDP in
2016 (Fortune, 2016). For this study, the Fortu@@ Bst of companies from 2013 was chosen
(Fortune, 2014). Actual webpage data (text onlyyeneollected in the period from May‘3
2014, to December 392014.

Text data were collected in a stepwise approach.flrst step, broad webpage categories

with employer-relevant information were mutuallyfided by screening webpage content of
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selected companies. The initial categorizationudetl the following six areas, which were
related to the typical naming of common webpagdigex 1) “About”, 2) “Careers”, 3)
“Diversity and Inclusion”, 4) “Community”, 5) “Vales and Responsibility”, and 6) “Culture”.
All pages that included product-relevant informatiwwere excluded due to their company-
specific and non-comparable nature. An extenssteoli the categories included in and excluded
from the analysis can be found in Appendix A.

In a second step, all relevant sub-categories wdgatified, satisfying the following
criteria: Only information in the above-mentionegas relevant to build employer image and
having the potential to influence (prospective) &wees’ attraction was included (e.qg.,
Uggerslev et al., 2012). Moreover, data needecttditectly analyzable through text mining (i.e.,
only pages with text were analyzed, while graphinsgages, PDFs, and similar content were
omitted). As a result, a total of 80 subgroups weeatified: “About” (20 sub-groups), “Careers”
(16 sub-groups), “Diversity and Inclusion” (six sgioups), “Community” (19 sub-groups),
“Values and Responsibility” (16 sub-groups), andiftGre” (three sub-groups).

Overall, 41 out of a total of 80 identified and pibde sub-groups were ultimately used in
the sample (51.3%). For example, within the “Abocdtegory, 16 sub-categories were excluded
due to non-relevance or non-analyzability througtt mining (e.g., “Investor Relations”, “Legal
Information”, “SEC Guidelines”, “Subsidiaries”, afid/ebsite Privacy Policy”). In the “Careers”
category, eight categories were kept, while ano#ght were excluded (e.g., “Hiring Process”,
“Recruiting, “Events”, “FAQ”, and “Requirements”J.he complete list of initially identified and
chosen sub-groups can also be found in Appendix A.

The third step focused on the actual gatheringheftext data. For each sub-group and

webpage, four research assistants collected a#rhiggs and text data across the companies in
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scope. Text was collected in both the originalhltformat and a plain-text-only format (i.e.,
“.txt"). For the subsequent content analysis, dhly plain-text files were used and aggregated on
a firm level. Companies with non-accessible webpdgey., pages that were offline due to recent
mergers or non-loading due to technical restrigjpas well as limited company online presence
not including the aforementioned categories, were xclueled (e.q.,
http://www.berkshirehathaway.com). These stepsltexsin an initial text dataset based on a list
of 486 companies.

In a final step, companies with websites containess than a total of 1,000 words were
excluded to ensure sufficient input data per conppamd comparability across organizations.
This threshold led to a further reduction of companresulting in a final sample of 461
corporations (92%) with a total of more than 11,i0@ividual webpages and more than 4.1
million words. On average, each analyzed companlsite consisted of around 24 distinct,
individual webpagesSD = 18.42) and a total of 8,923 word&)= 8,581), ranging from 1,000 to
95,689 words per company website. In terms of itvtess the final sample comprised nine
industry divisions based on the U.S. Standard hmdusClassification (SIC) system (Labor,
2017): Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing= 1; 0.2%); Mining (n = 13; 2.8%); Construction (n =
6; 1.3%); Manufacturing (n = 176; 38.2%); Transportation, Communications, Electric, Gas and
Sanitary Servicen(= 73; 15.8%); Wholesale Trade (n = 25; 5.4%); Retail Trade (n=52; 11.3%);
Finance, Insurance and Real Estate (9; 15.0%); and Services (n = 46 10.0%).

3.1.2 Content validity: Dictionary development
In the following section, a measure is developedt thuilds on a dictionary of

instrumental and symbolic employer image attribwgk which the webpage text was analyzed.
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3.1.2.1 Deductively derived dictionary

In a first step, it was important to unambiguoudéfine the construct of interest and to
assess its dimensionality in line with the relevastature (Short et al., 2010). Employer image
has been defined as the “set of beliefs that a gebker holds about the attributes of an
organization” (Cable & Turban, 2001, p. 125). Altigh there exist numerous ways to categorize
image attribute dimensions, we followed the fredlyensed categorization of Lievens and
Highhouse (2003), who broadly distinguish betweetrumental (i.e., objective, tangible job and
organizational attributes) and symbolic (i.e., sgbye, intangible, non-job/organization-related
attributes) employer image dimensions. We thereti@at employer image as a multidimensional
construct.

In the second step, we collected sub-dimensions) ftke formal definitions of the
instrumental and symbolic employer image constructthe literature. For example, Lievens
(2007), in his study about attractiveness in thigiBa army, identified nine instrumental factors
(i.e., sociallteam activities, physical activitisstucture, advancement, travel opportunities, pay
and benefits, job security, educational opportasjtiand task diversity) and six symbolic
dimensions (i.e., sincerity, cheerfulness, excit@meompetence, prestige, and ruggedness).
Whereas the instrumental dimensions were baseceomsructured interviews, the symbolic
trait dimensions originated in the (consumer) bramdsonality scale developed by J. Aaker
(1997).

To identify a comprehensive range of image sub-dsimns, we analyzed 13 studies in
the field of employer image and organizational aativeness. Overall, we identified 12
instrumental and eight symbolic image dimensiorad tave been mentioned by at least two or

more studies. A complete list of the identifiectdd@ture and image dimensions can be found in
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Appendix B. Our final selection consisted of sixndplic image dimensions (i.e., sincerity,
innovativeness, competence, prestige, ruggedneds;heeerfulness) and four instrumental image
dimensions (i.e., pay, benefits, advancement, @achivork).

For the instrumental dimension, we had to omit ssdveub-dimensions that either
represent combined terms that cannot technicallyapéured via CATA, as we used single words
as the unit of analysis (e.g., “challenging worktask demand”, “job security”, “working
conditions”, “working atmosphere”, “customer oriatibn”), or are too diverse to include all
potential words (e.g., “location”, for which all fmtially available cities and countries would
need to be captured). For the symbolic dimensi@anhave treated “excitement” in the same way
as “innovativeness”, and we have treated “robusthniesthe same way as “ruggedness” because
they build on similar measures and are often usetdhangeably (e.g., Schreurs, Druart, Proost,
& De Witte, 2009; Van Hoye et al., 2013).

In line with recommended approaches in managemeditpgychological research, we
decided to use CATA withsingle words as the unit of analysis (Pennebaker, Mehl, &
Niederhoffer, 2003; Short et al., 2010). The third step therefore comprised the collectidn
exhaustive, discrete word lists for each of theotbtcal sub-dimensions. We collected related
words from the online lexical database WordNtiller, 1995; Miller, Beckwith, Fellbaum,
Gross, & Miller, 1990) and the website thesaurus.to identify meaningfully related words and
synonyms. This was done with all terms associatéd @& dimension in the literature (e.g.,
competence, including adjectives such as “compgetegitable”, “intelligent”, and “successful”).
The benefits dimension was further complementedréguently quoted fringe benefits on the

employer review website Glassdoor.cof@.g., maternity, childcare, sabbatical). The exgeers

* URL: https://www.glassdoor.com/blog/top-20-employee-tieneerks/(accessed: 16.04.2017).
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then validated the word lists by comparing the tdied words with the theoretical definition of
each dimension.

Of the 595 words initially generated from the lktiere, the lexical databases,
Glassdoor.com, and words added by the raters, 43dsmvere retained for further analyses
(sincerity = 36 words; innovativeness = 45 words; competence = 37 words; prestige = 32 words;
ruggedness = 62 words; cheerfulness = 66 words; pay = 35 words; benefits = 44 words;
advancement = 47 words; and teamwork = 27 words). Interrater reliability for the il in-/out-
of-scope rating across all dimensions using Coh&ajgpa (Landis & Koch, 1977) ranged
from .20 to .47, demonstrating on average a “fair” agreement between the raters (i.e., .30; Landis
& Koch, 1977, p. 165). In cases of dissent, fingleement on the inclusion of a word in a
category was reached through joint discussion antomgaters.
3.1.2.2 Inductively derived dictionary

The deductive approach was afterwards complemenitdan inductive approach. On
the basis of a randomly generated sub-sample ofortune 500 sample, representing 80% of
the full sample of organizations and therefore enhfi.e., 369 corporations with 8,869 webpages
and almost 3.4 million words), we generated a cemm@nsive list of frequently used words
(Short et al., 2010). To do this, we used a fumetiiby of the text analysis program DICTION
(Short & Palmer, 2008), which can return a lissofcalled “insistence words”. Insistence words
include all nouns and noun-derived adjectives titaur three or more times in a standard 500-
word sectiorT. Ultimately, insistence words determine the dependef a text on often-repeated

words. The program returned a list of 5,890 womdsnf our sample texts (including company

5 As stated in the manual of DICTION version 7. h8(://www.dictionsoftware.cola
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names and nonsense words due to writing mistakes)were again subjected to the rating of
experts in the field.

Each of the raters was asked to independently deterwhether a word was in or out of
scope and to assign it to one of the 10 instrunhe@mtaymbolic image dimensions. The coding
was again guided by the definitions of the releviastrumental-symbolic image dimensions,
which also formed the basis for the generatiorhefinitial deductively derived word lists.

This process resulted in a list of 201 additionairds that previously had not been
included in the deductive approach and had thengateto be included. We again measured
interrater reliability using Cohen’s kappa (Landis Koch, 1977) for whether a word was
considered in or out of scope. Across all dimersionterrater reliability on average was .52,
indicating a “moderate” strength of agreement (Lisr& Koch, 1977, p. 165). Finally, the list
was refined through an iterative discussion probesaeen the raters in cases where a word was
identified by one or two but not all raters, asIvad in cases where different dimensions were
assigned. In summary, this process resulted ist aflian additional 126 words from the inductive
approach.

3.1.3 External validity

To test the external validity and generalize thalifigs of our measure across multiple
settings, we looked at different samples to asseggoyer image using CATA. Although external
validity is typically tested with similar data salep of other sources in which the construct of
interest is expected, this approach was not vitdle¢he current study. As the webpage sample
already comprised the 500 largest U.S. companiesetwas nothing comparable available.
Therefore, we decided to split the overall samplg eonsider a sub-sample of it as an equivalent

‘external’ source to generalize our results.
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While the total sample consisted of 461 companiesused only 369 companies (i.e.,
80% of the companies and around 80% of the webpage content; see previous section) for the
development of the inductive word list. The remagithus far unused sample of= 92
companies was used to assess external validitythéefore ensured that our constructs of
interest (i.e., instrumental-symbolic employer imatimensions) could be well expected in the
chosen sample because of comparable content (&hairt 2010). It is important to note that the
companies and thus webpage text from the sub-sangke explicitlyexcludedrom the creation
of the inductive dictionary. For the assessmengxaérnal validity, we then compared our sub-
sample with a randomly selected sample from theam@my companies. To ensure that
differences between samples were not influencedhbydifferent sample sizes, we selected a
sample of the same size in terms of selected coiepfh= 92).

Moreover, we also established a comparison ovee tingeneralize our findings even
further and to increase confidence in our meadaraddition to the 2014 webpage sample, we
collected, where possible, webpage data from three s®ompanies and webpage categories in the
past (i.e., before 2014). We were therefore able@¢asure and compare image changes over time
and used historical data as an additional sourestblish external validity. To obtain historical
webpage data, we used the “Wayback MacHijre’freely accessible digital archive of the World
Wide Web created by the Internet Archive, a nonprafganization based in San Francisco,
California. The engine randomly revisits webpagesrg few weeks or months and archives
them. To date, the organization has archived ni@e 2O years of web history, comprising more

than 279 billion webpages (Archive, 2017).

® Further information available under URLitps://web.archive.org
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We initially conducted random checks on differeminpanies and realized that the further
back in time we went, the less data was availdblerder to capture a relatively large webpage
text sample and compare companies across diff@nts in time, we decided to focus on the
years 2010 and 2012. The historical webpage dasaceitected between March and June 2015.
To access the 2010 and 2012 webpages, we past@@1IddJRLs (uniform resource locator) of
our previously described 2014 sample pages intsdaech field of the Wayback Machine. As
different points in time throughout the year werailble, we chose to access the earliest
possible date in the respective years. In the ¢eess, the link already existed and we copied the
text of both years as we had done for 2014. Altérely, we faced two possible scenarios: Either
the specific page was not available (“page notiaecti), or the Wayback Machine returned that
the page could not be crawled (i.e., “page canisglalyed due to robots.txt”). In the first case,
we started from the historical home page, thengsed through the relevant categories (where
available) and finally recorded the text and akitre links. Companies in the latter case had to
be excluded due to (“crawl!”) blockers restrictitg tarchiving of their pages.

The initial search returned available webpage ttata 244 of the 461 companies across
all three points in time (i.e., 2010, 2012, and40The further back in time we went, the fewer
pages were available. In 2010, only 2,420 paget aitotal of around 700,000 words and an
average of 2,831 words per company, were availébl2012, 4,685 pages, with a total of more
than 1.1 million words and an average of 4,494 wqrelr company, were available. In a second
step, we again excluded companies with less thatahof 1,000 words. This resulted in a final
“historical” sample of 163 companies across therye&910, 2012, and 2014. On average, for

these companies and points in time, 13 pages witpd4words (year 2010), and 17 pages with
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5,676 words (year 2012) were available. For the 2842, this reflected around 55% of the total
words identified in 2014, and for 2010 this refegtround 39% of the total words in 2014.
3.1.4 Dimensionality

Due to the multidimensional nature of the emplayegsige construct, we created multiple
dictionaries for the different instrumental and $giic sub-dimensions (specifically, we created
four instrumental image word lists and six symbafiage word lists). In order to assess the
dimensionality of employer image, we created a elation matrix of the different sub-
dimensions based on the CATA scores and thus tffereht dictionaries. Uncorrelated
dimensions generally imply that potentially diffeteonstructs are being assessed. On the other
side, excessively high correlations (i.e., morentl&)) imply that it might make sense to merge
the sub-dimensions into a single dimension (Shorale 2010). In a final step, we also
aggregated and compared the different sub-dimesigienimage category (i.e., instrumental vs.
symbolic) to make a higher-level comparison.
3.1.5 Reliability

For the large-scale coding of the company and eynpdoit webpage sample with
instrumental and symbolic employer image categpviesrelied on computer-aided text analysis
to ensure reliability. CATA is particularly benafit as it minimizes potential errors made by
human coders, usually due to insufficient codeining or fatigue, particularly in the case of
larger samples (Krippendorff, 2012). CATA therefpr@vides an efficient and effective method
to process large text-based data with high spestdigw costs, and without any coder bias
(Stevenson, 2001).

For this study, we applied the text analysis saféwd IWC” (Linguistic Inquiry and

Word Count; Pennebaker, Boyd, Jordan, & Blackburn, 2015; Pennebaker, Francis, & Booth,
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2001; Tausczik & Pennebaker, 2010). LIWC has been frequently used to éxampsychological
constructs, such as emotional expression or pdigonenits, across various psychological
domains(e.g., Fast & Funder, 2008; Kahn, Tobin, Massey, & Anderson, 2007). In line with
similar programs (e.g., DICTION; Short & Palmer, 2008), LIWC builds on single wo@lating
based on either pre-defined and validated dictiesand scales or, as in our case, custom-made
dictionaries (i.e., word lists; Boyd & Pennebaker, 2015). Our final custom-maddiahary to
measure projected employer image dimensions wasllmasthe word lists that were generated in
the deductive and inductive steps described imptheious sections of this article.
3.2  Research question 2: Discriminant validity of the mployer image dictionary

The next section addresses the question of whdifierent types and perspectives of the
employer image construct are distinct from eactemwtfe., firms’ projected vs. employees’
perceived employer image). Although the two imagmes$ are conceptually similar with each
other, we expect that there is a difference betwbenmage that companies communicate and
the employer image that (potential) employees peecéAllen, Mahto, & Otondo, 2007). The
reasons for this lie in a sequential process, iddal differences, and other contextual factors.
First, employers define their ideal image basedvbat theybelieveis attractive to (potential)
employees. Second, (potential) employees receventssage and react differently to it based on
both individual differences (i.e., person-organaffit), as well as other contextual factors such
as the relative image of a competitor (SlaughteG&giras, 2009; Theurer et al., 2018). As a
consequence, the two images are not necessaliheiwith each other.

We first describe our sample related to the peetkiemployer image perspective.

Perceived employer image dimensions were based hen eémployer review website
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Glassdoor.com, on which current and past emplogaasrate their employers. Afterwards, we
will explain our approach to test discriminant dély between the two image measures.
3.2.1 Perceived employer image

To assess (potential) employees’ perceived empioyage views and compare them with
firms’ projected webpage image, we collected employating data from the website
Glassdoor.com.Glassdoor is one of the fastest-growing job armduignent websites, holding a
rapidly growing database of millions of companyiesys (Glassdoor, 2017a). Current and former
employees can anonymously review their (former andent) company, including, but not
limited to, experience reports; ratings of senior leadership, culture and values; and salary and
other employee benefits (Glassdoor, 2017a).

Although companies can flag and respond to theevewj they cannot manipulate or
remove reviews. Glassdoor ensures that reviewdratigful but does not allow disclosure of
confidential, non-public internal information (Gtaor, 2017b). Each reviewer can only submit
one review per employer, peeay, per review type (e.g., company review; Glassdoor, 2017c).
Reviews are verified by checking, for example, ewpks (company) email addresses
(Glassdoor, 2017c). Glassdoor therefore promisesate the most authentic, transparent and
valuable information about employers (Glassdoot,72)).

Comprehensive ratings for the companies in theesodphis study were obtained in July
2015 by downloading employer-based rating data thia Glassdoor APl (Application-
Programming-Interface). After selecting the companin scope, the API returns a .csv output
file, which includes review scores for all potehtrmatches to a company name until the

download date. To ensure that the right company sedéected, we compared website URLs as

" URL: https://www.glassdoor.com/index.hitaccessed: 07.07.2015).
8 URL: https://www.glassdoor.com/developer/index.l{ancessed: 07.07.2015).
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stated in the reviews by company and our Forturiesginple. In cases where subsidiaries were
listed as well, we always selected the reviewshef t).S.-based holding company, where the
majority of the reviews were usually available. ®atere collected in the following categories:
Company name, website, industry, overall numberathgs, overall rating, rating description,
culture and values rating, senior leadership ratocgmpensation and benefits rating, career
opportunities rating, work-life balance rating, seamend-to-friend rating, CEO name, CEO
number of ratings, and CEO-approve and disappratieg. Not all of the collected categories
were used in the subsequent analysis.

From the 461 companies in the scope of our 2014sagd sample, employer ratings for
446 companies (97%) were obtained. Overall, datahe 446 companies comprised 460,117
individual reviews with an average of 1,032 revigves company 3D = 1,860). The ratings in
the above-mentioned categories were based on abipkert-type scale (1 = “very distisfied;

5 = “very satisfied”; Glassdoor, 2017d). Across all companies in scihygepverall average rating
was 3.29 §D = .43), while, for example, the average cultured amlues rating was 3.2%5D
= .51) and the senior leadership rating was 2337 .44)

To analyze the discriminant validity of projectesh@oyer webpage image dimensions,
we ensured that similar categories (i.e., imageedsions) from the perceived employer image
measure (e.g., Glassdoor dimensions) were compeitedeach other. Unfortunately, not all of
the selected instrumental-symbolic categories ftioenemployer webpage image dictionary were
available in the Glassdoor ratings. Therefore, wald not compare employer image measures
across all of the (projected) instrumental and sylimbdimensions. Specifically, only the
following instrumental-like categories from Glasedavere used to initially assess discriminant

validity and make inferences about the two imageasuees: “Career opportunities rating”
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(representing thadvancemendimension), “compensation and benefits ratingp(esenting the
pay and benefitsdimensions), “work-life balance rating” (represegtthe benefitsdimension
only), and the “overall rating” (representing athgloyer instrumental-symbolic employer image
dimensions).

We do, however, acknowledge the limitations in ttmmparison of the respective
dimensions and thus the approach used to comparevth measures of image. First, not all of
the dimensions are available in the perceived eyeplonage measure. Second, the categories
may not be a perfect fit; however, they should give a good comparative indication of employee
evaluations in the respective image dimensions.

3.3 Research question 3: Predictive validity of projead and perceived employer image

Content analysis researchers have asserted thagtdse predictive validity of measured
constructs has often been neglected in contenysisadtudiegDuriau et al., 2007; Neuendorf,
2002; Short et al., 2010). Therefore, the following section will focus onvwhdhe predictive
validity of projected employer (webpage) image wskblished.

3.3.1 Employer image as a predictor of organizational raittiveness

Prior research has shown that employer image pgeedarious attitudinal and behavioral
outcomes among potential and current employees (@gpnizational attractiveness, application
intentions, and job satisfaction; e.g., Baum & Kabst, 2013b; Ito, Brotheridge, & McFarland,
2013; Slaughter & Greguras, 2009). In particularly, organizational attractivenesashbeen
frequently used as a popular outcome variable gbredationships in a pre-employment context
(e.g., Uggerslev et al., 2012). We therefore exfeat increases in both projected and perceived
instrumental-symbolic image dimensions will be assed with increases in organizational

attractiveness among prospective and current eraptoy
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We relied on the results of “Best Places to WoBBPTW) competitions (e.g., Dineen &
Allen, 2016) as the dependent variable and measurerganizational attractiveness. BPTW
competitions represent a benchmarking of emplopgrtheir employees against certain criteria
(e.g., working conditions) and can therefore be stigred a signal and indicator of
organizational attractiveneg€arvalho & Areal, 2015; Dineen & Allen, 2016; Love & Singh,
2011). Qualified employers strategically use thememnhance familiarity through their positive
public signaling effect and to highlight certainage attributes (Love & Singh, 2011). Previous
studies have also used BPTW competitions, amontjgr aankings, as a measure of firm
reputation (e.g., Turban & Cable, 2003). In summBRTW competitions provide evaluations of
companies that demonstrate outstanding employeg&ams$ practices and are typically awarded
“as a function of employee engagement and compaRypkactice assessments” (Dineen &
Allen, 2016, p. 6).

For this study, we have obtained historical rankidgta from one of the most
comprehensive BPTW employee evaluations in Corporamerica, namely thel0O0 Best
Companies to Work Fo(Fortune, 2017)The ranking is established on an annual basis by
“Fortune” magazine in cooperation with “Great PlaseMork” and is based on the feedback of
more than 200,000 randomly selected employees frompanies with a minimum of 1,000
employeegFortune, 2017; Work, 2017). According to Great Place to Work, the survey ltsstan
be considered “highly reliable” with a “margin afer of 5% or less” (Work, 2017).

BPTW ranking data was obtained between the yeaf® 20 2015. Similar to the
approach by Turban and Cable (2003), companiesvezta score of 1 if they were listed in one

of the respective years and 0 if they were not. damh company, organizational attractiveness

° Results are freely accessible via URLD:/fortune.com/best-compani€atcessed: 16.10.2016),
or URL: https://www.greatplacetowork.com/best-workplace8/b@st(accessed: 16.10.2016).
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was operationalized as the sum of the annual sdm®geen the years 2010 and 2015. Overall,
attractiveness scores could range from 0 to 6. \@nage, companies in the scope of our sample
received a score of .BD= 1.21). Actual scores ranged from 0 to 6; specifically, 93% (n = 429)

of companies had a score of 0, .994=(4) had a score of 1, .7% € 3) had a score of 2, .4% (

= 2) had a score of 3, .7% € 3) had a score of 4, 1.7% € 8) had a score of 5, and 2.680

12) had a score of 6.

3.3.2 Employer image as a predictor of market capitalimat

While employer image research has mainly focusedpooximal (individual and
organizational) outcomes, the strategic human resomanagement (SHRM) literature has also
looked at more distal organizational outcomes ah&m resource management practices (e.g.,
operational and financial outcomes; Fulmer, Gerhart, & Scott, 2003; K. Jiang, D. Lepak, J. Hu, &

J. Baer, 2012a; Wright & Nishii, 2007). For example, both skill-enhancing and motivation
enhancing HR practices were found to directly ardirectly influence firms’ financial outcomes
(Jiang et al., 2012a).

Therefore, we introduced an additional outcomealde to test the predictive ability of
employer image — namely, firms’ total market capttion (i.e., market value), which is
defined as the number of ordinary shares multipbgdtheir share price (Bontis, Wu, Chen,
Cheng, & Hwang, 2005). The link between image ardket value is based on the assumption
that (initially intangible) HR practices and reldteutcomes (i.e., favorable employer image and
related attraction and motivation of competent awhmitted people) ultimately have an
influence on investors’ confidence in the futurengags of a company and, thus, on their
investment behavior (Theurer et al., 2018rich & Smallwood, 2004, 2005). This may be

particularly true for employer (webpage) image, athhas become increasingly salient to the
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public with the proliferation of the Internet. Priand related studies have found, for example, a
positive relationship between corporate reputataond stock performance (e.g., Vergin &
Qoronfleh, 1998).

Total market capitalization for the companies ioEe was obtained through Thomson
Reuters Datastream Professional. Specifically, seglithe Thomson Reuters Spreadsheet'f.ink
(TRSL), through which large (historical and reahdi) financial data can be retrieved via an
Excel plugin. Market capitalization was obtained floe years 2014 and 2010, the years from
which we collected our main webpage sample. Inyia 2014 (2010), from the 330 (142)
companies in scope, the companies had an averagetoapitalization of 45.5 billion USC50
= 68.7) (36.5 billion USD; SD= 51.7).

3.3.3 Employer image as a predictor of firm performance

In addition to testing market capitalization onyamore distal outcome variable, we also
tested the relationship between image and firmopevnce. Prior research has shown that
motivation-enhancing HR practices both directly ardirectly influence financial firm outcomes
(K. Jiang, D. P. Lepak, J. Hu, & J. C. Baer, 20128)tivation-enhancing practices comprise, for
example, compensation, incentives, and rewardschwlire also commonly highlighted in
employer image projections. To measure firm pertoroe, we calculated Tobing, which
expresses the value added by management and ugatatt by dividing a firm’s market value by
its replacement value (i.e., assets; Huselid, 1995). A value greater than 1 indicated thfirm’s
market value is greater than its book value ang thdicates that a firm's market value reflects

some unmeasured company assets (e.g., employeg)mag

10 Fyrther information available under URitp://trsl.thomsonreuters.com/
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Both market capitalization and asset value werénagfatained through Thomson Reuters
Datastream professional. In 2014 (2010), Tobinslue was 1.24 on averagel= 1.04) across

a sample of 330 companies (1.36 on aver8fess 1.19, across a sample of 142 companies).
4  Analysis and results

On the basis of the three research questions ablest the construct validity of projected
employer webpage image, the following sections dekcribe the results of the related analyses.
4.1 Research question 1: Establishing construct validjt

First, we start by describing the outcomes of ésfaing the content validity and external
validity of the employer webpage image dictionary.

4.1.1 Content validity

The final dictionary from both the deductive anduntive approaches consisted of 557
words (sincerity = 43 words; innovativeness = 57 words; competence = 57 words; prestige = 48
words; ruggedness = 66 words; cheerfulness = 69 words; pay = 39 words; benefits = 61 words;
advancement = 80 words; and teamwork = 37 words). The combined word lists for every
instrumental and symbolic image dimension servati@basis and input for the CATA
dictionary. Table IlI-2 presents the detailed whsts for each of the selected employer image

attributes.
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Table 111-2: Word lists for projected instrumental and symbelgployer image dimensions

Employer Image
Attribute/ Dimension

Content Analysis Word Lists with Expert Validation

Sincerity
(symbolic)

Innovativeness
(symbolic)

Competence
(symbolic)

Prestige
(symbolic)

Ruggedness
(symbolic)

aboveboard, anti-corruption, anticorruption, ag|eauthentic, bona-fide, dependable,
disciplined, down-to-earth, earnest, earnestneaishfdil, forthright, frank, genuine,
honest, honestly, honesty, natural, no-nonsendspoken, plain, pretensionless, real,
righteous, serious, serious-mindedness, seriousrsssere, sincerity, transparency,
transparent, true, true-blue, trustworthy, truthfulnaffected, unassumingness,
undesigning, unfeigned, unpretentious, up-frontphearted

advanced, all-new, audacious, boldness, breakthrowgnception, contemporary,

creation, cutting-edge, dare, daring, enlivenedtrepneneurial, entrepreneurship,
excited, excitement, exciting, excogitation, forddwoking, gamy, groundbreaking,

hardihood, ingenious, ingenuity, innovate, innomati innovations, innovator,

innovators, inspirit, invention, inventions, invex, leading-edge, mettlesome, modern,
new, newfangled, next-generation, origination, imdgjve, reinventing, spirit, spunky,

state-of-the-art, stimulate, transform, transfoiorgt transforming, untested, untried,
venturesome, venturous, vernal, young, youthfplpyi

accurately, achiever, adapted, adequate, analytiqgdropriate, capable, certificates,
certifications, clever, competence, competenciesipetency, competency-based,
competent, decent, efficient, endowed, experiene@gertise, functional, high-
efficiency, high-performance, high-performing, highality, information-driven,
intelligence, intelligent, knowing, level-headedevélheaded, pertinent, polished,
practiced, proficient, qualified, quality, reliaiby, reliable, satisfactory, savvy, schooled,
seasoned, secure, skilled, skills-based, skillsgiecialists, specialized, studied,
succeeder, success, successes, successful, sutbdieed, well-informed

ace, award-winning, awarded, awardees, awards, hbwark, celebrated, cool,

cultivated, distinguished, doctor, elegance, entinesteemed, exalted, famed, great,
honorable, honored, illustrious, important, impgsiimpressive, invaluable, leading,
mundaneness, mundanity, notable, premium, prestigestigious, prominent,

refinement, renowned, reputable, reputation, rdasgec respectful, respecting,

sophisticated, three-star, top-ranked, valued, &inwinners, world-class, worldliness,
worldly

able-bodied, athletic, athletics, boisterous, brgvimuilt, bully, full-bodied, goon, hale,

hard, hardiness, hardness, hardy, heavy, heftydlbog hooligan, huskiness, husky,
impregnable, inviolable, lustiness, lusty, masailinmuscular, potent, powerful,

powerhouse, prosperous, punk, racy, resilient,roigs, roaring, robust, robustious,
robustness, robustuous, rough, roughneck, rowdfyany ruffianly, rugged, ruggedness,
sinewy, snappy, solid, stiff, stout, strong, str@mmer, sturdy, substantial, thug, tough,
toughened, toughie, toughness, unattackable, vigoratal, yob, yobbo, yobo

51



[Il Essay 2: Substance or noise

Cheerfulness
(symbolic)

Pay
(instrumental)

Benefits
(instrumental)

Advancement
(instrumental)

Teamwork
(instrumental)

affable, affectionate, amiable, animated, animatiatientive, beneficial, blitheness,
bright, buoyancy, buoyant, cheer, cheerful, chdeefs, cheery, chipper, chirpy,
chummy, comfort, cordial, delight, effervescenttheisiastic, exuberance, favorable,
fraternal, friendly, gaiety, geniality, gladnesdeey good-natured, helpful, hilarity,
jauntiness, jaunty, jocundity, jolly, joy, joyfuljoyousness, lighthearted, liveliness,
lively, loving, loyal, merriment, merry, mirth, rghiborly, optimism, optimistic, original,
peaceful, peppy, perky, philanthropic, pleasantsyrosanguine, smooth, socially,
sunniness, sunny, sunshine, sympathetic, upbektpming, well-disposed

allowance, bacon, bread, co-pay, commission, cosgigm, defrayal, defrayment,
earnings, emoluments, fee, honorarium, income, nmdy, meed, pay, paycheck,
paychecks, payment, perquisite, pittance, proceedspmpensation, recompense,
redress, reimbursement, remuneration, requitalurmet reward, salaried, salary,
settlement, stipend, stipendium, take-home, takiwgge, wages

401, 401k, acupuncture, aerobics, aid, annuitisseta assistance, beneficiary, benefit,
benefit-eligible, benefits, betterment, bonus, hocknteen, childcare, classes, co-
insurance, company-paid, courses, daycare, dedistount, donation, ergonomic,

ergonomics, extras, favor, gravy, gym, healthchmidays, insurance, loan, massage,
massages, maternity, medical, medicare, parensa;time, paternity, pension, perk,

profitsharing, PTO, retirement, rewarding, sabladtiski, travel, vacation, volunteer,

welfare, wellness, work-life, worklife, worth, yagy, yoga

acceleration, achievable, achievers, acquire, advyamdvancement, amelioration,
betterment, boost, career, careers, careerstepacehcoaching, coursework, develop,
development, educate, education, elevation, empowerpowered, empowering,
empowerment, establish, evolution, evolve, expargansion, flourish, forward, foster,
furtherance, future, gain, grow, growth, guidancheadway, high-potential,
improvement, increase, internship, internshipsinieg, manager-in-training, maturate,
maturation, mentor, mentored, mentoring,, mentamlamentorship, modernise,
modernize, ontogenesis, ontogeny, opportunitiegpodpnity, preferment, prepare,
professional-development, progress, progressionpmete, promote-from-within,

promotes, promoting, promotion, raise, ripen, r@e;cession, successors, train, trail

alliance, assistance, associate, co-worker, co-@verkcoalition, cohort, collaborating,
collaborative, communities, community, communityséd, companion, confederacy,
confederation, cowork, coworker, coworkers, cras$aborate, federation, harmony,
intergenerational, lineup, partisanship, partnengaitnering, partnership, symbiosis,
synergism, synergy, team, teams, teamwork, teansyarion, unit, unity

Note.Deductively derived word lists were based on te#cal definitions of the employer image dimensionshe
literature, as well as synonym dictionaries (MéqrdNet, thesaurus.com). Inductively derived wastslwere based
on commonly used words from suitable text. Thelfamnmbined word lists were subjected to expert sssent and
rating. Of the 790 words initially generated by ttedluctive and inductive approaches, 557 words wselected by
the raters and retained for subsequent analyses.
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4.1.2 External validity

On the basis of the word lists presented above,efwmh webpage and instrumental-
symbolic dimension, we were able to calculate idabccurrence scores via CATA using LIWC
software. The scores were then aggregated on aacomevel and divided by the overall number
of words per company. We standardized the scordbdypumber of words in the webpages per
company to control for discrepancies in text lengtid make the results comparable across all
companies in the 2014 Fortune 500 sample (Shait,£2010).

Tables I1I-3 and 1lI-4 depict comparisons of the T&Aresults between the 2014 main
sample N = 369) and the 2014 sub-samph <€ 92; used as equivalent to adequate ‘external’
sources due to non-availability of comparable welepaxt), as well as the randomly chosen sub-
set of companies from our main sample to controlsBmple sizen(= 92). First, we conducted
one-sampld tests (compared to a test statistic of zero) faheastrumental-symbolic image
dimension as well as the aggregated instrumentabelic scores, to assess the presence of
language in line with firms’ projected employer igeaattributes in company and employment
webpages. While a zero result would have indicdated language in line with the chosen
employer image attributes was not present, theltsesiearly showed that all of the image
dimensions were present and significant acrossaatiples, indicating that the constructs could
also be generally detected and measured in ‘extecoaparable samples. In addition, the same
test was conducted with the webpage samples adiffess®nt points in time (i.e., 2010 and 2012
webpage samples of the same companies). Again,rabelts indicated the presence of
instrumental and symbolic employer image dimensidigh in the main sample and in the

comparable (external) sample (see Table 1lI-5).

53



[Il Essay 2: Substance or noise

Table 111-3: Evidence of language representing projected emplayage dimensions in company
and employment webpages (2014 samples)

Employer Image Dimension 2014 Main Sample FulN = 369) 2014 Sub-SampleN(= 92)
N M SD t Test N M SD t Test
Sincerity 369 14 13 21.58** 92 .16 A2 12.53**
Innovativeness 369 .36 A7 40.82** 92 .34 .18 18.79**
Competence 369 46 19 47.59** 92 A7 A7 27.27*
Prestige 369 .30 15 39.43** 92 31 .16 18.78**
Ruggedness 369 15 .08 33.33** 92 .15 10 15.26**
Cheerfulness 369 .07 .05 23.51** 92 .08 .09 8.29**
Total symbolic 369 1.48 .38 75.44** 92 1.52 37 39.66**
Pay 369 A7 .15 21.74* 92 .15 13 10.62**
Benefits 369 .67 48 26.97** 92 .66 .58 10.86**
Advancement 369 1.69 .65 50.09** 92 1.54 .61 24.31*
Teamwork 369 .79 .35 42.94** 92 .75 44 16.55**
Total instrumenta 369 3.31 1.05 60.88** 92 3.09 1.12 26.46**

Note.The results of this table were based on the coenmitied text analysis using the word lists for kygr
image (i.e., instrumental and symbolic image dinmrs presented in Table IlI-2. A one-samptest was
conducted compared to a test statistic of zero.slifbesample was used as equivalent to an exteatelsdurce due
to non-availability of other comparable data ofthize. p < .05. **p < .01.

Table IlI-4: Evidence of language representing projected emplayage dimensions in company
and employment webpages (2014 samples)

Employer Image Dimension 2014 Main Sample Reduced £ 92) 2014 Sub-Sample\(= 92)
N M SD t Test N M SD t Test
Sincerity 92 14 .10 12.63* 92 .16 A2 12.53*
Innovativeness 92 .36 .18 18.64** 92 .34 .18 18.79*
Competence 92 .50 .23 20.69** 92 A7 A7 27.27*
Prestige 92 31 .20 14.97* 92 31 .16 18.78*
Ruggedness 92 .15 .08 17.38** 92 .15 .10 15.26**
Cheerfulness 92 .07 .06 10.71* 92 .08 .09 8.29**
Total symbolic 92 1.52 44 33.06** 92 1.52 37 39.66**
Pay 92 .18 .16 10.72* 92 .15 A3 10.62**
Benefits 92 77 .62 11.87* 92 .66 .58 10.86**
Advancement 92 1.71 .66 24.99** 92 1.54 .61 24.31**
Teamwork 92 .73 .36 19.24** 92 75 44 16.55**
Total instrumenta 92 3.39 1.22 26.63** 92 3.09 1.12 26.46**

Note.The results of this table were based on the coenmitled text analysis using the word lists fofjected
employer image (i.e., instrumental and symbolicgmdimensions) presented in Table 11I-2. A one-darmfest was
conducted compared to a test statistic of zero.sTifbesample was used as equivalent to an exteatekdurce due
to non-availability of other comparable data ofthize. p < .05. **p < .01.
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Table 11I-5: Evidence of language representing projected emplayage dimensions in company
and employment webpages (2010 and 2012 Samples)

Employer Image Dimension 2010 SampleN = 163) 2012 SampleN = 163)
N M SD t Test N M SD t Test
Sincerity 163 .15 .18 10.68** 163 .15 .16 12.05**
Innovativeness 163 .37 .26 18.29** 163 .36 21 21.47*
Competence 163 46 .20 29.14** 163 46 .18 32.13*
Prestige 163 .32 A7 23.93** 163 .32 .15 26.84**
Ruggedness 163 .15 A3 15.08** 163 .15 A3 14.53**
Cheerfulness 163 .08 A1 8.96** 163 .07 .10 9.08**
Total symbolic 163 1.52 .50 38.65** 163 151 45 43.08**
Pay 163 22 .23 12.55** 163 21 .20 12.98**
Benefits 163 .82 .64 16.35** 163 a7 .59 16.66**
Advancement 163 1.58 72 27.76** 163 1.70 74 29.38**
Teamwork 163 .75 42 22.62** 163 73 .35 26.53**
Total instrumental 163 3.37 1.19 36.06** 163 3.40 1.14 38.24**

Note.The results of this table were based on the coenmitled text analysis using the word lists fofjgcted
employer image (i.e., instrumental and symbolicgmdimensions) presented in Table I1I-2. A one-damfest was
conducted compared to a test statistic of zero.slifbesample was used as equivalent to an exteatelsdurce due
to non-availability of other comparable data ofthize. p < .05. **p < .01.

We further analyzed the mean differences betweerséimples by conducting one-way
analyses of variance (ANOVA). First, we conductedrna-way ANOVA between the reduced
2014 main samplen(= 92) and the 2014 sub-samph= 92; equivalent to appropriate external
data source). As presented in Table 1l1I-6, forimlage dimensions there were no statistically
significant differences in mean values between shenples (i.e., main sample and other
appropriate samples), indicating that language istaxd with instrumental and symbolic
employer image dimensions was consistently comnatitcand measured in different samples.

The results therefore prove that the dictionai$® generally applicable to other populations.
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Table 111-6: ANOVA comparisons of 2014 reduced main sample 2@ih4 sub-sample on
projected employer image dimensions

Employer Image Dimension Sum of Squares df Mean Square  F Test p
Sincerity Between Groups .02 1 .02 1.78 18
Within Groups 2.31 182 .01
Total 2.33 183
Innovativeness Between Groups .01 1 .01 .28 .60
Within Groups 5.88 182 .03
Total 5.89 183
Competence Between Groups .02 1 .02 51 A7
Within Groups 7.35 182 .04
Total 7.37 183
Prestige Between Groups .00 1 .00 .00 .99
Within Groups 5.84 182 .03
Total 5.84 183
Ruggedness Between Groups .00 1 .00 .08 .78
Within Groups 1.49 182 .01
Total 1.49 183
Cheerfulness Between Groups .00 1 .00 .66 42
Within Groups 1.02 182 .01
Total 1.03 183
Total symbolic Between Groups .00 1 .00 .00 1.00
Within Groups 29.85 182 .16
Total 29.85 183
Pay Between Groups .06 1 .06 2.71 .10
Within Groups .00 182 .02
Total .06 183
Benefits Between Groups .56 1 .56 1.55 21
Within Groups 65.34 182 .36
Total 65.90 183
Advancement Between Groups 1.46 1 1.46 3.64 .06
Within Groups 72.80 182 40
Total 74.26 183
Teamwork Between Groups .03 1 .03 .16 .69
Within Groups 29.31 182 .16
Total 29.33 183
Total instrumental Between Groups 4.15 1 4.15 3.02 .08
Within Groups 249.87 182 1.37
Total 254.02 183

Note.n = 92. ANOVA = analysis of variance. df = degreéfreedom. The results of this table were basethen
computer-aided text analysis using the word listfojected employer image (i.e., instrumental syrdbolic

image dimensions) presented in Table Ill-p.<*.05. **p < .01.
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Moreover, to further generalize our findings andess external validity in terms of
temporal validity, we conducted additional ANOVAg ¢tomparing samples over time (i.e., 2010,
2012, and 2014). We started with a comparison kEtvbe years 2010 and 2014. Table IlI-7
depicts the results of a one-way ANOVA betweentthhe samples and thus webpage text from
both yearsl| = 163). Generally, most of the instrumental-syntbwhage dimensions showed no
significant differences in mean values betweenytmas, with the exception of two instrumental
dimensions. The pay image dimension in 2010 haavanage value of .25D = .23), while the
pay image dimension in 2014 had an average valudofSD = .15). The time effect was
therefore significant for the pay dimensidf(X, 324) = 5.50p = .02). Furthermore, the benefits
dimension also showed significant differences iramealues between the 2010 sampMe~.82,
SD = .64) and the 2014 samplél & .69,SD = .47), indicating a significant effect of timE((,
324) = 4.42p = .04). From an overall perspective, neither tipgregated instrumental dimension
values, nor the aggregated symbolic dimension gashewed statistically significant differences

in mean values over time.
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Table 111-7: ANOVA comparisons of samples over time on projedteage dimensions (2014
sample vs. 2010 sample)

Employer Image Dimension Sum of Squares df Mean Square  F Test p
Sincerity Between Groups .00 1 .00 12 73
Within Groups 7.48 324 .02
Total 7.48 325
Innovativeness Between Groups .02 1 .02 A7 .49
Within Groups 14.64 324 .05
Total 14.66 325
Competence Between Groups .03 1 .03 .87 .35
Within Groups 9.44 324 .03
Total 9.47 325
Prestige Between Groups 0.04 1 .04 1.83 .18
Within Groups 6.55 324 .02
Total 6.58 325
Ruggedness Between Groups .01 1 .01 1.21 .27
Within Groups 3.61 324 .01
Total 3.62 325
Cheerfulness Between Groups .00 1 .00 .07 .79
Within Groups 2.77 324 .01
Total 2.77 325
Total symbolic Between Groups .34 1 .34 2.00 .16
Within Groups 55.38 324 A7
Total 55.72 325
Pay Between Groups 21 1 21 5.50* .02
Within Groups 12.18 324 .04
Total 12.39 325
Benefits Between Groups 1.38 1 1.38 4.42* .04
Within Groups 101.38 324 31
Total 102.77 325
Advancement Between Groups .04 1 .04 .10 .75
Within Groups 136.04 324 42
Total 136.08 325
Teamwork Between Groups .00 1 .00 .02 .90
Within Groups 45.13 324 14
Total 45.14 325
Total instrumental Between Groups 1.90 1 1.90 1.60 .21
Within Groups 386.10 324 1.19
Total 388.00 325

Note.n = 163. ANOVA = analysis of variance. df = degreéfreedom. The results of this table were basethen
computer-aided text analysis using the word listfojected employer image (i.e., instrumental syrdbolic
image dimensions) presented in Table Ill-p.<*.05. **p < .01.
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Similar results were found for the comparisons leetwthe years 2010 and 2012, as well
as between the years 2012 and 2014 (see Tablgsaid 111-9). However, in neither of the other
comparisons over time did any of the instrumenyatsolic dimensions differ significantly from
each other in terms of their mean values. Thesdtsesdicate two important findings. First,
companies do not seem to feeqtly change their projected employer webpage; second, few (if
any) dimensions are subject to changes over timgéh®one hand, these findings are in line with
propositions that companies need to have an ergland consistent image to increase credibility
and lower perceived risk among (prospective) engesy(Wilden et al., 2010). On the other
hand, the findings imply that companies slowly beiiectively adjust their image over time (i.e.,
specific dimensions such as pay and benefits). dape as labor market competition is
becoming more intense, employers are under pregsurgaintain a sufficiently unique and

attractive value proposition.
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Table 111-8: ANOVA comparisons of samples over time on projecdteage dimensions (2010
sample vs. 2012 sample)

Employer Image Dimension Sum of Squares df Mean Square  F Test p
Sincerity Between Groups .00 1 .00 .02 .89
Within Groups 9.14 324 .03
Total 9.14 325
Innovativeness Between Groups .01 1 .01 .20 .65
Within Groups 17.93 324 .06
Total 17.95 325
Competence Between Groups .00 1 .00 .00 .96
Within Groups 11.94 324 .04
Total 11.94 325
Prestige Between Groups .00 1 .00 .01 .90
Within Groups 8.32 324 .03
Total 8.32 325
Ruggedness Between Groups .00 1 .00 .01 .92
Within Groups 5.63 324 .02
Total 5.63 325
Cheerfulness Between Groups .00 1 .00 .13 72
Within Groups 3.64 324 .01
Total 3.64 325
Total symbolic Between Groups .01 1 .01 .04 .84
Within Groups 73.24 324 0.23
Total 73.25 325
Pay Between Groups .03 1 .03 .62 43
Within Groups 15.04 324 .05
Total 15.07 325
Benefits Between Groups .20 1 .20 .53 A7
Within Groups 122.42 324 .38
Total 122.62 325
Advancement Between Groups 1.16 1 1.16 2.16 14
Within Groups 173.06 324 .53
Total 174.22 325
Teamwork Between Groups .02 1 .02 15 .70
Within Groups 49.42 324 15
Total 49.44 325
Total instrumental Between Groups .09 1 .09 .07 .79
Within Groups 440.08 324 1.36
Total 440.17 325

Note.n = 163. ANOVA = analysis of variance. df = degreéfreedom. The results of this table were basethen
computer-aided text analysis using the word listfojected employer image (i.e., instrumental syrdbolic
image dimensions) presented in Table Ill-p.<*.05. **p < .01.
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Table 111-9: ANOVA comparisons of samples over time on projecdteage dimensions (2012
sample vs. 2014 sample)

Employer Image Dimension Sum of Squares df Mean Square  F Test p
Sincerity Between Groups .00 1 .00 .04 .83
Within Groups 6.54 324 .02
Total 6.54 325
Innovativeness Between Groups .00 1 .00 .05 .83
Within Groups 11.23 324 .03
Total 11.23 325
Competence Between Groups .02 1 .02 .87 .35
Within Groups 8.25 324 .03
Total 8.27 325
Prestige Between Groups .04 1 .04 2.56 A1
Within Groups 5.65 324 .02
Total 5.70 325
Ruggedness Between Groups .02 1 .02 1.39 .24
Within Groups 3.87 324 .01
Total 3.89 325
Cheerfulness Between Groups .00 1 .00 .02 .88
Within Groups 2.51 324 .01
Total 251 325
Total symbolic Between Groups .24 1 .24 1.63 .20
Within Groups 46.95 324 14
Total 47.18 325
Pay Between Groups .08 1 .08 2.54 A1
Within Groups 10.37 324 .03
Total 10.46 325
Benefits Between Groups .53 1 .53 1.88 17
Within Groups 91.46 324 .28
Total 91.99 325
Advancement Between Groups .76 1 .76 1.78 .18
Within Groups 138.82 324 43
Total 139.58 325
Teamwork Between Groups .04 1 .04 .36 .55
Within Groups 36.22 324 A1
Total 36.26 325
Total instrumental Between Groups 2.84 1 2.84 2.52 A1
Within Groups 364.65 324 1.13
Total 367.49 325

Note.n = 163. ANOVA = analysis of variance. df = degreéfreedom. The results of this table were basethen
computer-aided text analysis using the word listpfojected employer image (i.e., instrumental syrdbolic
image dimensions) presented in Table I1l-3.<*.05. **p < .01.
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4.1.3 Dimensionality

In line with recommended procedures to assessmmhstimensionality (e.g., Short et al.,
2010), we examined the correlation matrix of trendardized LIWC scores of each instrumental
and symbolic employer image dimension. Table IlldEpicts the bivariate correlations of the
instrumental-symbolic LIWC scores for the 2014 msample (N = 369), the 2014 main sample
reduced (N = 92), and the 2010 sample (N = 163).

Overall, not all attributes were significantly apadsitively correlated with each other
within each of the instrumental and symbolic dimens. Most of the dimensions actually
showed only (very) weak correlations. For exampleile in the 2014 main sample ruggedness
was positively correlated with sincerity € .11,p < .05), competence & .26,p < .01), and
prestige { = .14,p < .01), sincerity was negatively correlated witimavativenessr(= -.16,p
< .01), prestiger(= -.13,p < .01), and cheerfulness € -.12,p < .01). Similar results of, for
example, partly negative correlations within thetinmental and/or symbolic category were also

found in prior researctLievens, 2007; Lievens & Highhouse, 2003; Lievens et al., 2005).
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Table 111-10: Intercorrelations of projected employer image disiens to assess dimensionality

Employer Image Dimension 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
2014 Main Sample\ = 369
1. Sincerity -
IS 2. Innovativeness -.16% -
é 3. Competence .02 .02 -
2 4. Prestige -13%  16% 28% -
E 5. Ruggedness A1+ .08  .26%*  14* -
6. Cheerfulness -12* .02 .01 .10* .04 -
7. Pay -.10 -.09 .01 -.02 -.04 -.04 -
2 8. Benefits -13*  -.09 .05 .08 .02 .08  .60**
-é 9. Advancement - 14%  20% 38 25 16** .10 04  12% -
&  10. Teamwork -15% 01 -03 .04 -01 .18* .04 25" .10* -
Employer Image Dimension 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
2014 Main Sample Reduceld:= 92
1. Sincerity -
= 2. Innovativeness -.08 -
g 3. Competence -10 .19 -
g 4. Prestige -.06 A1 .02 -
% 5. Ruggedness A7 -09 02 05 -
6. Cheerfulness -.08 .08 3 -05  .22* -
7. Pay -.08 -.19 .00 -.04 -12 -.03 -
o 8. Benefits -21* 07 -09 .28% -01 -08 .40 @ -
E 9. Advancement -.04  41%  20%  22% A2 -.04 -.20 .16 -
(% 10. Teamwork 01 .03 -16 -04 21* -06 -05 .19 .22% -
Employer Image Dimension 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
2010 SampleN = 163
1. Sincerity -
8 2. Innovativeness -.10 -
é 3. Competence .13 .18* -
2 4. Prestige -06 .14 .16* -
E 5. Ruggedness .07  -03 .16* .22% -
6. Cheerfulness .03 .05 -08 -03 .02 -
7. Pay .03 -.15 -.04 -.05 -.01 A1 -
£ 8. Benefits -11  -18 01 -01 .01 -01 .57 -
-é 9. Advancement .02 9% .20% .05 .06 .05 .06 .09 -
(%‘ 10. Teamwork -.10 -.01 -.09 -.06 -.01 .01 .01 A1 -12 -

Note.The results of these tables were based on thewtemaided text analysis using the word lists fianjgcted

employer image (i.e., instrumental and symbolicgmdimensions) presented in Table 111-2.

*p < .05. *p < .01.
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For the instrumental image, all dimensions weraiSantly correlated with each other,
with the exception of pay and advancement (04,p < n.s.) and pay and teamwork=.04,p <
n.s.). Across all three samples, pay was alwayd stoengly correlated with benefits. This was
expected, as pay and benefits are often considegather, with some prior studies treating the
two attributes as one dimension (e.g., Lievens,7208s the correlations in the three samples
ranged between .40 and .60 (i.e., moderate to gtommrelation), we did not see a need to
collapse the two dimensions into a single “pay badefits” measure. Furthermore, while most
of the instrumental dimensions did not significgnttorrelate with symbolic dimensions,
advancement was significantly correlated with nmafsthe symbolic dimensions (see Table IlI-
10).

In summary, the results of the dimensionality asiglare somewhat ambiguous. First, the
correlations do not provide evidence for employesige as a multidimensional construct in terms
of instrumental and symbolic image dimensions,rasipusly outlined in this article. If employer
image were in fact a multidimensional constructarms of instrumental and symbolic image
dimensions, then all respective sub-dimensions avaaal related to each other, which was not
found to be the case. On the basis of these resh#sefore, we cannot distinguish between
instrumental and symbolic employer image (webpdgegnsions.

Second, however, the results are explainable. Te, daere does not exist a consistent
view about the definitive dimensions of the employ@age construct and sub-dimensions
(Theurer et al., 2018). Employer image should tioeeebe considered an “amalgamation of
mental representations and associations regardirgyganization as an employer [...] made up
of specific attributes that an individual associates with thiganization as a place to work”

(Lievens & Slaughter, 2016, p. 411). As these laites can vary from case to case, one should
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contemplate the specific image attributes only,eteling on where companies and employees
place their focus. Therefore, in the context of taiticle, the instrumental-symbolic framework
may only be used to conceptually cluster attributée higher-level dimensions to indicate
affiliation with each other.

To sum up, the preceding section has illustratedpibssibility of establishing a reliable
and efficient method to measure firms’ projectecplaryer webpage image based on the textual
content of company and employment webpages. Althdhg initial conceptualization of image
into instrumental and symbolic image dimensions dad hold, research question 1 can be
answered ‘'yes’, as it was possible to efficientlgasure dimensions of webpage employer image
using CATA.

4.2  Research question 2: Discriminant validity of the cctionary

To test the discriminant validity of the webpagepéger image dictionary (i.e., projected
employer image dimensions), we again computed aatyzed the intercorrelations of the CATA
scores (i.e., lexical occurrence of employer imagaensions) with selected dimensions of
perceived employer image as rated on Glassdoor(c@m compensation and benefits rating,
work-life balance rating, career opportunitiesrrgfiand overall rating). By doing so, we were
able to test whether the two image types that weeted to be distinct from each other were in
fact two different constructs. Thus, discriminaatidity existed if the relationships between the
two measures were low.

Since the perceived image categories (i.e., Glagsdting dimensions) did not fully
reflect all the image dimensions that were captuhedugh the webpage image dictionary, we
only tested discriminant validity for a reduced sétmainly instrumental employer image

dimensions (i.e., career opportunities rating = advancement; compensation and benefits rating =
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pay and benefits; work-life balance rating = benefits; and overall employer rating = total
instrumental and symbolic image). Although the Gia®or categories did not provide a full fit to
all of the respective instrumental-symbolic dimensi we considered them as an indicative
equivalent for some of the respective webpage incagggories.

The results of the correlation analyses are sunze@rin Tables Il1I-11 and Ill-12.
Overall, the correlation analysis evidenced thatttho measures were not related to each other
(i.e., discriminant validity could be establisheBar example, in the 2014 data, both pay (-

.01, n.s.) and benefits € -.07, n.s.) were only very weakly and negativetyrelated to the
combined compensation and benefits rating. Simdaults were found between benefits and the
work-life balance ratingr(= -.03, n.s.), as well as between advancement taadcareer
opportunities ratingr(= .11,p < .05) that showed a weak relationship too. Alewonfan overall
instrumental-symbolic perspective, both the comthisgmbolic dimensions scores £ -.11,p

< .05), and the combined instrumental scomes (-.05, n.s.) only showed (very) weak and
negative relationships with the overall Glassdaimyg. This was confirmed by similar results

when using the 2010 sample.

66



[Il Essay 2: Substance or noise

Table 11I-11: Correlations between projected employer webpaggenaad perceived employer
image dimensions to assess discriminant validilg2sample)

Perceived Image Dimensions (i.e., Glassdoor Ralimggories)

i Compensation ant Career Overall
Projected Employer pe . Work-Life Balance - Rating
Image Dimensions Benefits Rating . Opportunities _

_ Rating : (= total
(= pay and _ . Rating :
. (= benefits) _ instrumental and
benefits) (= advancement) L
symbolic image)
2014 Main Samplea\ = 361
Sincerity -.04 .01 -.13* -.09
Innovativeness .08 .04 .09 10*
Competence -.06 -.13* -.10 -.16**
Prestige -.03 -.09 -.05 -.09
Ruggedness -.01 -.09 -.02 -.05
Cheerfulness -.10 -.01 -.08 -.03
Total symbolic -.03 -.10 -.09 -11*
Pay -.01 -.01 -.02 -.03
Benefits -.07 -.03 -.01 -.07
Advancement .02 .05 A1 .02
Teamwork -.05 -.03 .01 -.07
Total instrumental -.04 .01 .06 -.05

Note.The results of this table were based on the coenmitied text analysis using the word lists fofjected
employer image (i.e., instrumental and symbolicgmdimensions) presented in Table 111-2.
*p < .05. *p < .01.
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Table 111-12: Correlations between projected employer webpaggenaad perceived employer
image dimensions to assess discriminant validibl (2sample)

Perceived Image Dimensions (i.e., Glassdoor Ra&imggories)

Proj d Empl Compensation an( Career Overall
rojected Employer per . Work-Life Balance o Rating
Image Dimensions Benefits Rating . Opportunities _
_ Rating . (= total
(= pay and _ 4 Rating .
) (= benefits) _ instrumental and
benefits) (= advancement) s
symbolic image)
2010 Samplen = 158
Sincerity .10 A1 -.01 .06
Innovativeness .09 -.04 -.03 -.03
Competence .02 =11 -.04 -12
Prestige -.02 =11 -.06 -.18*
Ruggedness .01 -.09 -.04 -.12
Cheerfulness -.07 .02 -.08 -.09
Total symbolic .07 -.08 -.08 -.15
Pay .03 -.06 -.04 .01
Benefits -.04 .01 .05 .03
Advancement .09 .04 A1 .08
Teamwork -.02 .05 .07 .03
Total instrumental .03 .04 A1 .08

Note.The results of this table were based on the coenmitied text analysis using the word lists fofjected
employer image (i.e., instrumental and symbolicgmdimensions) presented in Table 111-2.
*p < .05. *p < .01.

Interestingly, and contrary to our expectationsth@ 2014 sample we found even weak
significant negative correlations between sincesityl career opportunities rating € -.13,p
< .05), and between competence and work life balaating ( = -.13,p < .05). Furthermore,
competence was also significantly and negativelyetated with the overall rating € -.16,p
< .01), indicating that projected competence amgsymbolic images on employers’ webpages
leads to a downgrade of the perceived employer @nbgcontrast, in the 2010 webpage sample,
only prestige was significantly correlated with theerall (employer) rating (= -.18,p < .05).

As a summary of the previous section and thus reseguestion 2, the results showed

that the two image types (i.e., projected emplayelbpage image vs. perceived employer image)
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discriminated from each other. On the basis of gbkected image sub-dimensions and their
respective operationalization, we concluded thattio image types showed different patterns,
which indicated that we were looking at two distioonstructs.
4.3 Research question 3: Predictive validity of projectd and perceived employer image

The last part of the results section addressesqpingxicapabilities of webpage employer
image dimensions. In the first section, the refetlop between dimensions of employer image
and organizational attractiveness is evaluated.SBrend part focuses on more distal outcomes
(i.e., financial outcomes) and thus the abilityeaiployer image to predict market value and firm
performance.
4.3.1 Organizational attractiveness as an outcome vargabl

Extant employer image research has frequently tigaged organizational attractiveness
as an outcome of employer image attributes andfbasd positive relationships between
employer image attributes and organizational ditragesse.g., Lievens et al., 2005; Slaughter
& Greguras, 2009; Uggerslev et al., 2012; Van Hoye & Saks, 2011). We used hierarchical
multiple linear regression to test the predictivelity of projected employer webpage image
dimensions and perceived image dimensions as esqueshrough BPTW rankings on
organizational attraction. The model was testedgu€IATA results from both the main company
webpage sample of the year 20Nl 369) and the sample of the year 20M0=<163) as a
predictor of projected employer image. Due to tba-availability of data related to perceived
image and control variables (i.e., total assetsyémne companies, the final webpage samples had
to be reduced tm = 330 (year 2014) and = 142 (year 2010) companies. Means, standard

deviations and Pearson correlations (two-tailed described in Tables 11I-13 and I11-14.
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Table I1I-13:Intercorrelations of variables in hierarchical npl# linear regression analysis (2014 projectedpagle image sample)

Employer Image Dimension M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
1. Total assets 93,545,738 316,007,777

2. Sincerity 14 13 -.07

3. Innovativeness .36 17 -03  -.16**

4. Competence 46 19 -.03 .00 .03

5. Prestige .30 15 00  -13% 15%  28%*

6. Ruggedness 15 .08 02 14 05 260 11*

7. Cheerfulness .07 .05 -06 -.14* .05 .01 12* .05

8. Pay 16 A5 07 -09 -14* 02 -06 -05 -01

9. Advancement 1.67 .65 .06 -14*  22% A1x 25+ 16** .12* .00

10. Teamwork 79 35 04 -16" 05 -05 .04 -01 .19% .06 .09

11. Benefits .65 47 02 -15% 10 .06 .06 .02 .09 .59* 09 .20%

12. Comp. and benefits rating 3.39 51 05 -06 .10 -05 -02 -01 -07 .00 .04 -05 -07

13. Career opportunities rating ~ 3.10 42 04 -14+ 210 -10 -05 -04 -09 -02 .09 .00 -02 .73*

14. Work-life balance rating 3.22 48 09 -01 .07 -11 -07 -08 -03 .00 .04 -04 -06 .64* .B4*

15. Organizational attractivene: 37 1.34 01 05 -01 -16% .02 -10 .01 .03 -07 .05 .01 .17* 22% 15%

16. Market capitalization 45,505,809 68,717,764 .29* -05 .11* -10 -06 -11* -06 -07 -01 -10 -10 .20%* .23 11 .14*

17. Firm performance 1.24 1.04 -22* .08 .13* -07 -06 -10 .08 -02 .01 -04 -03 .07 .13* -03 .12 .24%

Note.n = 330. The results of this table were based ordneputer-aided text analysis using the word fistgrojected employer image (i.e., instrumental an
symbolic image dimensions) presented in Table IlI-2
*p <.05. **p < .01
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Table IlI-14:Intercorrelations of variables in hierarchical npl# linear regression analysis (2010 projectedpagle image sample)

Employer Image Dimension M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
1. Total assets 63,863,959 235,903,202

2. Sincerity 15 0.8 -.05

3. Innovativeness .37 24 -02 -13

4. Competence 45 19 -08 12 13

5. Prestige 32 .16 -05 -05 .19* .15

6. Ruggedness 15 13 .00 08 .02 .15 .25*

7. Cheerfulness .07 .10 06 .04 .08 -13 -01 .00

8. Pay 23 23 -07 04 -23* -07 -07 .01 -01

9. Advancement 1.57 72 .03 .02 .16 .18* .05 .08 .02 -01

10. Teamwork 73 41 02 -10 .07 -05 .00 .02 -02 .07 -06

11. Benefits .80 .63 -07 -08 -23* 09 -04 .04 -11 .60* .08 .05

12. Comp. and benefits rating 3.43 50 03 11 o7 02 -01 .00 -02 .06 .12 -01 -01

13. Career opportunities rating 3.12 44 09 01 02 .03 -10 -05 -09 -03 .13 .06 .04 .72%

14. Work-life balance rating 3.24 .48 06 12 .00 -08 -09 -11 -04 -07 .06 .03 -01 .64* .69*

15. Organizational attractiveness 43 137 .00 07 00 -07 -01 -06 .01 .01 .03 .18 -04 .17* .20* .18*

16. Market capitalization 36,461,286 51,672,568 .41* -04 09 -01 .09 -06 -06 -05 .13 -02 -13 .21* .18 12 .17+

17. Firm performance 136 119 -18* -09 .10 -05 -11 -07 -07 .06 .14 -04 -04 .11 .09 -01 .10 .30*

Note.n = 142. The results of this table were based omrdngputer-aided text analysis using the word fistgrojected employer image (i.e., instrumental an
symbolic image dimensions) presented in Table IlI-2
*p <.05. **p < .01
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We conducted preliminary analyses to ensure thstnagtions of normality, linearity and
homoscedasticity were not violated. The resultswfhierarchical regression are summarized in
Table I1I-15. In step one of the hierarchical resgion model, the control variable was entered.
We controlled for firm size, as measured througtaltassets at year-end 2014 (Hansen &
Wernerfelt, 1989). This model was not significafstter entry of the instrumental and symbolic
image dimensions in step two, and controlling fanfsize, the total variance explained by the
model in the 2014 sample as a whole was 4%. Theshvaak again not significanE(11, 318) =
1.24; p = .26). In the 2014 sample, however, competenaevatt a significant negative
relationship with organizational attractiveness=(-.16,p < .05), while teamwork in the 2010
sample demonstrated a significant positive relatigm with organizational attractivenest (
= .19, p < .05). All other image dimensions were not sigaihtly related to organizational
attractiveness in either sample.

In the final step, we introduced Glassdoor ratirgggesenting perceived employer image
in selected dimensions. The 2014 model was stilBtisignificant and explained another 5% of
variance in organizational attractivene$® € .09, F(14, 315) = 2.31; p < .01). From the
perceived employer image dimensions, career oppitigs rating had a significant positive
relationship with organizational attractiveness time 2014 samplefg(= .24, p < .01).
Compensation and benefits, as well as work-lifeatie¢ were not significantly related to
organizational attractiveness. The same was tnualifoatings in the 2010 sample, in which none
of the perceived employer image predictors in shepe became significant. Overall, our results
showed that most dimensions of both the projectepl@yer webpage image and the perceived
employer image did not seem to predict organizatiattractiveness. Surprisingly, however,

competence was significantly and negatively relatedrganizational attractiveness. In fact, we
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would have expected the opposite, as competengensrally a positive thing that fosters

organizational attraction.

Table 111-15: Hierarchical regression analyses for employer indigeensions predicting

organizational attractiveness

Variable 2014 Sampler(= 330) 2010 Samplen(= 142)
R AR B SEB § t | R AR B SEB g t
Step 1: Controls .00 .00
Firm size (total assets) 00 00 .01 11 00 00 .00 -01
Step 2: Projected employer ima¢ .04 .04 .05 .05
Firm size (total assets) .00 .00 .00 .08 .00 .00 -01 -01
Sincerity .83 61 .08 1.37 69 66 .09 1.05
Innovativeness .01 47 00 .01 -03 53 -01 -.06
Competence -1.13 45 -16* -2.50 -51 65 -07 -79
Prestige 79 54 .09 145 16 77 .02 21
Ruggedness -1.17 92  -07 -1.27 -69 92 -07 -75
Cheerfulness 26 148 .01 .18 -02 125 .00 -02
Pay 39 64 04 61 A3 65 .02 .20
Benefits -04 21 -01 -19 -11 24 -05 -46
Advancement -01 .13 .00 -.06 A1 17 .06 .65
Teamwork A7 23 .05 .78 .63 29 19 217
Step 3: Perceived employer ima .09** .05 .09 .04
Firm size (total assets) 00 .00 .00 .02 .00 .00 -03 -31
Sincerity 117 60 .11* 1.95 .60 67 .08 .89
Innovativeness -11 46 -01 -24 -07 52 -01 -14
Competence -90 45 -13* -2.00 -50 65 -07 -76
Prestige 92 53 .10 1.72 31 77 .04 41
Ruggedness -1.18 91 -07 -1.31 -59 92 -06 -.64
Cheerfulness 96 146 .04 .66 25 124 .02 .20
Pay 47 63 .05 .74 20 66 .03 .30
Benefits -04 21 -02 -21 -14 24 -06 -.56
Advancement -08 .13 -04 -60 .06 .17 .03 .37
Teamwork 20 22 .05 .89 59 29 .18 2.03
Compens. and benefits rating 03 23 .01 .15 06 37 .02 .16
Work-life balance rating -06 21 -02 -29 07 36 .03 .20
Career opportunities rating 76 27 .24% 278 51 43 17 119

Note.Dependent variable = organizational attractiven8gs= Standard Error. Measurement of instrumemtdl a
symbolic employer image dimensions was based ondhmputer-aided text analysis using the word fists
projected employer image (i.e., instrumental andtsylic image dimensions) presented in Table II-2.

*p < .05. *p < .01.
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4.3.2 Market capitalization as an outcome variable

We conducted further regression analyses in whiehiested firms’ market capitalization
(i.e., number of shares x share price) as the digm¢nvariable. We again applied hierarchical
multiple linear regression to test the predictiv@vpr of different (projected and perceived)
employer image dimensions. Projected employer wgbp@age was again taken from the two
samples in the years 2010 and 2014. Perceived gepimage was operationalized through the
same dimensions of Glassdoor ratings as used ipréheous regressions. Preliminary analyses
showed that assumptions of normality, linearity] anmoscedasticity were again met.

The summary of the regression results can be fonn@able I1I-16. Step one again
included entering the control variable (i.e., fisize as expressed through total assets). As
expected, firm size significantly predicted markapitalization in both cases (year 20Rf:
=.08,F(1, 328) =28.94; p< .01; year 2010: R? = .08,F(1, 140) = 28.65; p < .01). In step two, we
again entered the projected webpage image dimensiod controlled for firm size. The 2014-
based model was significant and explained anotléri® total variance of firms’ market
capitalization R? = .14,F(11, 318) = 4.62; p < .01). It was found that innovativeness signifity
predicted market capitalizatiof & .12, p < .05), as well as teamwork, which significantly
(negatively) predicted market capitalizatigh=< -.11,p < .05). In the 2010 model none of the
projected image dimensions significantly prediateatket capitalization.

In the final step, we added the perceived imagesdsions to the model. The 2014 model
was again significant and explained another 5%hainges in total variance of firms’ market
capitalization R = .19,F(14, 315) = 5.15; p < .01.). Of the perceived image dimensions, work-
life balance significantly negatively predicted iketr capitalization £ = -.15,p < .05), while

career opportunities significantly positively pretid market capitalizationg (= .20,p < .05).
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Compensation and benefits was not significant. Alsmne of the 2010 sample model image

dimensions significantly predicted firm value.
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Table I1I-16: Hierarchical regression analyses for employer indigeensions predicting market capitalization

Variable

2014 Sample (n = 33

2010 Sample (n =14

R AR B SEB B t R AR B SEB B t
Step 1: Controls .08** A7
Firm size (total assets) .06 .01 .28** 538 .09 .02 41** 535
Step 2: Projected employer (webpage) ima( .14** .06 23* .06
Firm size (total assets) .06 .01 .29** 558 .09 .02 42% 537
Sincerity -16,114,306 29,394,843 -.03 -.55 -3,728,465 22,579,969 -.01 -.17
Innovativeness 50,786,464 22,925,305 .12* 2.22 11,614,053 17,897,028 .05 .65
Competence -21,502,377 20,073,983 -.06 -.97 -477,312 22,132,498 .00 -.02
Prestige -24,901,970 26,395,171 -.05 -.94 36,243,928 26,128,416 .11 1.39
Ruggedness -81,812,583 44,752,364 -.10 -1.83 -36,223,462 31,486,416 -.09 -1.15
Cheerfulness -31,130,761 71,678,845 -.02 -43 -61,733,439 42,443,701 -11 -1.45
Pay -29,935,015 31,235,328 -.06 -.96 22,255,886 22,129,471 .10 1.01
Benefits -3,300,831 10,199,618 -.02 -.32 -12,955,350 8,213,697 -.16 -1.58
Advancement 1,631,529 6,394,764 .02 .26 9,153,959 5,710,297 .13 1.60
Teamwork -21,351,608 10,940,984 -.11* -1.95 -3,541,975 9,853,108 -.03 -.36
Step 3: Perceived employer image A9 .05 .26** .03
Firm size (total assets) .06 .01 .30** 5.76 .09 .02 41 529
Sincerity 3,352,744 28,143,400 .01 12 -7,862,662 22,832,608 -.03 -34
Innovativeness 45,577,958 22,454,758 .11* 2.03 8,342,504 17,812,090 .04 A7
Competence -14,219,385 21,765,841 -.04 -.65 -923,432 22,152,658 .00 -.04
Prestige -21,922,419 25,856851 -.05 -.85 37,518,394 26,076,245 .12 144
Ruggedness -91,359,242 43,894,490 -.11* 2.08 -36,950,252 31,459,490 -.09 -1.17
Cheerfulness 6,558,917 70,564,386 .00 .09 -56,839,333 42,302,410 -.11 -1.34
Pay -28,207,220 30,700,565 -.06 -.92 17,372,420 22,527,510 .08 a7
Benefits -3,051,466 10,019,567 -.02 -.30 -12,096,312 8,224,787 -15 -1.47
Advancement -517,498 6,317,370 .00 -.08 7,655,026 5,706,836 .11 1.34
Teamwork -20,586,794 10,686,503 -.11* -1.93 -3,389,169 9,826,001 -03 -34
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Compensation and benefits rating 16,296,889 10,974,772 .12  1.48 18,879,018 12,458,243 .18 1.52
Work-life balance rating -22.092,626 10,189,044 -.15* -2.17 -4,888,430 12,353,972 -.04 -.40
Career opportunities rating 32,911,476 13,242,547 .20* 249 4,017,317 14,698,325 .03 27

Note.Dependent variable = market capitalization. SEan8ard Error. Measurement of instrumental and syimbmployer image dimensions was based on the
computer-aided text analysis using the word listgfojected employer image (i.e., instrumental syrdbolic image dimensions) presented in Tabl2lI-
* *%

p <.05. *p<.01.

77



[Il Essay 2: Substance or noise

4.3.3 Firm performance as an outcome variable

In a final step, we tested the relationship betwemployer image and firm performance
as measure by Tobintg The relationship was again tested for both yéaes 2014 and 2010).
Initial analyses showed that assumptions of notgpdinearity, and homoscedasticity were not
violated. As in the previous analysis, a hierarghmultiple linear regression was conducted (see
Table 111-17).

In step one, we controlled for firm size as measurg total assets that significantly and
negatively predicted Tobingin both years (year 2018 = .05,F(1, 328) = 16.23; p< .01; year
2010:R? = .03,F(1, 140) = 4.74; p < .05). In step two, when projected image dimemsioere
added, only the 2014 model was significant (yedd26 = .09,F(11, 318) =2.95; p<.01; year
2010: R = .12, F(11, 130) = 1.59; p = .11). As in the previous regression testing raark
capitalization as a dependent variable, innovagsnwas the only significant predictor, but it
was only significant in the 2014 sample mogek(.12,p < .05). Finally, the perceived image
dimensions were added to the model, which resuttedsignificant model with the 2014 sample,
but not with the 2010 sample. While the 2014 madgilained another 3% in total variance of
firms’ performance R = .12,F(14, 315) = 3.13; p < .01), the 2010 model explained another 2%
in total variance ¢ = .14, F(14, 127) = 1.45; p = .14). In the 2014 model, work-life balance
significantly negatively predicted firm performan@e= -.19,p < .05), while career opportunities
were again significantly positively related to fiperformancef = -.21,p < .05). Compensation
and benefits did not show a significant effectthe 2010 model, none of the perceived image

dimensions had a significant effect.
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Table 111-17: Hierarchical regression analyses for employer ingigensions predicting firm

performance (Tobin’s q)

Variable 2014 Samplen = 330 2010 Samplen = 142
R AR B SEB t |RR AR B SEB p t
Step 1: Controls .05** .03*
Firm size (total assets) .00 .00 -.22* -403 .00 .00 -.18* -2.18
Step 2: Projected employer ima¢ .09** .04 12 .09
Firm size (total assets) .00 .00 -21* -3.97 00 .00 -19* -231
Sincerity -.58 45 -07 -1.29 -66 56 -10 -1.18
Innovativeness 74 35 12 2.09 49 44 10 111
Competence -.34 34 -06 -101 -39 54 -06 -72
Prestige -53 41 -07 -1.29 -99 64 -13 -1.53
Ruggedness -89 69 -07 -128 -24 78 -03 -31
Cheerfulness 146 111 .07 132 -1.13 1.04 -09 -1.08
Pay .07 48 .01 A5 .76 54 15 140
Benefits -.03 16 -01 -.16 -26 .20 -14 -1.30
Advancement .07 10 .04 .69 26 .14 16 187
Teamwork -18 .17 -06 -1.08 -15 24 -05 -63
Step 3: Perceived employer ima .12** .03 14 .02
Firm size (total assets) .00 .00 -21** -3.82 .00 .00 -20* -2.36
Sincerity -.33 46 -04 -72 -60 57 -09 -1.06
Innovativeness 72 35 11 2.05 44 44 09 1.00
Competence -.29 34 -05 -84 -49 55 -08 -88
Prestige -50 41 -07 -1.24 -96 65 -13 -1.49
Ruggedness -1.04 69 -09 -152 -34 78 -04 -44
Cheerfulness 191 111 .10 1.72 -1.06 1.05 -09 -1.01
Pay 15 48 .02 31 .63 56 .12 112
Benefits -.04 16 -02 -.28 -24 20 -13 -1.17
Advancement .05 10 .03 49 24 14 15 1.70
Teamwork -18 .17 -06 -1.10 -15 24 -05 -60
Compens. and benefits rating .06 17 .03 37 29 31 12 94
Work-life balance rating -40 .16 -19* -251 -40 31 -16 -1.31
Career opportunities rating .50 21 21 242 26 .37 .10 .72

Note.Dependent variable = firm performance (TobigjsSE = Standard Error. Measurement of instrumeartell
symbolic employer image dimensions was based ondhmputer-aided text analysis using the word fists
projected employer image (i.e., instrumental amdlsylic image dimensions) presented in Table 111-2.

*p < .05. *p < .01.
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In summary, we identified only limited predictiveoyer of certain projected and
perceived image dimensions in explaining firms’ kedrcapitalization and performance. From
investors’ point of view, some of the results ao¢ surprising and are in line with prior research
identifying indicators of displayed innovation, suas disclosure of intellectual capital, or
research and development activity as an indicatbrstock market performance (e.g.,
Abdolmohammadi, 2005; Lev & Sougiannis, 1996). Furthermore, the negative relationship
between higher levels of perceived work-life bakaad market capitalization/firm performance
can be partially explained, as there is mixed ewderegarding whether work-life balance
policies positively or negatively affect businessrfprmance and thus investors’ valuation
(Yasbek, 2004). With regard to perceived careerodppities, the results are in line with prior
research that suggested a positive relationshipdagt HR practices (e.g., internal labor markets
and promotion opportunities) and firm performaneg( Delaney & Huselid, 1996).

Returning to the initial research question of wieetprojected employer image predicts
other constructs such as organizational attractisgnmarket value, or firm performance, the
answer is that it does so to a limited extent.tkfsall, only few dimensions showed significant
effects with regard to the different outcome vdeab partially also with negative relationships
(i.e., competence, sincerity, teamwork, and inneeaess). Interestingly, however,
pay/compensation and benefits did not have a signif effect in any of the tested models,
neither from a projected employer image perspectige from a perceived image perspective.

Second, although the comparability between projeated perceived image predictors is
somewhat limited due to the incomplete availabitfyperceived image dimensions, perceived
image dimensions had slightly higher predictive powhan the dimensions of projected

employer images. This result is explainable, acgeed employer image could be seen as a
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mediator between the initial firm-generated, prtgdcemployer webpage image and related
individual and organization-level outcom@ackhaus & Tikoo, 2004; Cable & Turban, 2001;
Celani & Singh, 2011).

5 Discussion

The present article has demonstrated and develap&tiable and efficient method to
measure projected employer image from company anmpdoyment webpages. This was achieved
by using computer-aided text analysis building afidated dictionaries of selected instrumental
and symbolic employer image dimensions. Resultgeler, have also provided evidence that a
conceptualization of the employer image constrotd instrumental and symbolic dimensions
did not hold true but, rather, represented an aamadgion of conceptually similar attributes that
could be loosely clustered into one of the two indgnensions.

Furthermore, in this article, we have shown thajguted employer image (as expressed
through company and employment webpages) and pertdmage (as expressed through
Glassdoor employer ratings) are two different kinfisonstructs. Finally, the predictive abilities
of both image types were tested. Contrary to opeetations, only a few of the projected image
dimensions significantly predicted organization#iiragctiveness (e.g. competence, sincerity),
market capitalization (i.e., innovativeness, teamiyoor firm performance (i.e., innovativeness).
Similar results were found for perceived employeage dimensions, while the few significant
dimensions showed stronger effects than the pegjdatage dimensions.

5.1 Theoretical contributions

This article has contributed to employer image them various important ways.

Specifically, the article contributes to the littn® on employer image and organizational

attractiveness as follows. First of all, the firginenhance our knowledge and understanding
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aboutactuallycommunicated employer images that companies tramisrough one of their most
important communication channels (i.e., their wegs. Previous research has mainly dealt with
how certain image attributes will be perceived logeptial and current employees, as well as
image attributes that companies ideally need tplays Prior research has rarely analyzed what
images companieactually communicate to prospective and current employeekatedly, it has
also been unclear, for example, how projected imageelop over time and how different firms
belonging to, for example, the same industry pasithemselves relative to each other. The
current article is among the first to provide ardepth insight and a method to overcome this
gap.

Second, the present article highlights conceptutierdnces between projected and
perceived image as a construct. While dimensionprojfected and perceived employer image
theoretically converge with each other, our findirghowed that this was actually not the case
and indicated that projection and perception ateamoongruence. Extant research has implicitly
assumed that these two employer image types aresites of the same coin. Our findings
indicate that this is not the case; therefore, further research is needed to investigate the gap
between the two image types.

Third, our results have shown that dimensions afguted employer webpage image
have limited predictive ability with regard to orgzational attractiveness and more distal
outcomes such as firms’ market capitalization aedgomance. While dimensions of perceived
image value showed stronger relationships with tésted outcome variables (in line with
previous research), the dimension of projected ensigowed comparatively weak predictive

power. As both images follow a sequential ordewich employers first define their projected
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images, which are then interpreted by potential@mdent employees, there may be an enhanced
need for mediated regression models.
5.2  Practical implications

Beyond its theoretical contributions, the curretidg also provides various practical
contributions. In this article, we also made a rodtbal contribution in that we have introduced a
newly developed approach with which projected eiygmaomage can be measured in a reliable
and efficient way. Using CATA and the newly deveddpand validated image dictionaries, both
researchers and practitioners can efficiently anatkly measure and monitor dimensions of
employer image within large-scale text data. In example, this was done on the basis of the
U.S. Fortune 500 company and employment webpagdschwwere aggregated on an
organizational level.

Moreover, the availability of the new measuremerdtirad opens up a variety of
opportunities in the evaluation of employers. Faaraple, the innovative method could serve as
an additional part of employer image audits (i.as a further input to best employer
competitions). Simultaneously, organizations w#l &ble to quickly assess their (labor market)
competition and analyze their relative employerugaproposition across a variety of image
dimensions. This is valuable insofar as content arfdrmation between employers and
employees is nowadays increasingly exchanged odisgpelli, 2001; Nolan et al., 2013).

Relatedly, the improved measurability and trangpares likely to unveil “image gaps”
between espoused and perceived image (e.g., ves@ar ratings) that will become more and
more apparent and visible. As shown in the compards the two image types of this study, there
may be large(r) gaps between image projection andeption, and companies will thus be able

to better adjust and fine-tune their aspired imades issue applies not only to a recruitment
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context but also to an internal perspective withard to current employees. Companies could,
for example, compare their initially projected ireagrith dimensions of their internal culture.
Therefore, it would be interesting to identify aadalyze potential vision vs. culture gaps and
potentially related impacts of such gaps. Althotigd current study does not suggest what to do
in such cases, it provides a useful tool to idgrdifch gaps.

5.3 Limitations and future research suggestions

Like every study, the current study has some litioitess. First, there are limitations with
regard to our methodical approach. In terms of siagpthe study only analyzed website text
and therefore neglected other media content anghagebfeatures, such as pictures, interactive
elements such as videos, or website aestheticghvaiso convey valuable image information
about an employer (e.g., Dineen, Ling, Ash, & Deldfdo, 2007). Whereas CATA as applied in
this article is only based on textual data, fut@search should take into consideration how other
media content could be efficiently measured and ptement a purely text-based approach.
Moreover, other online resources that are ricteit tould be analyzed as well. Both projected
and perceived image could be further assesseddiran analysis of different social media
channels in which firms are present (e.g., FacepbiokedIn).

Second, the current study has only looked at lagporations, which usually have
sufficient webpage content to measure and analybe. observations from this study are
therefore not generalizable to firms of differeises(e.g., small and medium-sized enterprises).
In addition, it may also be challenging to fully aseire the webpage image of companies that do
not provide sufficient textual webpage data. Althloudhis has not been the case for most of the

large corporations, smaller firms may require &edént approach.
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Third, the CATA approach as applied in this artisléased on the analysis of single word
usage in sample texts to make inferences aboumn#rgal models of a text’s author. Although
this method is in line with recommended proceduttes,approach neglects the greater context
based on the co-occurrences of specific words, e as negations or negative meanings.
Simultaneously, the single word approach leadsmddtions in the constructs and dimensions
that can be investigated. For example, some ofrgteumental dimensions had to be excluded
since they could not be expressed in a single wotdrm (e.g., “challenging work” or “customer
orientation”). Moreover, the approach assumes pudéntial and current employees always
search and process all of the available webpadearl¢ this is probably not the case, as typical
readers probably only see a fraction of the ovexabpage content. Future research therefore
needs to develop ways to take this restriction catasideration.

Fourth, it would be interesting to simultaneousipalgze employees’ individual
background and information processing when readieigpage content. Image is usually created
through multiple impressions from different sourceswhich webpage content is only one of
many aspects that determine attitudinal and behavotcomes (e.g., site visit, interviews, etc.).
Future research could therefore try to combineyeesl of individual information processing to
better understand how different content loads alifferent outcomes. Relatedly, there has also
been no information about the demographic backgtoafnprospective applicants. Such data
would provide valuable information about how di#fet types of individuals process such
information.

Finally, the approach predominantly addresses makeaudiences (i.e., prospective
applicants). Although current employees should Xygosed to the analyzed webpage content as

well, one can assume that they would rather considernal media such as company-specific
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Intranets. In order to extend the view, it woulceréfore be interesting to conduct similar
approaches directed toward the internal perspe(itere current employees through collection of

data from company Intranets).
6 Conclusion

Previous perspectives on employer image have priedothy focused on employees’
views and interpretations. The current article nisong the first to analyze projected employer
image as transmitted through company and employmebsites. The authors have developed an
innovative approach, which allows for efficientlyeasuring and analyzing large-scale textual
data with regard to projected employer image. Feotheoretical perspective, the study provides
researchers with an improved and more nuanced stageling of the employer image construct.
From a practical perspective, the study providgamizations with a useful and efficient tool for

analyzing, monitoring, and (re)adjusting their emét communication as an employer of choice.
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7  Appendix

7.1  Appendix A

Table 111-18: Categories of included and excluded webpage caesgor

Website Category

Included Webpage

Excluded Webpage

Why excluded?

Definition Categories Categories
1. About About Divisions Contemplation of company as a whole
Our Company History Mostly presented in tables, not usable
Strategy Investor Relations  Not considered relevant for employer image
Who We Are Leadership Not considered relevant for employer image
Legal Information Not considered relevant for employer image
Offices & Locations Not usable in CATA
Operations Not considered relevant for employer image
Product Developmen Not considered relevant for employer image
Products Not considered relevant for employer image
Research Not considered relevant for employer image
SEC Guidelines Not considered relevant for employer image
Services Not considered relevant for employer image
Social Channels  Sample restricted to company webpages only
Stock Information Not considered relevant for employer image
Subsidiaries Focus on Fortune 500 webpages only
Website Privacy Not considered relevant for employer image
2. Careers Benefits FAQ Not considered relevant for employer image
Compensation Awards & Recognitior Not usable in CATA
Health & Wellness Hiring Process Generic information only
Military & Veterans Job Descriptions Generic information only
Training & Development Locations Not usable in CATA
Why This Company? Recruiting Evens Not usable in CATA
Our People Recruitment Generic information only
Testimonials Requirement Generic information only
3. Diversity & Diversity Supplier Guidelines  Not considered relevant for employer image
Inclusion Diversity Statements
Inclusion

Supplier Diversity
EEO Statement

4. Community

Community
Community Engagemen
Community Investment
Community Involvement

Awards & Recognitior
Business Solutions
Consumer Solutions
FAQ
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Company Foundation
Corporate Citizenship
Giving
Philantrophy
Serving the Community
Volunteerism

Giving Guidelines
Grant Criteria
New Releases

Partner Description

Third-Party Websites

Not considered relevant for employer image
Not considered relevant for employer image
Not considered relevant for employer image
Not considered relevant for employer image
Focus on Fortune 500 webpages only

5. Values &
Responsibility

Code of Conduct
Corporate Responsibility
Environment
Ethics
Human Rights
Safety
Sustainability
Values
What We Believe

Business Solutions
Consumer Solutions
Corporate Governanc
FAQ
Internal Processes
News Releases
Political Involvement

Not considered relevant for employer image
Not considered relevant for employer image
Not considered relevant for employer image
Not considered relevant for employer image
Not considered relevant for employer image
Not considered relevant for employer image
Not considered relevant for employer image

88



[Il Essay 2: Substance or noise

7.2  Appendix B

Table 111-19: Instrumental and symbolic image dimensions as roead in the literature

Article

Instrumental Image Dimensions Symbolic Image Dimensions
as Mentioned in the Literature as Mentioned in the Literature

Lievens and Highhouse
(2003)

Lievens et al. (2005)

Lievens (2007)

Lievens et al. (2007)

Carless and Imber (200°

Van Hoye (2008)

Slaughter and Greguras
(2009)

Schreurs et al. (2009)

Van Hoye and Saks
(2011)

Kausel and Slaughter
(2011)

Pay, advancement, job security, task
demands, location, benefits, flexible
working hours, working with customers

Sincerity, innovativeness, competence,
prestige, robustness

Pay and benefits, advancement, job
security, task diversity, structure,
social/team activities, travel opportunities
educational opportunities, physical

Sincerity, excitement, cheerfulness,
competence, prestige, ruggedness

activities
Pay and benefits, job security, task Sincerity, excitement, cheerfulness,
diversity, educational opportunities competence, prestige, ruggedness

Provision of good salaries, advancement
opportunities, job security, task diversity,
opportunity to work in structured

environment, opportunity for social/team
activities, travel opportunities, opportunit

Sincerity, excitement, cheerfulness,
competence, prestige, ruggedness

Pay and promotion opportunities,
challenging work, location, co-workers, n/a

reputation
Pay, advancement, task diversity, Sincerity, innovativeness, competence,
teamwork, helping people prestige

Income, opportunity, promotion, challeng

interesting work, working hours, power, Conscientiousness, agreeableness,
freedom and autonomy, location, commu openness, neuroticism, boy scout,
coworkers, leadership, supervisor, dress innovativeness, dominance, thrift, style
code

Sincerity, excitement, competence,

n/a .
prestige, ruggedness

Pay, advancement, job security, structure Sincerity, excitement, competence,
social activities, travel, education prestige, ruggedness

Salary and benefits, opportunities for

promotion, job security, challenging work

interesting work, authority, autonomy,  Trustworthiness, dominance,
flexible work hours, recognition, innovativeness

geographic location, leadership, compete

co-workers, competent supervisors
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Payment attractiveness, career
Baum and Kabst (2013t opportunities, task attractiveness, workin n/a
atmosphere, work-life comfort

Pay/security, advancement, task demanc Sincerity, innovativeness, competence,

Van Hoye etal. (2013) working conditions prestige, robustness

Interpersonal activities, advancement, ta: Sincerity, innovativeness, competence,

Van Hoye etal. (2014) diversity, employment prestige, robustness
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IV Essay 3: Contextual work design and employee innotrae work behavior —
When does autonomy matter#*

Abstract
In environments experiencing fast technologicalngfgain which innovative performance is
expected, work design research has found that #gred of autonomy positively predicts
behavioral and attitudinal work outcomes. Becaudarg work design research has tended to
examine the direct and mediating effects of autonhomwork outcomes such as job satisfaction,
examinations of more situational elements and #grek to which the organizational context
strengthens or weakens this relationship has beghected. This study, therefore, takes a
context-contingent perspective to investigate tregrée to which psychological climate
dimensions such as supervisor support, organizatisinucture and organizational innovation
moderate the effects of autonomy (work schedulingorromy, work methods autonomy,
decision-making autonomy) on employee perceiveadvative work behavior (IWB). Using a
conjoint experiment based on 9,440 assessmentednesthin 1,180 employees, it was found
that all autonomy dimensions had a significant direffect on employee perceived IWB.
Contrary to the hypotheses, the multi-level analyBd not reveal any moderating effect of the
climate dimensions on the relationship between raartty and employee IWB. This study
provides a context-contingent view for the featunésvork design and gives a more detailed

analysis of autonomy, which has previously beem geenarily as a unidimensional construct.

Current status: Revise and resubmit for publicationRitOS ONHKsee also Appendix).
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1 Introduction

“It doesn't make sense to hire smarbpée and tell them what to do, we hire smart people

so they can tell us what to do” (Steve Jobs, for@EO of Apple).

As the “increasing prevalence of technology” and thast “changing nature of work”
(Colbert, Yee, & George, 2016, p. 732; Wegman, Hoffman, Carter, Twenge, & Guenole, 2016, p.

2) are impacting work processes and occupationattsires in contemporary organizations (e.g.,
virtual teams), firms have been seeking to dynaltyieaapt work designs to best capitalize on
their growing digitally aware workforce by leveragitheir “digital fluency” (Briggs & Makice,
2012; Brynjolfsson & McAfee, 2012; Colbert et al., 2016, p. 732; Dedrick, Gurbaxani, &
Kraemer, 2003; Grant & Parker, 2009; T. Johns & Gratton, 2013; S. K. Parker, Wall, & Cordery,
2001; WorldEconomicForum, 2016). At the same time, employees are seeking grelatability
and self-determination and more individualized wedhedules (Carnoy, Castells, & Benner,
1997; Castells, 2011; Grant, Fried, & Juillerat, 2011; Kastelle, 2013). Therefore, organizations
and especially organizations that have “loose radks of [more] autonomous and
multidisciplinary teams” are finding ways to fosggeater innovatiofiBouée, 2015; Gottlieb &
Willmott, 2014; McCord, 2014).

Especially fast-growing technology firms and todaydigital star’ firms put a high
emphasis on employee autonomy to spur creativity (Mankins & Garton, 2017; McCord, 2014).
Netflix, for example, explicitly fosters a cultud creativity and self-discipline, freedom and
responsibility as opposed to a culture of proceffsegence to attract and nourish innovative
people and to sustain their success (McCord, 20id)doing so, Netflix has been highly

successful and just achieved another record higin aimost 110 million global subscribers in a
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business that has traditionally been with the ldejevision networks and media conglomerates
(status October 2017; (Bradshaw, 2017)).

During the past few decades, research on work ddsag found that task/motivational,
social and work context factors can significanthflience employee attitudinal, behavioral,
cognitive, or organizational work outcom@&tzhak Fried & Ferris, 1987; Humphrey, Nahrgang,

& Morgeson, 2007; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2008; S. K. Parker et al., 2001). Of the
task/motivational factorsautonomy, which is the individuals’ sovereignty when working
(Hackman & Oldham, 1976), has been studied intehsiand found to strongly predict positive
attitudinal and subjective and objective behaviosark outcomes(Humphrey et al., 2007,
Kirkman, Rosen, Tesluk, & Gibson, 2004; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2008).

Even though workplace autonomy has had a long riyistowork design research, there
has recently been renewed interest in this &eg Bouée, 2015; Kastelle, 2013; Lammers,
Stoker, Rink, & Galinsky, 2016; Mazmanian, Orlikowski, & Yates, 2013) primarily because of
the increase in knowledge-based organizations ichmbnhanced employee discretion has been
found to be an important predictor of innovativefpenance(Y Fried, Levi, & Laurence, 2008;
Grant et al., 2011). Further, recent studies hauend that autonomy can drive employee
aspirations for power, in contrast to using poveegain influence over others (Lammers et al.,
2016).

Prior research has tended to focus on the fit, (person-organization fit) between
occupational demand and individual competerge, Morgeson, Dierdorff, & Hmurovic, 2010;
Ostroff, 1993). However, there has been much lesasf on the extent to which organizational
context inhibits or complements the evolution oWell-designed job or whether “certain job

designs [i.e., degree of autonomy] may be moregpijate in certain contexts than in others”
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(Morgeson et al., 2010; Oldham & Hackman, 2010, p. 472 Wegman et al., 2016). This paper
proposes that only through a joint understandinigos¥ autonomy and the broader organizational
contexts or certain boundary conditions interact @@omprehensive understanding of employee
attitudes, behaviors, and related work outcorf@sJohns, 2010; Morgeson et al., 2010) be
achieved.

As the organizational context can either be treateda main effect on work design
features, or as a cross-level interaction/moderagiffect with work design characteristics on
work design outcome&s. Johns, 2006; Morgeson et al., 2010), in this paper, the focus is on the
latter interpretation. Extant and emerging reseaaging a more contextual approach to work
design has closely examined the social context ofkwdesign, such as the interpersonal
interactions and relationships that are influenbgdhe work environment and the type of job.
However, broader work context characteristics saglorking conditions have not been widely
examinedGrant & Parker, 2009; Humphrey et al., 2007; S. K. Parker et al., 2001). To go some
way to filling this gap, in this paper, the orgatimnal context, or the “broader organizational
environment in which employees work” (Morgesonlet2010, p. 352) is viewed as an important
moderator in the relationship between work desigh r@lated outcomeMorgeson et al., 2010;
Oldham & Hackman, 2010).

In particular, this paper examines how employeeguions of thg@sychological climate
dimensions (i.e., an individual's perception of therk environment with regard to the broader
organizational environmental dimensions) moderdte telationship between individual
autonomy and employee perceived behavioral workaraés such as innovative work behavior
(C. P. Parker et al., 2003). In line with thesetegticontingent perspectives, the specific climate

conditions that moderate the influence of autonanyemployee perceived innovative work
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behavior (IWB) are examined. A conjoint analysiscaducted to test the different facets of
autonomy and the impact they may have on the eraplsyperception of their own innovative
work behavior. Using a multi-level analysis, the damting effects of selected psychological
climate dimensions on this relationship are analy2e relatively few studies have addressed the
effects of autonomy on entrepreneurial outcomesnfhkin, Cogliser, & Schneider, 2009), this
paper provides some guidance to employee supptreiknowledge economy.

This paper contributes to the literature in attleéa® important ways. First, research on
work design and specifically on autonomy is reeditfrom a context-contingent/boundary
condition perspective. In doing, the recent calks answered for enhanced research to consider
the contextual features “that most powerfully coeist or enhance the emergence of well-
designed jobs” within the broader organizationahtegt (Morgeson et al.,, 201 Oldham &
Hackman, 2010, p. 473). Therefore, a more compmtemunderstanding of the supportive and
inhibitive factors that affect autonomy relatiorshiin task/motivational work design is
illuminated.

Second, this study examines several dimensionstohamy concurrently, thereby taking
a different perspective than more recent stugses, Humphrey et al., 2007, Wegman et al.,
2016) for example, Hackman and Oldham (1975) and most subsequentestwai viewed
autonomy from a unidimensional perspective and @dntb focus only on work scheduling
autonomy (Humphrey et al., 2007). Therefore, thesin this paper is a response to the need for
research that recognizes that autonomy is mulgttat and that these different facets can
differentially impact work outcomes beyond just gdtisfaction (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2008).

Because this investigation considers both workghebased autonomy dimensions and

adjustable organizational-level properties or tlsgcpological climate dimensions, it aims to
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improve the understanding of such reverse relationships; that is, how adjusted organizational
boundaries impact work design. This additionalghsis valuable as prior research has tended to
(over)simplify reality by assuminthis dimension to be fixed; however, new communication
technology means that the organizational dimenstansalso be modified (Oldham & Hackman,
2010).

The remainder of this paper is structured as fdlokirst, work design and contingency
theory, the autonomy construct dimensions and tirevative work behavior concept are
introduced and reviewed. Then, the contingent diemdimensions are introduced as the
moderators of the relationship between the autonalmyensions and employee perceived
innovative work behavior after which the method aesults are given. In the final sections, the
discussion and conclusion are given.

2 Theory and hypotheses

Because of the need for enhanced context-contingerit design research that considers
the interactions between work design features hadtoader organizational context (G. Johns,
2010; Morgeson et al., 2010; Oldham & Hackman, 2010), work design theory (Hackman &
Oldham, 1976; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006) and structural contingency theory are reviewed
(Drazin & Van de Ven, 1985; Fry & Smith, 1987) to derive a framework/model that can
determine the impact that work design featuresthis case autonomy, have on employee
perceived innovative work behavior.

2.1  Work design theory

Work design theory is based on the assumption deatain jobs, tasks or role

characteristics as well as the broader social aodtegtual aspects of work engender

psychological states such as intrinsic motivatiwat result in certain outcomes at the individual,
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group and organizational levéldackman & Oldham, 1976; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2008). This
interrelationship also includes an implicit assuimptthat certain employee characteristics are
present and that there is a match between the ge®lcharacteristics and organizational task
requirement§Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2008).

Of all the identified motivational task-related Wwodesign featuresautonomyor “the
degree to which the job provides substantial freedondependence and discretion to the
individual” (Hackman & Oldham, 1976, p. 258) hagidound to strongly affect both subjective
and objective employee performance (e.g., creglivdnd attitudinal outcomes such as
commitment and job satisfactigHumphrey et al., 2007; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2008; Spector,
1986). For knowledge workers, in particular, autogohas been found to be an important,
essential aspect of their performance (Janz, CibjgiNoe, 1997). Further, it has been shown
that proximal work environment characteristics such as job cemipl and autonomy are more
important thandistal characteristics such as organizational policiespriedicting employee
creativity (Shalley, Gilson, & Blum, 2000). Theredo this paper focuses on autonomy as a work
design feature and as a predictor of employee pexdénovative work behavior.

2.2  Contingency theory

Structural contingency theory assumes that optorgénizational set-ups are contingent
on the specific external and internal circumstartbes an organization or individual faces, and
that there is a fit between set-ups and theserostancegFiedler & Chemers, 1967; Lawrence
& Lorsch, 1986). This perspective has been examined wide variety of contexts by, for
example, addressing national contexts and cult(egss, Xiao & Tsui, 2007), leadership (e.qg.,
Yun, Faraj, & Sims Jr, 2005), technology (e.g., Bnlocum, 1984), or individual traits (e.g.,

Carnabuci & Dibdszegi, 2015) as contingency factdnsthe model (see Figure IV-1), these
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current views are extended by considering how the autonomy dimensions are related to employee

perceptions of their own work climate.

Figure IV-1: Conceptual model showing the direct effect of work design features on employees’
perceived IWB and the moderating role of psychological climate dimensions

Level 2: Psychological climate moderators
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dimensions support innovation structure
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behavior (IWB)

Participation in _
decision-making
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2.3 Autonomy and work design related outcomes

Traditionally, autonomy has been considered a job/task characteristic of work design and
has been based on an intrinsic motivational paradigm in which several personal and work
outcomes such as innovative performance are rooted (Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Morgeson &
Humphrey, 2008; Ramamoorthy, Flood, Slattery, & Sardessai, 2005). Autonomy in an
organizational work context has empirically been associated to individuals or groups and can be
practiced in higher-level, lower-level and knowledge worker contexts (Axtell et al., 2000;

Langfred, 2000).
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Autonomy has been found to positively predict vasidobehavioral outcomes such as
objective and subjective employee performance &sdrgeeism, attitudinal individual and group
level outcomes such as job satisfaction, job ingoient and organizational commitment, and
organizational outcomes such as customer satisfa@irock, 2003; Humphrey et al., 2007; S.

K. Parker et al., 2001). It is also considered aftipular value in so-called “adhocracy cultures”
in which “an idealistic and novel vision [that] mces members to be creative and take risks”
results in enhanced risk-taking and greater inneaadaptability (Hartnell, Ou, & Kinicki,
2011, p. 679). On the downside, however, it hags b&en shown that high levels of autonomy
and low levels of monitoring can result in lowearte performance than high levels of autonomy
and high levels of monitoring (Langfred, 2004), lgmpg that putting too much trust in an
autonomous team can also be detrimental.

2.4  Dimensions of autonomy

Autonomy is not a one-dimensional construct but $egeral dimensions (Humphrey et
al., 2007). In contrast to the views taken in tB&ds and 1980s, autonomy is now understood to
be a multi-faceted construct that encompasses tharejust strategic autonomy and control over
work goals (Lumpkin et al., 2009). Today, the disiens have been extendedatork scheduling
autonomywork methodsutonomy, andiecision-makingutonomy, each of which differentially
predicts work outcome@reaugh, 1985, 1999; Humphrey et al., 2007; Lumpkin et al., 2009;
Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006). Work scheduling autog@neither the individual or group level
refers to having control over the timing and schieduof work, work methods autonomy refers
to having control over the procedures and methadsl uo do the work and decision-making

autonomy refers to having the freedom to make welited decisions (Humphrey et al., 2007).
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While these dimensions are inherently related, eanb has distinct predictive abilities
(Humphrey et al., 2007; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2008).
2.5 Innovative work behavior

Innovation or creativity as an outcome of work dastharacteristics have rarely been the
central focus of research into work design outco(snt et al., 2011; Humphrey et al., 2007)
and have generally been regarded as “expandediistal” outcomegGrant et al., 2011, p. 427,

S. K. Parker et al., 2001, p. 420). However, cvdgtand innovation are vital for organizational

effectivenes§Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Yuan & Woodman, 2010) as organizational success is

often dependent on employees who exceed “standankl vehaviors” by being innovative rather

than merely fulfilling their formal work requiremenas stated in the job description (Van der
Vegt & Janssen, 2003, p. 730).

An employee’s innovative work behavior is dependents combination of three different
behavioral tasks: thgeneration of idegsthe promotion of ideasand therealization of ideas
(Janssen, 2000; Van der Vegt & Janssen, 2003; West & Farr, 1989). While innovative behavior
involves both the promotion and realization/impleta¢ion of ideas, the creativity concept has
been seen to be only involved in idea genergthanabile, 1983; Van der Vegt & Janssen, 2003).

The antecedents of employee creativity and the exiésnof innovative work behavior
(e.g., Scott & Bruce, 1994; Shalley et al., 2000) have been widely examined. Scott and Bruce
(1994) studied the influence of leadership, workugr relations and individual attributes on
innovation in the workplace and found that the suger-subordinate relationship, supervisor
role expectations, and employee systematic indaliqaroblem-solving styles predicted high
levels of innovative behavior. Similarly, Yuan aiébodman (2010) evaluated the influence of

the expected outcomes of innovative behavior, sashexpected performance outcomes or
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expected image gains, on employee innovation amadéhat both performance expectations and
image consequences had a significant impact onamelinnovation.
2.6 Autonomy and innovative work behavior

From a work design motivational perspective (HackmdaOldham, 1976), based on an
index of job characteristic dimensions including gutonomy, it was found that job complexity
was positively related to supervisor-rated emplogeeativity and performance (Oldham &
Cummings, 1996). Several studies have also foupdséive relationship between work design
features such as autonomy amehtivity and innovation at work (e.g., Amabile, 1988; Amabile,
Schatzel, Moneta, & Kramer, 2004; Judge, Fryxell, & Dooley, 1997; Ramamoorthy et al., 2005).
For example, Dul and Ceylan (2014) investigateditifieence of a creativity-supporting work
environment (e.g., challenging job, teamwork, jolloaomy) on firms’ new product introduction
to the market and showed that the more a firm’'sal@ork environment supports creativity, the
higher the firm’s percentage of sales from new pobsl In a similar vein Ramamoorthy et al.
(2005) directly and indirectly tested the influerafgob autonomy on innovative work behaviors
when mediated through an obligation to innovate todhd that job autonomy had a direct
positive effect on innovative work behaviors. Automy has further been found to be an
influential moderator in the relationship betweeadership styles and relationships and creativity
at work (e.g., Volmer, Spurk, & Niessen, 20¥WAng & Cheng, 2010).

The hypotheses are first introduced in relationtte main effects of the autonomy
dimensions, then, the influence of the climate disiens as moderators on the relationship

between autonomy and employee perceived innovetdr& behavior is examined.
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2.6.1 Work scheduling autonomy and innovative work behawi

Originally from a manufacturing context, work schidg autonomy has been defined as
the “extent to which workers feel they can conth@ sequencing/timing of their work activities”
(Breaugh, 1985, p. 556). Employees that are ndt tiieany specific schedules or timing can,
therefore, freely choose when and in which ordey tlvant to pursue certain tasks, and thus exert
the related behaviors (Breaugh, 1999).

In comparison to standard tasks in positions withran“discrete, sequential stages,”
innovation and thus innovative behavior is chammtd by discontinuous, intermittent,
alternating activities and behavi@chroeder, Van de Ven, Scudder, & Polley, 1989; Scott &
Bruce, 1994, p. 582). Therefore, it is assumed wWiagn employees are able to freely choose
when and in what order they work on different tasksir intrinsic motivation is activated, which
positively impacts innovative work behavior in terraf idea generation, idea promotion, and
idea implementation, implying the following relatghip between work scheduling autonomy

and employee innovative work behavior.

Hypothesis la:Higher levels ofwork scheduling autonomgre associated with higher

levels ofperceived innovative work behavior

2.6.2  Work methods autonomy and innovative work behavior

Work methods autonomy has been defined as the édagfrdiscretion/choice individuals
have regarding the procedures (methods) they aitdiz work” (Breaugh, 1985, p. 556). As
innovative behavior at work reflects a “complex &abr’ comprised of “interrelated sets of

behavioral activities” such as problem recognitiatea generation, idea promotion, and idea
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realization(Dorenbosch, Engen, & Verhagen, 2005, p. 130; McAdam & McClelland, 2002), it
appears critical that employees are able to frelbbosehowto approach these stages. This type
of autonomy has been found to be particularly irtgdrduring the initial idea generation phase
(McAdam & McClelland, 2002).

There are many techniques that can be used for mea generation such as
brainstorming, mind mapping and morphological asigl{Smith, 1998). Therefore, limitations
defined by an organization toward a certain apgraacaving a pre-specified selection or set of
certain methods and instructions might negativelgact employee creativity and idea generation
(McAdam & McClelland, 2002; Smith, 1998). Employees might also feel limited in the options
they can choose to address certain problems, mglubeir motivation to be innovative. It is
therefore assumed that there is the following i@tahip between work-methods autonomy and

innovative work behavior.

Hypothesis 1b: Higher levels ofwork-methods autonomsre associated with higher

levels ofperceived innovative work behavior

2.6.3 Decision-making autonomy and innovative work behawi

The third autonomy dimension is related to thedoge to make decisions about work
(Humphrey et al., 2007; Karasek et al., 1998). As the two core phases of the innovation process
are initiated through idea generation and impleeetihrough idea fulfilment, many major and
minor decisions need to be made along the way asiche decision to innovate, the decision to
proceed with a certain idea and the decision tolampnt (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2007;

Zaltman, Duncan, & Holbek, 1973). Therefore, théerirelated stages in innovative work
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behavior (see Dorenbosch et al., 2005) require iaggdecision-making within the stages and
between the stages; that is, from idea generation to idea implementation (De Jong & Den Hartog,
2007).

Low decision-making authority along this iteratigeocess could result in the constant
need to seek approval from decision-makers, thastcaining motivation and related behaviors
(Brock, 2003). Therefore, it is assumed that wheipleyees are able to freely make decisions
about the direction in which to proceed rather thaving to seek supervisor approval or abide by
restrictions, there is a positive influence on thanovative work behavior and performance,
which implies the following interaction between m#an-making autonomy and innovative work

behavior.

Hypothesis 1c:Higher levels ofdecision-making autonomgre associated with higher

levels ofperceived innovative work behavior

Of these three autonomy dimensions, meta-analysefindings have found that work
scheduling autonomy, in comparison to work metreasnomy and decision-making autonomy;,
has relatively little impact on job satisfactiomdathat the different autonomy dimensions have
distinctive predictive effects (Humphrey et al.,0Z). While most studies have focused on job
satisfaction, there is also evidence of similarfedéntial autonomy effects for employee
innovative work behavior. Axtell et al. (2000), fexample, found that different forms of
autonomy on the shop floor such as control overhimgcmaintenance vs. control over working

methods had differential effects on idea generadiwh creativity. Translated to the context of this
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study, it is therefore assumed that the differenb@omy dimensions have distinctive predictive

effects on innovative work behavior, implying tledléwing:

Hypothesis 1d: Work methods autonomwnd decision-making autonomyave a

significantly larger effect on employee innovathvehavior thanvork scheduling autonomy

2.7  Organizational context as a moderator of work desig relationships

Prior work design research has highlighted the m@mce of contextual features in
constraining or fostering the development of wasidned jobgMorgeson et al., 2010; Oldham
& Hackman, 2010). Context has two analysis levilg:globalomnibuscontext, within which is
nested the specifidiscretecontext, which involves the variables that deteentertain attitudes
and behaviors (G. Johns, 2006). From a work deargh contingency perspective, context is
important because employees seek to attain comdspee or fit with the broader context that
“reinforces or rewards different individual neeasl dehaviors” (Morgeson et al., 2010, p. 351).
Work designs related to the previously outlined oaomy dimensions, therefore, allow
employees to attain correspondence, and can thmerefeate positive attitudinal and behavioral
work outcomes (Morgeson et al., 2010). Context icdlnence employee intrinsic motivation
which, in turn, can have an effect on employeetoia (Amabile, 1988; Oldham & Cummings,
1996).

There have been some studies focused on the broagkemizational and occupational
context(Morgeson & Campion, 2003; Morgeson et al., 2010). Specifically, it has been suggested
that organizational climate or the “shared percem®i regarding formal and informal

organizational policies, practices, and procedufddrgeson et al., 2010, p. 355) can impact
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work design characteristics “by making specifictieas more salient” and by “shaping the
meaning of work design characteristics in specifigys” (Morgeson et al., 2010, p. 355).
Likewise, on thandividual level, thepsychological climatelescribes aneémployee’s perception
of the work environment” along the different orgaational dimensionsfor example, between
thetask climateand therelational climate(Benzer & Horner, 2015, p. 457; Litwin & Stringer Jr,
1968). While the construct of organizational climatescribes perceptions of organizational
practices on a shared level (e.g., work group, dej@t within an organization), psychological
climate considers individual perceptions of the kvenvironment. In this study, the focus is on
the individual level and thus on specific psychatag climate dimensions of the organizational
context.
2.8  Psychological climate

Extant climate studies have demonstrated that tkeceptions of the different
psychological climate dimensions link organizatioméimate characteristics and employee
attitudinal and behavioral outcomes such as matimatjob satisfaction, psychological well-
being and performanc@enzer & Horner, 2015; Carr, Schmidt, Ford, & DeShon, 2003; C. P.
Parker et al., 2003). Job satisfaction and motwathave consistently been identified as
mediators between climate dimensions and work omésoin terms of performance (Benzer &
Horner, 2015; Carr et al., 2003; C. P. Parker et al., 2003). Of the many climate categories,
affective (Ostroff, 1993),work group and social environmerffones & James, 1979) and
relational or task climate characteristi¢g®enzer & Horner, 2015) have been found to haee th
strongest relationships with work outcom@snzer & Horner, 2015; Carr et al., 2003; C. P.

Parker et al., 2003).
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On the basis of selected psychological climate dsimms, a theoretical model is
developed to examine the moderating role of theatie dimensions on the relationship between
the autonomy facets and employee perceived innavatork behavior. For the classification and
selection of the relevant climate dimensions arddxonomy, as it has been successfully applied
in a range of climate studies (e.qg., Carr et &03), Ostroff's (1993) psychological involvement
framework was adopted, which is made up ofaffective cognitive andinstrumentalstates in
the workplace. In this paper, one affective (supervsupport), one cognitive (organization
innovation), and one instrumental (organizationalcdure) climate dimensions were selected to
examine the influence of employee autonomy evalnaton employee IWB.

2.8.1 The moderating influence of supervisor support

The affectiveclimate dimension addresses employee interpersorhkocial relations at
work including cooperation, participation, warmtidasocial rewardgCarr et al., 2003; Ostroff,
1993) Supervisor supporas a measure of cooperation is characterized thramgployee
“support and understanding from their immediateesugor” and the “extent to which the
supervisor [...] encourages the development of closdyally satisfying relationships within the
group” (Benzer & Horner, 2015, p. 479; Patterson et al., 2005, p. 386). The importance of
supervisor support has been highlighted in previeork, in which it was found that good leader-
member exchanges (LMX) are directly and positivel\ated to work outcomes and innovative
behavior (e.g., Eenberger, Stinglhamber, Vandenberghe, Sucharski, & Rhoades, 2002; Oldham
& Cummings, 1996; Scott & Bruce, 1994; Volmer et al., 2012; Wang & Cheng, 2010).

The focus of this section, however, is the modegaimpact of supervisor support on the
relationship between the autonomy dimensions anplame IWB. It is expected that (high)

supervisor support, which includes supervisor empatonfidence, guidance and a good
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understanding of the people working for them, iases the effect of autonomy on employee
perceived IWB(Patterson et al., 2005; Volmer et al., 2012). In short, high supervisor support
results in good leader-member relationships, whiehrelated to high(er) levels of trust between
the employee and the supervisor (Oldham & Cummid§96). Employees that experience a
superior LMX relationship often show reciprocal beilor that is reflected in greater
discretionary work processes within the supervgdrerdinate relationship (llies, Nahrgang, &
Morgeson, 2007). This implies that from both a k¥a@hd employee point of view, discretionary
behavior is inherent in or triggered by work cliesmthat have good leader-member cooperation.
Therefore, when employees have high levels of sigmr support, this strong, mutual
basis of trust inherently ‘granted’ by the good LMationship encourages self-efficacy, flexible
role orientation and proactive behavior, making kyges feel more comfortable with greater
autonomy (S. K. Parker et al.,, 2006). Therefore,eagployees need to spend less time on
establishing and maintaining their relationshiphwiibeir supervisor for work success (Wayne,
Liden, Kraimer, & Graf, 1999), they can take adweget of the high levels of autonomy to indulge
in more innovative behavior. In contrast, employe®&® have low supervisor support levels and
thus lack guidance, trust and self-efficacy migbt (yet) feel comfortable being given greater
autonomy as they might first want to establish @set relationship with their supervisor to

develop the trust needed for autonomy to be aetiyamplying the following:

Hypothesis 2: The effect of a) work scheduling autonomy, b) warkthods autonomy,
and c) decision-making autonomy on perceived intie@avork behavior (IWB) is moderated by

supervisor supportsuch that under higher levels sdipervisor supportthe importance of a)
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work scheduling autonomy, b) work methods autonoamg c) decision-making autonomy is

higher.

2.8.2 The moderating influence of organizational innovain

The second climate dimension, t@gnitivefacet, is related to personal development and
employee involvement in work activities. Cogniticémate includes innovation, growth and
intrinsic award dimension&arr et al., 2003; Ostroff, 1993), all of which have been found to
have positive effects on innovative work outcomermtation (e.g., Benzer & Horner, 2015).
Organizational innovationdefined as the “perceived emphasis on innovatiah @eativity in
work; [the] acceptance of change” (Benzer & Horner, 2015, p. 478), therefore, hasb#®sen in
this paper as representative of the cognitive d¢kndamension.

It is expected that organizational innovation hapoaitively moderating role on the
autonomy-IWB relationship. An innovative organipaidl climate is characterized by the
encouragement for, support for and the rapid, lilexadoption of new ideas and a culture that
encourages employees to search for new problenmgaigchniques and approaches (Martins &
Terblanche, 2003; Patterson et al., 2005). Employees who perceive they work in environments
driven by an innovative organizational focus areré¢fore constantly surrounded, and potentially
pressurized, by a mindset and thus target settimgcffeativity and innovation performance
(Ahmed, 1998; Martins & Terblanche, 2003). As discussed, autonomy is necessary to promote
employee creativity, and is therefore essentiaktarcess in an innovative organizational context
(e.g., Amabile, 1988; Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Ramamoorthy et al., 2005).

When employees work in a highly innovative orgatioraal climate, the need (and

pressure) to innovate is more likely to be more important for the organization’s success;
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therefore, the positive effect of (more) discretmmemployee innovative behavior might also be
higher. Organizations that have low innovationess| of a need to innovate, on the other hand,
may divert employee focus to other organizationaélg and restrain employee autonomy,

implying the following:

Hypothesis 3: The effect of a) work scheduling autonomy, b) warkthods autonomy,
and c) decision-making autonomy on perceived intiegavork behavior (IWB) is moderated by
organizational innovation such that under higher levels ofganizational innovation the
importance of a) work scheduling autonomy, b) wamithods autonomy, and c) decision-making

autonomy is higher.

2.8.3 The moderating influence of organizational structer

The third climate dimension, thestrumentalfacet, is concerned with work processes and
task involvement and is represented by construgtB as extrinsic rewards, structure, hierarchy,
and achievementCarr et al., 2003; Ostroff, 1993). In line with an innovative organizational
climate, asorganizational structurehas been one of the core dimensions and most catgymo
measured factors in the psychological climate (BedzHorner, 2015), in this paper structure is
chosen to be representative of the instrumentadaté dimension. Organizational structure is
generally defined as the “perception of formalitydaconstraint in the organization, orderly
environment emphasis on rules, regulations, and procedures” (Benzer & Horner, 2015, p. 479).
Organizational structure is usually characterizgdubes, pre-specified procedures, processes, or
technicalities and an enhanced focus on an adretenguidelines and instructions (Patterson et

al., 2005). It is important to note that structisrélistinct from centralization and hierarchy, whic
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refers to the decision-making authority lo¢lsillerat, 2010; Pugh, Hickson, Hinings, & Turner,
1968).

Organizational structure also provides “speed,ciefficy, and reliable and consistent
performance”(Adler & Borys, 1996; Juillerat, 2010, p. 217) and has also been found to
encourage (intrinsic) motivation, flexibility, amdnovation(Ford & Gioia, 2000; Juillerat, 2010;
Nayir, Tamm, & Durmusoglu, 2014; S. K. Parker, 2003; Raub, 2008). However, in this paper, the
view that organizational structure diminishes tffeat of autonomy on employee perceived IWB
is taken. Organizations with definitive structutesve many (pre)defined processes, rules and
regulations in place which can stifle innovatiom amnovative success (e.g., Cooper, 1999).

Creativity and innovation require a degree of felty and freedom so as to motivate
employees (Adler & Borys, 19968)owever, if scheduling and decision making are bound with a
definitive structure, employees have less expeeemdth outcomes, success rates, and
organizational consequences because they havauessomy and therefore show less innovation
than in more discrete working environments and mighen face negative organizational
consequences by not adhering to the formal ruteshdse organizations, therefore, conformity
with organizational guidelines is valued more hygtitan personal satisfaction and motivation
(i.e., extrinsic vs. intrinsic motivation; Ahmed, 1998).

When there are high structural levels, employeesraire likely to succeed if they follow
the given processes as in highly structured orgdioizs, employees’ personal motivation and
satisfaction is subordinate. Any deviance from ¢hgisen rules and regulations such as enhanced
autonomy and greater freedom would therefore erefarthis success. Less structured

organizations, however, provide greater freedomemwburage/allow higher levels of autonomy
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when seeking to achieve certain outcomes in liné wiganizational regulations, implying the

following:

Hypothesis 4:The effect of a) work scheduling autonomy, b) warkthods autonomy,
and c) decision-making autonomy on perceived intiegavork behavior (IWB) is moderated by
organizational structuresuch that under higher levelsarfjanizational structurethe importance
of a) work scheduling autonomy, b) work methodsaaiy, and c) decision-making autonomy

is lower.

3 Data and method

3.1 Research instruments and experimental design

To examine the conditions under which employeesgiee innovative work behavior, a
conjoint analysis was conducted followed by a pogieriment questionnaire on the participant
backgrounds and the characteristics of their omgdions. The conjoint experiment was
conducted to analyze the direct effects betweenedsions of autonomy and employees’
perceived innovative work behavior. The post-experit questionnaire was used to capture the
respondents’ demographic background, as well asssess the moderator variables (i.e.,
supervisor support, organizational innovation, ormgational structure). The translated
questionnaire and conjoint experiment profile isviled in the Appendix A.

Conjoint analyses have been frequently conductedvarious disciplines such as
marketing(e.g., Green, Krieger, & Wind, 2001; Green & Srinivasan, 1978), entrepreneurship
(e.g., Brundin, Patzelt, & Shepherd, 2008; Patzelt & Shepherd, 2008) and human resource

management (e.g., Baum & Kabgf13a; Moy & Lam, 2004) to evaluate complex decision-
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making processes (Shepherd, Patzelt, & Baron, 2088) example, Brundin et al. (2008)

investigated in a conjoint experiment the impact ménagers’ emotional displays (e.g.,

confidence, satisfaction) and their impact on erygds’ willingness to act entrepreneurially.

Employees had to make a series of judgments basedewveloped profiles that described

hypothetical decision situations comparable todhes in this study. In another study Baum and
Kabst (2013a), for example, examined the importasfodifferent organizational characteristics

and their impact on employees’ job choice througihj@nt analysis.

Compared to post-hoc methodologies such as suprapserviews, conjoint analyses can
overcome certain biases such as self-report biagnhwéspondents answer in a way that “makes
them look as good as possible” with regard to siyctkesirable behaviors (Donaldson & Grant-
Vallone, 2002, p. 247), or retrospective/recall slielescoping where respondents show
differences when recalling information about a pagberience or event by overstating recent
events and understating more distant evéBtandin et al.,, 2008; Evans & Leighton, 1995;
Zacharakis & Meyer, 1998). Furthermore, when ugorgexample rating scales to examine the
importance of certain organizational charactesstiespondents tend to rate every item as
important and it is difficult to collect contingemtecision data in a specific (hypothetical)
situation (Shepherd & Zacharakis, 1999). Conjoimalgsis, however, is well suited to
investigating “interactions among decision criter@gamd make a real-time decision considering
different factors simultaneously (Shepherd & Zaaka, 1999, p. 205). Using conjoint analysis
therefore avoids certain limitations related to tise of post-hoc methods and is therefore well
suited to study the impact of different dimensiaisorganizational autonomy on employees’

perceived innovative work behavior.
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In conjoint experiments, participants are generadiyuired to assess a series of different,
hypothetical profile sets which have a certain coation of attributes or cues that assume
certain levels or values for each profile (Sheph&rdacharakis, 1997). Participants evaluate
each profile set and make judgments in relatioa ¢ertain outcome variable, such as innovative
behavior at work (Shepherd & Zacharakis, 1997).s€hseries of judgments made by each
participant allows for an analysis of the underystructure of the decision making to deduce the
relative importance of each attribute and to armalyiw the contingency relationships are
processed as the participants prioritize the aite$Choi & Shepherd, 2004; Shepherd, 1999).
The underlying structure of the decisions were y@®al using hierarchical linear modeling
(HLM) to account for the decisions nested in theividual participants (Raudenbush, Bryk, &
Congdon, 2004).

A metric conjoint experiment with an orthogonal ideswhich had zero correlation
between all possible attribute level combinatioras wlesigned for this experiment (Shepherd et
al., 2013). The experiment had six attributes, \ltlee being related to the hypotheses and three
being used as controls for comparative reasonsn@eesection). Each attribute varied between
two possible, opposing conditions (high and low)iakhresulted in a possible set of 64)(2
profile combinations. By applying a fractional fadél design (Hahn & Shapiro, 1966) the total
number of possible combinations of attributes amdiles was reduced to eight, which were then
fully replicated using test-retest correlation te@unt for reliability (Shepherd et al., 2013).

Therefore, there were 16 profiles for each particip(2 x 8 sets) rather than the
theoretical 128 profiles. Prior to the determinatiof the 16 profiles, each participant was
provided with a sample profile (see Figure 1V-2)ato become familiar with the structure of

the succeeding profile sets. To control for ordgmffects, participants were randomly assigned
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to different versions of the profile sets. Speailig two versions were created to control for the
attribute orderof appearancwithin a decision profile, and two versions were cre&bedccount

for theprofile orderacrossall decision profiles (Choi & Shepherd, 2004).

Figure 1V-2: Sample conjoint profile as used in the survey

Eigenschaften Profil

Organisationsstruktur

Einflussnahme auf Unternehmensentscheidungen

Einflussnahme auf eigene Arbeitsbedingungen

Experimentierkultur

Anpassungsdruck

Fiihrungskultur

Inwiefern tragt ein Arbeitsumfeld mit dem o. g. Profil zu lhrem innovativen Verhalten* im Job bei?
*Innovatives Verhalten umfasst die Generierung oder die Umsetzung neuer und/oder kreativer Ideen und Herangehensweisen in Ihrer Arbeit, bspw. im Hinblick auf die Verbesserung der Arbeitsqualitat,
Verbesserung des Kundenservice, ein besseres Produkt, ein besseres Kundeneriebnis, etc.

Tragt gar ni1cht dazu bei Tragt sehr stark dazu bei
7

2 3 4 5 6

3.2 Sample

The sample was recruited through an online par@liger that distributed a web link to
the survey. Participants were incentivized throufga panel provider and received a fixed
remuneration for their participation in the studiite remuneration was only paid when the study
was successfully completed. Participants that ditl fimish the survey or provided invalid
answers were not remunerated in the end. All dagaewcollected and analyzed fully
anonymously and did not allow drawing any persaealiinferences about participants. The
authors did not seek approval by an institutioraliew board (ethics committee) because

identifying information about survey respondentswat collected, used or reported at any stage
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of the study. The survey did neither collect angs#eve information (e.g., religion, nationality,
state of health), nor personal information (e.@ma, (e-mail) address, phone number) of the
participants. At our department there is no instnal review board and there exists no need to
seek approval from such a committee for survey4baesearch in the field of social sciences,
and more specifically organizational behavior apgli@d psychology.

The approach followed the department’s standareéareb procedure in which all
respondents are clearly instructed at the beginafrtge study that their responses will be used
for a research project or series of studies atrtstgution and that all information will be tredte
fully confidentially. Furthermore, the panel proerdremunerated participation in the study and
participation therefore assumed an agreement tahgssurvey responses for research purposes
and further publication of the results. Throughegptimg the terms and conditions as well as the
privacy policy of the panel provider, the partigipg provided their general consent to use, store
and process their data for relevant purposes &igntific research).

The online panel provider pre-selected candidasésgd on defined company size quotas:
1-10 employees: 15%; 11-499 employees: 35%; 500-5,000 employees: 35%; >5,000 employees:
15%; and employee professional qualifications: university degree: 40%; vocational training:
60%. Soft quotas were agreed for gender: 50% female, 50% male; and age: 1824 years: 15%;
25-34 years: 19%; 35-44 years: 24%; 45-54 years: 24%; 55—65 years: 18%. At the beginning of
the survey, participants were asked about theldsgeducational degree (“What is your highest
professional qualification?”), employment statudrg you currently employed full-time or part-
time?”) and age (“Please indicate your age”) toauemshat data was obtained only from people
currently employed in Germany who had completedrefegsional qualification and were

between 18 to 65 years old. People who did not mé#te age criteria, were not currently
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employed part-time or full-time or did not have efpssional qualification were not able to
proceed to the main part of the study.

A pre-test was conducted on 16 participants to gaeful insights and suggestions for
improvements with regards to timing, the claritytloé phrasing and definitions and the reliability
of the conjoint decisions. For the main study, B,8ployed individuals from across Germany
completed the survey in February 2016. Among atligipants the average duration of the survey
was 25.1 min (SD = 15.7) including the pre-scregmjoestions, the conjoint experiment and the
post-experiment questionnaire on the measurefhiéchosen psychological climate dimensions.
Certain checks were then applied to ensure suffilgidaigh reliability to guarantee the quality of
the dataset. Specifically, for each participang torrelations between the 8 original decision
profiles and the 8 replicated profiles were comgutea line with Shepherd et al. (2013) only
participants with a correlation of at least .3 bextw the original set of profiles and the replicated
profile set were included. Unreliable answers wals® rejected, with the final analysis being
conducted on a sample of N = 1,180 with a meanrétsst correlation of .65 across the two
profile sets, which was in line with similar stusli€Shepherd, 1999; Shepherd et al., 2013).
Among the final sample of 1,180 respondents theageeduration of the conjoint analysis and
the post-experiment questionnaire was 27.3 min£SB.1).

The final sample consisted of 82.5% full-time enyeles, with the remainder being part-
time employees working an average of 51.6% (SD A)16f full-time work. Just over half
(50.3%) the respondents were female and the avag@eacross the participants was 42.5 years
(SD = 12.1), with 53.8% having completed a uniugrgegree and the remainder having
completed an apprenticeship/vocational trainingrams such as insurance/retailing incl. banking,

insurance, hospitality, artisanry and public adstimation. The mean number of years of
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professional experience years was 20.7 years (3B.3): 16.2% had professional experience of
up to five years and 24.7% had been working fooBtnore years. Only 5% has been employed
for 31 or more years with theturrentcompany, whereas 39.3% had been working for dyeo
years for their current company. The average nurobgears of being employed in theurrent
company was 10.8 years (SD = 9.8) and the majmityparticipants worked for smaller
companies up to 499 employees (52.3%), 31.9% woitiedompanies between 500 and 5,000
employees, and 15.8% worked for companies with riae 5,000 employees.

Participants worked in a range of industries: s®wi(40.0%), manufacturing (16.4%),
retail and wholesale (10.8%), public administrati8%), and others including transport,
communication, energy (9.0%), or financial, inswenproperty/real estate (8.0%). Participants
worked in: (general) management and administraf@h3%), marketing/sales/communication
(11.5%), fabrication/manufacturing (9.3%), inforioat technology (8.5%), procurement and
logistics (8.1%), research and development (8%grite (5.2%), and human resources (4.7%),
with 30.3% of these having staff responsibiliti&g,9% having budget responsibilities and 7.9%
being owners/shareholders of their companies.

3.3 Variables and measures
3.3.1 Dependent variable: Assessment of employee perddivaovative work behavior

Each conjoint profile had six attributes with eaattribute having one of two opposing
predetermined levels. The different attribute Iswelere highlighted with different colors. For
each decision profile, the participants’ perceiuatbvative behaviowas analyzed.e., “To what
extent does a working environment with the follogviprofile contribute to your innovative
behavior at work?”) as in Scott and Bruce (1994)line with Hurt, Joseph, and Cook (1977),

innovative behavior was further specified and dsdinn each profile asirfnovative behavior
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comprises the generation or the implementationes? and/or creative ideas and approaches in
your work, e.g., with regard to the improvementtled quality of your work, improvement of
customer service, a better product, a better custagmperience, ett.Answers were given on a
seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from “1 = sla®t contribute at all” to “7 = contributes
very much”. A sample profile is provided in Figuk&2.
3.3.2 Decision attributes: Level 1

Overall, for each conjoint profile, the effects thfe six categorical attributes on the
dependent variable were examined, three of whicte welated to the hypotheses and the three
autonomy dimensions: work scheduling autonomy, waokkthods autonomy, decision-making
autonomy; and the additional three acting as control variables for comparative reasons which
addressed additional organizational features thalidcalso possibly impact the decision-making
process: organizational openness, participationdecision-making, and formalization (e.g.,
Behrens, Ernst, & Shepherd, 2014). Participantsevemked to assume that all variables not
specified in the profiles should be assumed todpestant across all decision situations. Table 1V-

1 illustrates and summarizes the attributes and thgpective conditions.

Table 1V-1:Organizational attributes and the different statesised in the conjoint analysis

Attribute Description

Self-determined:

Working time and working place can be freely cholsgthe
Influence on own working conditions employee.
(Variable: Work scheduling autonomy)

Other-determined:
Working time and working place are determined y¢bmpany

Learning from mistakes:
A culture that allows employees to try out new ¢fsin

Experimental culture

(Variable: Work methods autonomy) Prevention of failure: _
A culture with clear specifications/parametersabkdw things have to

be done.

128



IV Essay 3: Contextual work design

Trust-based:

Leadership culture Supervisors only control employees’ final results.

(Variable: Decision-making autonomy)  control-based:
Supervisors continually control employees’ workprggress.

Freedom to be oneself:
Employees do not need to adjust themselves withrdetp

Pressure to adjust appearance, habits, working style, etc.

(Variable: Organizational openness)

Pressure to adjust oneself:
Employees have to adjust themselves with regaagppearance,
habits, working style, etc.

Democratic:

Important company decisions are taken by all engdey
Influence on company decisions (bottom-up).
(Variable: Participation in decision-
making) Hierarchical:

Important company decisions are exclusively takethb
management team (top-down).

Entrepreneurial, flexible:
An organization with flexible processes.

Organizational structure

(Variable: Formalization) Bureaucratic, standardized:
An organization with standardized processes.

As work scheduling autonomyg based on employee control over the schedulirtesr
work (Breaugh, 1985, 1989, 1999), employees thezdiave discretion in terms of their working
time and place. Therefore, work scheduling autonevag denoted as having amffuence on
own working conditiorfs This was further divided into two levels: é¥-determined: working
time and working place can be freely chosen byetimployee”[high] and ‘bther-determined:
working time and working place are determined k®y¢bmpany’{low].

As work methods autononmmgfers to the choice or discretion that an empolyas over
the procedures they utilize in their work (Breau$y®85) and implies that employees are free to
choosehow things are to be done at work, employees areftireréree to experiment and adjust
their methods to attain their goals. Pre-specifrezthods in highly process-driven organizations
are usually applied to standardize and to mitigatks as the outcomes are more predictable

(Raub, 2008; Wiillenweber, Beimborn, Weitzel, & Konig, 2008). Such discretion can have
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multiple origins within an organization such asnfrevithin the organizational structures, or as
part of the systems and processes. Discretion.eftdrer is expressed/manifested in an
organization’s culture through the “shared valued aorms that guide employees’ interactions
with peers, management, or client®atterson et al., 2005, p. 380; Svyantek & Bott, 2004). To
account for the possible multiple origins, work hwats autonomy was therefore operationalized
as ‘experimental cultufewhich was divided into two levelsiéarning from mistakes: a culture
that allows people to try out new thirighigh] and ‘prevention of failure: a culture with clear
specifications/parameters as to how things havsetdoné [low].

As decision-making autonongescribes employee freedom to make choices aheirt t
work processegHumphrey et al., 2007; Karasek et al., 1998), employee decision authority and
latitude is commonly rooted in the quality and mlagaf the leader-member relationships based
on mutual trust between supervisors and employéesen, Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982;
Karasek et al., 1998). Decision-making autonomy thasefore operationalized ak&dership
culturg’ and specified across two leveldrust-based: supervisors only control employeegilfi
results [high] and “control-based: supervisors continually control eny@es’ working progress
[low].

In contrast to measuring work scheduling autonaimg,other two autonomy types were
not explicitly operationalized to prevent the resgpents drawing obvious similarities,
comparisons, or perceived potential overlaps awni@pendence issues between the autonomy
dimensions and over-emphasizing their focus oretlagtsibutes (Rao, 2014).

Data was also collected on the three additionatroborganizational variables that have
been found to impact employee creativity and intiowa namely, organizational openness

participation in decision-makingndformalization
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Organizational opennesss defined as “the degree to which individuals| félee
atmosphere is conducive to the expression of iddali opinions, ideas, and suggestions”
(Benzer & Horner, 2015, p. 478; Flores, Zheng, Rau, & Thomas, 2012; O'Reilly, 1989). This
variable was operationalized under the lalprkSsure to adjustand further specified into two
levels: “reedom to be oneself: employees do not need tostathemselves with regard to
appearance, habits, working style, &tthigh]; and “pressure to adjust oneself: employees have
to adjust themselves with regard to appearanceitbalorking style, ett[low].

Participation in decision-makings related to an employee’s “perceived influencgoint
decision making(Benzer & Horner, 2015, p. 479; Connor, 1992), and was operationalized as
“influence on company decisidrend specified on two levelsdémocratic: important company
decisions are taken by all employees (bottomfhigh]; and “hierarchical: important company
decisions are exclusively taken by the managereant {top-dowri)[low].

Formalization addresses an organization’s “concern with fornugs and procedures”
(Damanpour, 1991; Patterson et al., 2005, p. 386; Pierce & Delbecq, 1977) and was described by
“organizational structure and further divided into two levels: férepreneurial, flexible: an
organization with flexible processefhigh] and ‘bureaucratic, standardized: an organization
with standardized processegow]. Table 1V-2 gives an overview of the thetigal constructs

and their related operationalization for the camj@inalysis.

Table 1V-2:0Overview of theoretical constructs and their operatlization

Theoretical construct Operationalization in conjoint analysis
Work scheduling autonomy (e.g., Breaugh 1999) tefice on own working conditions’
Work methods autonomy (e.g., Breaugh 1999) ‘Expenitimg culture’
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Decision-making autonomy (e.g., Karasdlal. 1998) ‘Leadership culture’
Organizational openness (e.g., Floeesl.2012) ‘Pressure to adjust’

Participation in decision-making (e.g., Connor 1992 ‘Influence on company decisions’
Formalization (e.g., Pierce and Delbecq 1977) ‘@iztional structure’

3.3.3 Cross-level moderators: Level 2

In the post-experiment questionnaire, participawere asked about the perceived
psychological climate dimensions in their organaag, for which items from Patterson et al.’s
(2005) Organizational Climate Measure© were setkdteat broadly assessed and categorized
the four different scale types: human relationshipi®rnal processes, open systems and rational
goals. Participants were presented with different types of statements and requested to; “please
indicate to what extent the following statementplyapo your current company.” Answers were
given on a four-point Likert-type scale rangingnfrdl = definitely false” to “4 = definitely
true”.

Supervisor support was assessed using the 5 itemns Patterson et al. (2005) and
included items such as; “supervisors here are really good at understanding peoples’ problems”,
“supervisors show that they have confidence in ¢hit®y manage”, and “supervisors can be
relied upon to give good guidance to people”. Titernal Cronbach’s alpha reliability was .92.

Organizational innovatiorwas assessed using the 6 items from Pattersdn(2085) and
included statements such as; “new ideas are readily accepted heré&hanagement here are quick
to spot the need to do things differently'assistance in developing new ideas is readily
availablé’, or “people in this organization are always searching fiew ways of looking at

problems. The Cronbach’s alpha was .91.
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Organizational structuravas assessed using the 5 items from Pattersdn(@085) and
included statements such as; “it is considered extremely important here to folltwe rule$ or
“everything has to be done by the Bodke Cronbach’s alpha was .80.

Scale reliability was furthermore tested by analgzihe split-half reliability from which
the Spearman-Brown split-half coefficients and tGattmann split-half coefficients were
calculated. Overall, the results indicated and ttmsfirmed adequate to good reliability of the
three constructs, both with regard to Spearman-Brawefficients (supervisor support: .92,
organizational innovation: .91, organizational stane: .77) and Guttman split-half coefficients
(supervisor support: .89, organizational innovati®i, organizational structure: .75). The cutoff
value is commonly .60, while a value of .80 or legindicates adequate reliability, and a value
of .90 or higher indicates good reliability.

3.3.4 Additional level 2 variables

In addition to the previously mentioned construtis, following (level 2) variables were
controlled for so as to provide a more robust priation of the results. First, the participants’
age differences were analyzed to account for any waga that may be because of age,
experience or changing views and attitudes towarthin (organizational) parameters. In line
with the assumption that individual preferences parcteptions change over time, participants’
overall professional experien@ndtenurewithin their current company were also tested.hBot
parameters were speculated to possibly have ameimfe on how employees perceive certain
parameters within an organization

Second, differences in the results based on thicipants’ genderwere tested. Third,
different types oftompany sizevere controlled for, as in smaller firms, it wagsesulated that

more responsibility and flexibility may be requirddom each employee, and in larger
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organizations, as the structures and processedandyto be more formalized, employees have
less room for discretion.

Fourth, thandustryin which the respondents were employed was cdattdor as it was
speculated that autonomy might be more suitablecartain industries where flexibility,
innovation and risk taking are important such athm service sector, whereas in others such as
manufacturing, consistency and control are of greatportance.

Fifth, the respondent€ducational backgrounevas measured as it was speculated that
because more highly qualified employees generaly Wwider job options, they would tend to
value autonomous behavior more than less qualffezdons with fewer available options.

Sixth, staff responsibilitywas accounted for as employees with staff respoitgi
generally have greater decision powers and enhaowvedall discretion in comparison to
employees with no staff responsibilities.

Finally, the attribute and profile order within aadross conjoint profiles were accounted
for to ensure that the different arrangements ef ¢bnjoint attributes and profiles did not

influence the participants’ decision-making.
4  Analysis and results

The conjoint experiment yielded a total of 9,44@islens based on 1,180 individuals
from the sample that were subject to a test-remmselation of at least .30 to ensure sufficiently
high reliability (Shepherd et al., 2013). The méest-retest correlation between each individual
assessment of the profile sets (i.e., 2 x 8 pre#is) was .65, only slightly below that of similar
studies(e.g., Behrens et al., 2014; .78; Patzelt & Shepherd, 2009; .82; Shepherd, 1999; .78),
which provided assurance that there was a suffigidngh degree of judgmental consistency

(Choi & Shepherd, 2004). On level 1 the mean peetkinnovative behavior score across all

134



IV Essay 3: Contextual work design

decisions was 4.33 (SD = 1.39). The conjoint aiteb (e.g., autonomy dimensions) had means
and SD of .50, reflecting the binary nature of #tieibutes (i.e., high vs. low). A summary of the
descriptive statistics for the level 2 variable®.(i moderators) and controls including means,
standard deviations, and intercorrelations is ginefable IV-3.

Multilevel modeling was conducted for the furthenalysis to account for the
autocorrelation of the data. Specifically, a 2-ldvierarchical linear modeling (HLM2) approach
was conducted to explore the variance across diffanodels (Raudenbush et al., 2004). In order
to account for the nested nature of the data (decisions nested in individuals), random
coefficient modeling (i.e., HLM) is well suited tdeal with nested data (see alsoAguinis,
Gottfredson, & Culpepper, 2013; Shepherd et al., 2013). The present study involved data at two
levels. First, assessments of certain hypothetioatexts nested in individuals (i.e., conjoint
profiles with autonomy dimensions; level 1) and, second, how higher-level variabldtiémce
these assessments (i.e., surbesed questions measuring dimensions of psychological climate;
level 2). HLM is well suited for nested data, besmut controls for autocorrelation and
heteroskedasticity inherent in nested data (Rauddgnand Bryk 2002). HLM therefore allows to
test the following three types of relationshipst thiee also tested in this model: First, lower-level
direct effects in which it is investigated whetkarel 1 predictors (e.g., dimensions of autonomy)
have an effect on (a lower-level) outcome (e.grcgged innovative work behavior). Second,
cross-level direct effects, in which it is analyzedhether higher-level (2) predictors (e.g.,
psychological climate dimensions) have an effect eoiower level outcome variable (e.qg.
perceived innovative work behavior. And third, cdsvel interaction effects in which it is

analyzed whether the relationship between two ldexsl variables (e.g., dimensions of
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autonomy with innovative work behavior) changesdanction of a higher-level variable (e.qg.,
psychological climate dimensions).

For the model estimations, best-practice recomnmerdawere followed as outlined in
Aguinis, Gottfredson, and Culpepper (2013). Thet-pesctice recommendations for estimating
cross-level interactions using multilevel modelagyput forth by Aguinigt al. (2013) have been
applied by numerous authors in the field and te di@ve been cited almost 270 times since their
initial publication (e.g., Chang, Jia, Takeuchi, & Cai, 2014; Morgeson, Aguinis, Waldman, &
Siegel, 2013; Uy, Foo, & Ilies, 2015). The approach reflects a well-established appraache
field and was therefore also used in the analylsthis paper. Specifically, Aguinis et al. (2013)
recommend a sequence including four steps in tHelewel model building process.

First, an unconditional means, one-way random-teffeSNOVA or null model is
calculated in which level 1 predictors are excluded thus only intercepts are allowed to vary
across individuals. From this first step the intaas correlation (ICC) can be calculated, which
quantifies the proportion of the total variationgarceived innovative work behavior, accounted
for by individual differences. Generally, a valugan zero indicates that a model including level 1
variables only is suitable and that there is nadrteeapply multilevel modeling (Aguinis et al.,
2013). In cases where ICC > 0 there may be a Bwalriable (e.g., psychological climate) that
explains heterogeneity of innovative behavior ss@eross individuals. ICC scores in multilevel
studies usually range between .15 and .30 (Matliguinis, Culpepper, & Chen, 2012).

Second, aandom intercept and fixed slope modelcalculated (RIFSM) in which the
level 2 equations are added. The model allowsrterdepts to vary across individuals, however,
slopes are not allowed to vary and the equatiors #sumes that the relationship between

autonomy and innovative work behavior is identiealoss all individuals. Third, a random

136



IV Essay 3: Contextual work design

intercept and random slope model is calculated §RIRto test whether the third key source of
variance, the variance of slopes across individualdifferent from zero (i.e., whether the
relationship between autonomy and innovative wakavior varies across individuals). If such
variance were nonexistent, there would be no redsorexamining how certain moderators
explain slope variance across individuals. Fowatha final step the cross-level interaction model
(CLIM) is calculated to test whether a certain leXevariable explains part of the variance in
slopes across individuals (i.e., whether psychaolagilimate moderates the relationship between
autonomy and innovative work behavior across imtigis).

Generally, the assumptions of multilevel modelimgeamble the usual OLS regression
assumptions in terms of function forms or residy&@guinis et al., 2013). An analysis of the
residuals (level 1) indicated that they were nohlyndilstributed, that there was no autocorrelation
(i.e., residuals were independent from each otlaeq, that they were homoscedastic (i.e., equal
residuals across the regression line). The parametéhe model were estimated on the basis of
maximum likelihood estimation. To improve the imetation of the cross-level interaction
effect, level 1 predictors were group mean-centgieguinis et al., 2013). The correlations
between level 1 variables were zero due to theogdhal design of the experiment (Patzelt &
Shepherd, 2008). Table IV-4 provides an overviewhef different model results including the

coefficients, the corresponding standard errorsthadignificance levels.
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Table IV-3:Descriptive statistics for level 2 variables incghgithe controls (Cronbach’s alpha on the diagonal)

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Supervisor support 2.74 72 -39 71**  03* .01 -03 -01 .00 .02 .01 .08*
2. Organizational structure 2.82 59 -39* -43** .01 .04 .05  .10* -05 -04 -10* -11*
3. Organizational innovation 2.54 67 71 - 43 .04 .04 .01 -.04 .02 .10 .00 .12*
4. Age 42.48 12.15 .03 .01 .04 - 90**  54% 20 -10* -.02 .02 .08**
5. Years of professional experience 20.68 1298 .01 .04 .04 .90** - B9+ - 16** -10~* -.03 -.20** .06*
6. Years with current company / tenure 10.81 9.83 -.03 .05 .01 .b4** 59** - - 13% -18* - 10** -10** .10**
7. Gender (female) 50.3% -01 .10* -.04 -20%* -20** -.13* - .10 -01 -11*% -19*
8. Company size (11-499 employees) 37.3% 00 -10 .02 -10* -10* -20* .10 - 10 -01 .03
9. Industry (services) 40.0 % .02 -04 10 -02 -03 -10* -01 .10 - -.02 .01
10. Educational background (univ. degree) 46.2% .01 -.10* .00 .02 -20* -10** .11 -01 -.02 - A7
11. Staff responsibility (yes) 30.3% JA0* - 11 12* . 08**  .06* .10** -.20** .03 .01 A7+ -

Note:* p < .05, ** p < .01.
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Table 1V-4:Results for multilevel modeling analysis (controtsitted)

Model
. Random Random Cross-Level
Level and Variable Null Intercept and Intercept and Interaction
Fixed Slope Random Slope
Level 1
Intercept 4.33** (.02) 4.33*** (.02) 4.33*** (.02) 4.33** (.02)
Work scheduling autonomy 57 (,02) 57+ (.03) S57** (,03)
Work methods autonomy .60** (.02) .60*** (,02) .60*** (.02)
Decision-making autonomy A3%* (.02) A3** (,02) A3 (,02)
Organizational openness A6% (,02) A6** (.02) A6% (,02)
Participation in decision-making A5% (,02) A5** (102) A5%* (,02)
Formalization .38*** (,02) .38** (.02) .38** (,02)
Level 2 (Intercept)
Supervisor support .02 (.05) .05 (.05) .05 (.05)
Organizational innovation .16** (.05) .12* (.05) .13* (.05)
Organizational structure .10* (.04) .09* (.05) .09 (.05)
Cross-level interactions
Work scheduling autonomy
x Supervisor support -.06 (.05)
x Organizational innovation -.02 (.05)
x Organizational structure .02 (.05)
Work methods autonomy
x Supervisor support .02 (.04)
x Organizational innovation -.08 (.05)
x Organizational structure .00 (.04)
Decision-making autonomy
x Supervisor support .02 (.04)
x Organizational innovation -.03 (.04)
x Organizational structure .04 (.03)
Variance components
Intercept 50*** 54x** .60*** .60***
Work scheduling autonomy A48*** AT
Work methods autonomy .32%** SN Kk
Decision-making autonomy .20%** 20%**
Organizational openness 23%r* 23k
Participation in decision-making .30%** .30+
Formalization L19xxx R kel
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Additional information

ICC .26

-2 log likelihood FIML 31806 29062 27884 27872
Number of estimated parameters 3 12 39 48
Pseudd® 0 19%* 19 19%*
Model compariso? (Degrees of Freedom) 2744.13 (9)*** 1178.20 (27)*** 12.10 (9)

Note: ICC = Intraclass correlation; FIML = full informiah maximum likelihood estimation; L1 = Level 1; E2
Level 2. L1IN = 9,440 and L2 sample size = 1,180. Values in filheses are standard errors. PseRfdealues were
calculated as the squared correlation between wbd@nd predicted scores and excluded error telgnsiris et al.,
2013). *p < .05, *p < .01, *** p < .001.

4.1 Level 1 effects

Considering the nested nature of the data, a nateinfor the one-way random-effects
ANOVA was first calculated, from which the intrastacorrelation (ICC) was calculated that
quantified the proportion of the total variation anparticipant’s innovative behavior that was
accounted for because of employee individual dffiees (Aguinis et al., 2013). A value of .26
indicated that there may be a level 2 variable, (clémate) that explained the heterogeneity of the
perceived innovative behavior scores across indal&l (from different organizations) with
different perceived climates, indicating that maitel modeling was appropriate (Aguinis et al.,
2013). In the next steps, a random intercept fitepe (RIFS; intercepts vary across individuals)
model and a random intercept random slope (RIRS; slopes vary across individuals) model were
calculated to test the direct effects of the leyedutonomy dimension and the level 2 climate
dimension predictors (Aguinis et al., 2013). Forthbanodels all level 1 predictors were
significant @ < .001). With regard to level 2 variables, onlygamization innovation and
organizational structure had a significant direffeet (p < .05). Overall, both models were
significant (RIFS modely® = 2744.13p < .001; RIRS model: y* = 1178.20p < .001) and had a

pseudd? of .19.
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On level 1, the results showed significant maire@ for all autonomy dimensions.
Hypotheses la-c stated that higher levels of emnsglaautonomy were associated with higher
levels of perceived innovative work behavior, apaged to lower levels of employee autonomy.
This RIFS and RIRS model results also supportesiagbioss all measured autonomy dimensions
(i.e., work scheduling autonomy (.5F,< .001); work methods autonomy (.60, p < .001), and
decision making autonomy (.4B,< .001)) that showed significant lower-level direffects of
autonomy dimensions on perceived IWB. Significarginmeffects were also observed for the
additional organizational control attributes (i.@rganizational openness (.46, < .001);
participation in decision-making4f; p < .001); and formalization (.38; p < .001). Of the level 2
variables only organizational innovation was foundhave a significant, direct effect on the
intercept (RIFS model: .14,<.01; RIRS model: .12,p < .05).

Hypothesis 1d stated that work methods autonomydaegsion-making autonomy had a
higher and significantly more distinct effect on @ayee innovative behavior than work
scheduling autonomy. Contrary to expectations, ligigsothesis was rejected. It was found that
both work methods autonomy (95% CI [.20, .23]) amork scheduling autonomy (95% ClI
[.19, .22]) had an equally high influence on perediinnovative behavior, and a significantly
higher effect than decision-making autonomy, (95¢%.C4, .17]). Work scheduling autonomy
and work methods autonomy fell into the same cemfoe interval, whereas decision-making
autonomy showed a significantly smaller impact anpkyee perceived innovative work
behavior (see Figure 1V-3). Hypothesis 1d was tloeee not supported even though work

methods autonomy had the strongest effect of thmnamy dimensions.
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Figure IV-3: Z-standardized coefficients of autonomy attributesluding 95% confidence
intervals

0,13 0,15 0,17 0,19 0,21 0,23 0,25

Work methods autonomy

Work scheduling autonomy

Decision-making autonomy s

Note:95% confidence intervals centered around z-stamddLM coefficients
of the cross-level interactions model presentethiie 1V-4.
4.2  Cross-level interaction effects between level 1 arnevel 2

In the final steps the recommended approach fromirAg et al. (2013) was followed and
a cross-level interaction model calculated to aralywhether the level 2 psychological climate
dimensions variable were able to explain the vagaacross the different organizations. This
analysis evaluated how the relationship between ab®nomy dimensions and employee
innovative behavior was contingent on the perceledate characteristics on level 2 (Behrens
et al., 2014). Contrary to our expectation, our slaslas not significantyf = 12.10,p > .05),

with a pseudd® of .19.
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Hypotheses 2a-c stated that supervisor support moderated the autonomy-innovative work
behavior relationship. This hypothesis was rejected, as no significant interaction effect was
found. No significant interaction effects were found for the other autonomy dimensions: work
scheduling autonomy, H2a (—.06, p > .05); work methods autonomy, H2b (.02, p > .05); and
decision-making autonomy, H2c (.02, p > .05): and similar non-significant results were found for
Hypotheses 3a-c, which stated that organizational innovation was a moderator in the autonomy-
innovative work behavior relationship (H3a: —.02, p > .05; H3b: —.08, p > .05; H3c: —.03,
p > .05), and Hypotheses 4a-c, which stated that organizational structure was a moderator, neither
of which were supported (H4a: .02, p > .05; H4b: .00, p > .05; H4c: .04, p > .05). The summary

of the results across the different hypotheses is provided in Figure IV-4.

Figure IV-4: Summary of model results (without level 2 control variables)

Level 2: Psychological climate moderators

Climate Supervisor Organization Organizational
dimensions support innovation structure
HEIR HE g18/ g
Level 1: Work design attributes [ [ [ [ [ Il [ Il Il
QU Q| QU xQ xQ Q Q|
Work scheduling \ \i A
autonom — <
E E y p=.57,p<.001
£z Work methods / /
.E g autonomy B =.60,p<.001
<5 ‘
. Decision-making \/ / | Employee’s
autonomy B=.43,p<.001 perceived
. i ti k
=3 Organizational openness > fnovative wor
g= B =.46,p<.001 behavior (IWB)
=]
E § Participation in
E S decision-making B=.45,p<.001
£t
© Formalization >
p=.38,p<.001
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In addition to the analysis based on the final dangp n = 1,180 respondents, a further
analysis was conducted on the basis of the fullpbamf survey respondents (N = 2,550),
including respondents with a test-retest corretatb@low .30 in the conjoint analysis (e.qg.,
Shepherd et al., 2013) to test the robustnesseofdbults. The summary of the results for the
enlarged sample is provided in the Table IV-5 impApdix B. However, we decided to report the
more conservative approach where we apply a simildoff for sample inclusion as in the
extant literature (Shepherd et al., 2013). Oveth#, results of the reduced sample were mainly
the same as in the full sample regarding Hypothésed. For Hypotheses la — 1c, we found that
higher levels of (work scheduling, work methodsd atecision-making) autonomy were also
associated with higher levels of perceived innaeatvork behavior. Moreover, the results were
even congruent with regard to effect size ordemnvinch work methods autonomy showed the
strongest effect (.32, p < .001), followed by wadheduling (.29, p < .001), and then decision-
making autonomy (.22, p < .001). For Hypothesisvidalso found that work methods autonomy
and decision-making autonomy did not have a sigaifily larger effect on perceived innovative
work behavior than work scheduling autonomy. Thedthiesis was therefore also rejected, in
line with our results from the selective sample.

For Hypotheses 2 — 4 we also found that none ohthvas supported in the full sample.
However, although the Hypothesis had to be rejeastedound two moderating effects. First, in
the full sample of respondents there was a sigmificinteraction effect of organizational
innovation on the relationship between work methad®nomy and perceived innovative work
behavior (-.06, p < .05). Despite the significamedative) effect, Hypothesis 3b still had to be
rejected, as it was not in line with the origingtlgstulated direction of the Hypothesis. Second,

the effect of work scheduling autonomy on perceiwetvative work behavior was moderated
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by organizational structure (.06, p < .05), howewso in this case Hypothesis 4a had to be
rejected in the full sample as the effect was motfine with the proposed direction of the
Hypothesis.

Moreover, the intention of this study was to pragluesults that are generalizable across
different contexts. Therefore, all industries weomsidered simultaneously in the final sample.
However, we also tested the Hypotheses with regardifferent industry (sub-) samples to
provide additional robustness information for onalgses. Specifically, we analyzed the three
largest industries in our sample, namely services 472), manufacturing (n = 193), as well as
retail and wholesale (n = 127). The summary ofrésellts for the industry samples is provided in
Tables 1V-6 — IV-8 in the Appendices C — E of tharmascript. Overall, the industry-based results
generally reflected the results from the overathgke. Hypotheses 1a — 1c were confirmed across
all industries. In the services sample both theatfsize and the order of magnitude of the
autonomy dimensions’ effect sizes were in line witle final cross-industry sample. For the
manufacturing as well as the retail and wholesafemes, effect sizes were slightly smaller and
the order of magnitude of autonomy dimensions'afzes differed from the overall sample.

Furthermore, Hypothesis 1d was rejected in all stigusamples, which was also in line
with the overall sample results. With regard toerattion effects of psychological climate
dimensions on the relationship between autonomy g@edceived innovative behavior
(Hypotheses 2 — 4), the results were also mainljnie with the overall sample. None of the
Hypotheses were supported and thus none of thehplgical climate dimensions (i.e.,
supervisor support, organizational innovation, oigational structure) had a moderating effect
on the analyzed relationship in the different indusamples in line with our Hypotheses. There

was, however, one exception in the retail and wdale sample in which supervisor support

145



IV Essay 3: Contextual work design

moderated the relationship between decision-makuitgnomy and perceived innovative work
behavior (-.25, p < .05). Not only was the effeetywsmall but also still led to a rejection of
Hypothesis 2c as it was not in line with the dil@ttas postulated in the Hypothesis.

Finally, an analysis was then conducted with th&rod variables included (see Table IV-
9 in Appendix F). Overall, the results did not chanconsiderably with regard to both the
direction and significance of the effects across thfferent models. A few effects were
noteworthy, however. Company size (1-10 employsed41~499 employees) was found to have
a significant, negative main effect on the intetcdplFS model: —.20p < .05; RIRS model:
-.15,p < .05). Also, age had a significant, but smafee&fin the RIRS model (-.0p,< .05).

For the cross-level interaction effects, the peobrder had a significant, negative effect
with work scheduling autonomy (-.09 < .05) and the attribute order had a significargative
interaction effect with decision-making autonomyops (-.14,p < .001). Interestingly,
educational background (apprenticeship vs. unityerdegree) had a significant effect on the

work methods autonomy slope (-.J3x .01).
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5 Discussion

This article is among the first to take a contesttttngent perspective in work design
relationships and more specifically on the relalip between autonomy (i.e., work scheduling
autonomy, work methods autonomy, and decision-ngalkinotonomy) as a key work design
feature and employee perceived innovative work Wehalt therefore addresses calls for
enhanced research considering the contextual sathat “constrain or enhance the emergence
of well-designed jobs” (Oldham & Hackman, 2010, 2®). Furthermore, the study has also
considered multiple dimensions of autonomy sim@tarsly, while previous studies have treated
autonomy only as a unidimensional construct insiese of work scheduling autonomy. Treating
autonomy as a multi-faceted construct is importaetause different facets can differentially
impact work outcomes such as innovative work bedrairom a methodical perspective the
research approach is in line with other existingeegch in the field of human resource
management, marketing, strategy, and organizagsearch to study similar research questions
(Baum & Kabst, 2013b; Brundin et al., 2008; Shepherd et al., 2013; Shepherd & Zacharakis,
1997, 1999). This study is, however, among the forsnvestigate work design relationships in a
conjoint experiment and moreover, to study the matdey effects of the organizational context.

First, contrary to the Hypotheses, organizatiomaltext was not found to moderate this
investigated work design relationship. Specificafiglected psychological climate dimensions:
supervisor support, organizational innovation, anganizational structure: were not found to
have a moderating effect on the above relationsbygh that under high/low levels, the
relationship was more/less positive or the impar¢éaaf the different autonomy dimensions was
higher/lower. Second, however, it was found thdferBnt autonomy dimensions had direct

positive effects on employee perceived innovativerkwbehavior, and that work methods
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autonomy had the largest effect of the three autgyndimensions, which was in agreement with
previous work design and autonomy resedect, Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Ramamoorthy

et al., 2005).

5.1 Theoretical contributions

The key theoretical contribution of this articletimt it addressed the importance of the
employee autonomy—work outcome relationship andszesl whether these were always equally
strong or weak or contingent on certain boundacyofa and conditions. Given the assumption
that employees are seeking congruence with thenr@ments (Dawis & Lofquist, 1984;
Holland, 1997; Morgeson et al., 2010) and that the work context is undergoing rapid fequent
change (S. K. Parker et al., 2001), the results legp practitioners and researchers better
understand the interrelationships between workgegatures and the broader organizational
context.

Therefore, an analysis of the supporting and inilévifactors in autonomy relationships
indicates how organizations can adjust strategesértain situations and effectively fine-tune
work design principles and boundary conditions.d&mse extant work design theory and research
has mostly neglected context contingent perspect{idorgeson et al., 2010), this study saw
autonomy as one of the most salient work desigtufea and selected dimensions of the
psychological climate as the contingency factors.

Therefore, an analysis of the supporting and inilévifactors in autonomy relationships
indicates how organizations can adjust strategesértain situations and effectively fine-tune
work design principles and boundary conditions.&mse extant work design theory and research
has mostly neglected context contingent perspect{idorgeson et al., 2010), this study saw

autonomy as one of the most salient work designufea and selected dimensions of the
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psychological climate as the contingency factotse Tesults of this study, however, confirmed
the results of previous studies that have largedated autonomy relationships in isolation
independent of its moderating potential (MorgesonH&mphrey, 2006). Autonomy has a
significant impact on employee attitudes and wonktcomes (perceived IWB) but the

relationship appears to be independent from coméxboundary conditions. Contrary to
expectations, the results of this study indicatemt brganizations doot need to consider the

organizational context when putting together woekidn strategies. Similar findings were found
in a study that investigated dispersed collabonatiothe front-end of innovation. Specifically,

the researchers have tested the moderating infuehdhe role of communities, as well as
organizational climate on the relationship betwtenproficiency of dispersed collaboration and
front-end innovation performance. While climate wkd as well a significant direct effect on
front-end innovation performance, the researchds® aid not find any support for the

moderating role of organizational climate in thidationship (Bertels, Kleinschmidt, & Koen,

2011).

The potential reasons for these results should defdly considered in further
evaluations. First, as this study only examinee@dhselected climate dimensions, only a small
part of the overall organizational context and &vailable climate dimensions in the affective,
cognitive, and instrumental categories (Ostrof3Qwere examined. Further, only a single work
design feature within the task characteristics category (autonomy) was examined; therefore, it is
likely that when the scope is broadened to incladditional work design features such as task
variety, feedback, job complexity or social supp@forgeson & Humphrey, 2006) as well as

different climate dimensions (Benzer & Horner, 2))1Be results may be substantially different.
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Second, one of the major underlying assumptiorthisfstudy was that employees were
seeking individual correspondence with their broagerk environments (Dawis & Lofquist,
1984) through their work behavior, and that coroesfence or, “a relationship in which the
individual and the environment are corresponsivenatually responsive” (Lofquist & Dawis,
1969, p. 45), supported or weakened certain relships. Specifically, climate acts as a cross-
level moderator and “shapes the relationship betweark characteristics and the consequences
of work design” (Morgeson et al., 2010, p. 357)thrs study, however, this did not seem to be
the case. A potential reason for this outcome mghthat autonomy or its sub-dimensions do not
play a role in connection with the selected clinmfatetors. While logical theoretical connections
between the autonomy—IWB relationship and the safiecontext dimensions that were likely to
act as cross-level moderators were drawn, it se¢batssuch congruence did not apply to the
selected variables. For example, strong super@spport was expected to positively influence
the autonomy-IWB relationship through the inhemistretionary atmosphere and trust in good
leader-memhecooperation on which an autonomous work design can be built; however, there
was no or not a strong enough connection betweenclimate factor and the work design
attribute to trigger a cross-level interaction effe

Moreover, a second contribution of this articléhis consideration of employee autonomy
as a multi-faceted construct. The results of thdystlearly show that different dimensions of the
construct have different results and thus cleartiicate that autonomy should not be considered
as a unidimensional construct. This is insofar ingod, as autonomy has been one of the most
salient work design features and has recentlyga@gd enhanced importance due to an increase
of knowledge-based organizations in which enharsegloyee autonomy has been found to be

an important predictor of innovation performari&eFried et al., 2008; Grant et al., 2011). It is
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therefore important that future studies analyzirgrkvdesign relationships including autonomy
as a feature consider the multi-faceted natureutdreomy. In retrospective, it would therefore
also be interesting to investigate which types wioaomy have been considered in previous
studies and how the results would change when wdimgy dimensions of autonomy (e.g., work
methods autonomy or decision-making autonomy inlstdawork scheduling autonomy which
has been used predominantly).
5.2  Practical implications

From a practical perspective, this study draws mimgdional attention to the broader
context in which companies operate and how/if omgions need to dynamically adjust their
people management strategies. Given the fast amgngichnological environment that has
impacted work processes and the occupational steigh organizationgColbert et al., 2016;
Wegman et al., 2016), organizations should not tneak design changes in isolation. Instead,
they need to carefully evaluate whether and howmg@l boundary conditions might reinforce or
hamper the effect on relationships between workgdefeatures and their related outcomes. This
study also confirmed that autonomy is one of thestmsalient work design features.
Organizations need to be aware of the differendraarny dimensions and the different effects on
employee attitudes and work outcomes. It is theeefoucial that based on the desired outcomes,
firms have a more finely tuned understanding ofdifikerent employee autonomy dimensions so
as to apply them in a more targeted way.
5.3 Limitations and future research suggestions

Despite a rigorous methodology and a comprehertsigeretical foundation based on
work design theory and contingency theory, theeesawveral limitations. First, as this study only

investigated context on the individual level thrbufpe psychological climate, the evaluations
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were highly dependent on individual factors, pregiexperience and current organizational
circumstances. It was therefore not possible tovdrderences to more general work groups,
departmental or organizational levels. Future stsidcould benefit from aggregating the
individual scores to represent the climate andexdndn a higher level to satisfy the assumption
that organizational collectives have their own eligs (Patterson et al., 2005).

Second, the selected (level 2) climate dimensidnsupervisor support, organizational
innovation and organizational structure were hightyer-correlated (see Table 1V-3) and
therefore did not represent independent climatesdsions as outlined in previous studies that
have developed climate measures (e.g., Pattersah, €2005). More recent studies that have
estimated the intercorrelations for various climedastructs seem to confirm the results of this
study, indicating that the psychological climateynize represented by only the two higher
dimensions of task and relational climate (Benzed@&ner, 2015). It might therefore be worth
investigating the climate dimensions that are tiojependent of each other. Related to this, the
work design dimensions and climate constructs mateften been treated independently. While
some studies have treated autonomy as a coredkdked work design feature (e.g., Morgeson &
Humphrey, 2006), others have conceived autonong/werk context dimension (e.g., Wegman
et al., 2016). Future approaches should thereflealg and carefully differentiate work design
features and organizational context dimensions.

Third, the dependent variable and moderators o@gsured employee perceptions rather
than the real outcomes of innovative work behawvprthe prevailing organizational context
conditions. Although conjoint analysis has beemav@n method in similar types of research and
therefore avoids many of the biases that are ctl&desurvey-based research, it remains a

hypothetical (i.e., “what if") scenario and is radile to evaluate actual outcomes of certain work
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designs. Employee perceptions and attitudes areod groxy for actual conditions and work
outcomegAjzen, 1991; Grant & Parker, 2009). This study did, however, not provide objective
evidence for these outcomes or the climate conditiGuture work could therefore extend this
approach and investigate the mediated relationsthigs measure actual work outcomes from
certain work design set-ups. Likewise, such appresccould objectively measure the
organizational context dimensions. Moreover, thsults in this study were limited to an
“expanded”/“distal” outcome of work design - inndva work behavior (Grant et al., 2011, p.
427, S. K. Parker et al., 2001, p. 420). It therefore remains unanswered as to whethellasim
effects apply for more proximal outcomes such &ssjtisfaction and motivation and how these
outcomes may be related to innovative work behaiWewertheless, conjoint analysis remains an
important method to study complex decision-makingcpsses as it allows researchers to “assess
decision-makers’ theories in use” (Lohrke, Hollow&Woolley, 2010, p. p. 28) . Moreover, the
method allows evaluating whether previous findifiggn post hoc methods can be sustained
when tested using Conjoint experiments. Futureissush the field can therefore benefit from
using and comparing results from conjoint analysth those of post hoc methodologies.

Finally, from the many available constructs and efisions in each domain, this study
only examined a limited set of work design featurglated to autonomy, and limited climate
dimensions related to supervisor support, orgaioizak innovation and organizational structure.
Therefore, future studies should explore and ingatt the additional relationships and more
comprehensively combine the many work design featuclimate dimensions and related work

outcomes.

153



IV Essay 3: Contextual work design

6 Conclusion

Despite a comprehensive research history on wosigdefeatures and their proven
influence on employee attitudes and organizatismak outcomes, only a few approaches have
considered a context-contingent perspective andhehow organizational boundary conditions
influence such relationships. This study was anmbedirst to take such a contextual perspective
to investigate how the different employee autonatingensions are moderated by climate and
affect innovative work behavior. A more finely-tuhanderstanding of these interrelationships is
important so that contemporary organizations arke @ cope with the rapidly changing
environmental conditions and nature of work. Sctsoknd practitioners should be mindful of
these interrelationships and rethink the seemikglgwn relationships between certain work

design set-ups and desired employee attitudesyloeta@and work outcomes.
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7  Appendix

7.1  Appendix A
Survey questions incl. conjoint profile (originahiguage and English translation)

* Welches ist Ihr berufsqualifizierender Abschluss?
0 Abgeschlossene Berufsausbildung
0 Studium (Fachhochschule oder Universitat)
o0 (Noch) keine abgeschlossene Berufsausbildung
* What is your highest professional qualification?
0 Apprenticeship/vocational training
0 Academic studies
o Professional qualification not (yet) finished
» Arbeiten Sie in \ollzeit oder Teilzeit?
o \ollzeit
o Teilzeit mit...%
0 Ich bin (aktuell) nicht berufstétig
* Are you currently employed full-time or part-time?
o Full-time
o Part-time at ...%
o I'm (currently) not employed
» Bitte geben Sie an wieviele Mitarbeiter derzeit llmem Unternehmen (in
Deutschland) beschéftigt sind
o 1bis10
o 11 bis 499
o 500 bis 5,000
o Mehr als 5,000
* Please indicate how many employees work in yourpaom (in Germany)
o0 1to 10 employees
o0 11 to 499 employees
o 500 to 5,000 employees
o More than 5,000 employees
» Bitte geben Sie ihr Geschlecht an
o Weiblich
o0 Mannlich
* Please indicate your gender
o Female
o Male
» Bitte geben Sie Ihr Alter an
o [...Jahre]
* Please indicate your age
o [...years]
* In welcher Branche ist Ihr derzeitiges Unternehmemar tatig?
o Dienstleistungen
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Verarbeitendes Gewerbe
Offentliche Verwaltung
Transport, Kommunikation, Energie
Finanz-, Versicherungs-, und Immobilienwirtschaft
Baugewerbe
Bergbau
Landwirtschaft, Forstwirtschaft, Fischerei
Grol3handel
Einzelhandel
Sonstiges, namlich: ...
Keine Angabe
* In which industry is your current company primaigerating?
Services
Manufacturing
Public administration
Transport, communication, energy
Financial, insurance, property and real estate
Construction
Mining
Agriculture, forestry, fishery
Wholesale
Retail
Other, as follows: ...
No indication
* In welchem Unternehmensbereich bzw. in welcher thetemensfunktion sind Sie
derzeit tatig?
o Einkauf/Beschaffung
Logistik
Produktion
Forschung und Entwicklung
Personalwesen
Finanzen
Marketing/Vertrieb/Kommunikation
Informationstechnik (IT)
Verwaltung
Management
Sonstiges, namlich: ...
Keine Angabe
* In which department / function are you currentlyrkiog?
Procurement/purchasing
Logistics
Production
Research and development
Human resources
Finance
Marketing/Sales/Communication
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IT
Administration
Management
Other, as follows: ...
No indication
* Wie lange sind Sie schon berufstétig?
o [Jahre] [Monate]
* For how long are you already working?
0 [Years] [Months]
* Wie lange arbeiten Sie bereits in Inrem jetzigemedhrehmen?
o [Jahre] [Monate]
* For how long are you already working in your cutremmpany?
0 [Years] [Months]
» Tragen Sie Personalverantwortung?
0 Ja, ich trage fir ... Mitarbeiter Personalverantwogtu
o Nein
o Keine Angabe
* Do you currently have staff responsibility?
0 Yes, I'm responsible for ... employees
o No
o No indication

O O O0OO0oOo

[Conjoint profiles, 2 x 8 profile sets]

Inwiefern tragt ein Arbeitsumfeld mit dem genanntBrofil zu Ihrem innovativen
Verhalten* im Job bei?

1 Tréagt gar nicht dazu bei
2
3
4
5
6
7 Tragt sehr stark dazu bei

*Innovatives Verhalten umfasst die Generierung adier Umsetzung neuer und/oder
kreativer ldeen und Herangehensweisen in Ihrer Arbespw. im Hinblick auf die

Verbesserung der Arbeitsqualitat, Verbesserungkieslenservice, ein besseres Produkt,
ein besseres Kundenerlebnis, etc.

Eigenschaft Profil
Selbstbestimmt:
Einflussnahme auf eigene Arbeitszeit und Arbeitsort sind im Unternehmen fséihlbar.
Arbeitsbedingungen Fremdbestimmt:
Arbeitszeit und Arbeitsort werden vom Unternehmen
vorgegeben.
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Lernen aus Fehlern:
Eine Kultur, die es ermdglicht neue Dinge auszuieren.

Vermeiden von Fehlern:
Eine Kultur mit klaren Vorgaben, wie Dinge erledigtrden
sollen.
Vertrauensbasiert:
Fuhrungskultur Vorgesetzte kontrollieren lediglich das Endergebnis
Kontrollbasiert:
Vorgesetzte kontrollieren stets den Arbeitsfortgthr
Freiheit man selbst zu sein:
Mitarbeiter missen sich nicht anpassen bezuglich
Anpassungsdruck Erscheinungsbild, Gewohnheiten, Arbeitsstil, usw.
Druck sich anpassen zu missen:
Mitarbeiter missen sich anpassen bezlglich Ersehgsbild,
Gewohnheiten, Arbeitsstil, usw.
Demokratisch:
Wichtige Unternehmensentscheidung.en werden ven all
Mitarbeitern getroffen (“Bottom-Up”).
Hierarchisch:
Wichtige Unternehmensentscheidungen werden aue8tict
vom Management getroffen (“Top-Down”).
Unternehmerisch, flexibel:
Organisationsstruktur Eine Organisation mit flexiblen Prozessen.
Burokratisch, standardisiert:
Eine Organisation mit standardisierten Prozessen.

Experimentierkultur

Einflussnahme auf
Unternehmensentscheidungen

Please indicate, to what extent does a workingrenmient with the following profile
contribute to your innovative behavior* at work:

1 Does not contribute at all
2
3
4
5
6
7 Contributes very much

*Innovative behavior comprises the generation or itn@lementation of new and/or
creative ideas and approaches in your work, e.gh vegard to the improvement of the

quality of your work, improvement of customer ssyvia better product, a better
customer experience, etc.

Characteristic Profile

Self-determined:
Influence on own working Working time and working place can be freely cholsgthe
conditions employee.

Other-determined:
Working time and working place are determined kg th
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company

Experimental culture

Learning from mistakes:
A culture that allows employees to try out new ¢sin

Prevention of failure:
A culture with clear specifications/parametersabldw things
have to be done.

Leadership culture

Trust-based:
Supervisors only control employees’ final results.

Control-based
Supervisors continually control employees’ workprggress.

Pressure to adjust

Freedom to be oneself:
Employees do not need to adjust themselves withrdeip
appearance, habits, working style, etc.

Pressure to adjust onesel
Employees have to adjust themselves with regaagppearance,
habits, working style, etc.

Influence on company
decisions

Democratic:
Important company decisions are taken by all engdgy
(bottom-up).

Hierarchical:
Important company decisions are exclusively takethb
management team (top-down).

Organizational structure

Entrepreneurial, flexible:
An organization with flexible processes.

Bureaucratic, standardized:
An organization with standardized processes.

[Organizational climate dimensions]

[Supervisor support]

Bitte geben Sie im Folgenden an, wie sehr die jikyesi Aussagen auf Ihr Unternehmen
zutreffen bzw. nicht zutreffen:

Please indicate to what extent the following staets apply to the company you are

currently working for:

* In diesem Unternehmen sind Vorgesetzte wirklich datin die Probleme ihrer
Mitarbeiter zu verstehen.
0 1 Stimme gar nicht zu

o 2
o 3

0 4 Stimme auf jeden Fall zu
o 5 Weil3 nicht / keine Angabe

» Supervisors here are really good at understandtoglps’ problems
o0 1 Definitely false

o 2
o 3
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0 4 Definitely true
o 5 Don't know / no indication
» Die Vorgesetzen zeigen, dass sie auf inre MitaebeNertrauen.
o 1 Stimme gar nicht zu
o 2
o 3
0 4 Stimme auf jeden Fall zu
o 5 Weil3 nicht / keine Angabe
» Supervisors show that they have confidence in thusg manage
o0 1 Definitely false
o 2
o 3
0 4 Definitely true
o 5 Don't know / no indication
» Die Vorgesetzten sind freundlich und einfach ansar.
0 1 Stimme gar nicht zu
o 2
o 3
0 4 Stimme auf jeden Fall zu
o 5 Weil3 nicht / keine Angabe
» Supervisors here are friendly and easy to approach
o 1 Definitely false
o 2
o 3
0 4 Definitely true
o 5 Don't know / no indication
* Man kann auf die Vorgesetzten vertrauen, dassisteMitarbeiter gut fihren.
o 1 Stimme gar nicht zu
o 2
o 3
0 4 Stimme auf jeden Fall zu
o 5 Weil3 nicht / keine Angabe
» Supervisors can be relied upon to give good guieldémpeople
o 1 Definitely false
o 2
o 3
0 4 Definitely true
o 5 Don't know / no indication
» Die Vorgesetzten kennen und verstehen ihre Mitegbsehr gut.
o 1 Stimme gar nicht zu
o 2
o 3
0 4 Stimme auf jeden Fall zu
o 5 Weil3 nicht / keine Angabe
» Supervisors show an understanding of the peoplewdrk for them
o 1 Definitely false
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o 2

o 3

0 4 Definitely true

o 5 Don't know / no indication

[Organizational structure]

Bitte geben Sie im Folgenden an, wie sehr die jegezi Aussagen auf lhr Unternehmen
zutreffen bzw. nicht zutreffen:

Please indicate to what extent the following staet® apply to the company you are
currently working for:

 Es wird in diesem Unternehmen als extrem wichtigemehen, die Regeln zu
befolgen.
o 1 Stimme gar nicht zu
o 2
o 3
0 4 Stimme auf jeden Fall zu
o 5 Weil3 nicht / keine Angabe
» ltis considered extremely important here to follthe rules
o 1 Definitely false
o 2
o 3
0 4 Definitely true
o 5 Don't know / no indication
» Mitarbeiter kdnnen formelle Prozeduren und Regelmoiieren, wenn es ihnen
dabei hilft ihre Aufgabe zu erledigen.
o 1 Stimme gar nicht zu
o 2
o 3
0 4 Stimme auf jeden Fall zu
o 5 Weil3 nicht / keine Angabe
» People can ignore formal procedures and rulehélps get the job done
o0 1 Definitely false
o 2
o 3
0 4 Definitely true
o 5 Don't know / no indication
» Alles muss genau nach Vorschrift erledigt werden.
o0 1 Stimme gar nicht zu
o 2
o 3
0 4 Stimme auf jeden Fall zu
o 5 Weil3 nicht / keine Angabe
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Everything has to be done by the book
o0 1 Definitely false
o 2
o 3
0 4 Definitely true
o 5 Don't know / no indication
In diesem Unternehmen ist es nicht erfordlich Vbegesweisen ganz genau zu
folgen.
0 1 Stimme gar nicht zu
o 2
o 3
0 4 Stimme auf jeden Fall zu
o 5 Weil3 nicht / keine Angabe
It's not necessary to follow procedures to theelettround here
o0 1 Definitely false
o 2
o 3
0 4 Definitely true
o 5 Don't know / no indication
In diesem Unternehmen regt sich niemand Gbermafjgv@nn Regeln gebrochen
werden.
o 1 Stimme gar nicht zu
o 2
o 3
0 4 Stimme auf jeden Fall zu
o 5 Weil3 nicht / keine Angabe
Nobody gets too upset if people break the rulearatdere
o 1 Definitely false
2
3
4 Definitely true

0
0
0
o 5 Don't know / no indication

[Organizational innovation]

Bitte geben Sie im Folgenden an, wie sehr die jegezi Aussagen auf lhr Unternehmen
zutreffen bzw. nicht zutreffen:

Please indicate to what extent the following staet® apply to the company you are
currently working for:

In diesem Unternehmen werden neue Ideen beredvaitigenommen.
o 1 Stimme gar nicht zu
o 2
o 3
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0 4 Stimme auf jeden Fall zu
o 5 Weil3 nicht / keine Angabe
* New ideas are readily accepted here
o 1 Definitely false
o 2
o 3
0 4 Definitely true
o 5 Don't know / no indication
» Dieses Unternehmen reagiert schnell, wenn Veranderuerforderlich sind.
0 1 Stimme gar nicht zu
o 2
o 3
0 4 Stimme auf jeden Fall zu
o 5 Weil3 nicht / keine Angabe
* This company is quick to respond when changes teebd made
o0 1 Definitely false
o 2
o 3
0 4 Definitely true
o 5 Don't know / no indication
» Das Management erkennt rasch, wenn Bedarf bestege@nders zu erledigen.
o 1 Stimme gar nicht zu
o 2
o 3
0 4 Stimme auf jeden Fall zu
o 5 Weil3 nicht / keine Angabe
* Management here are quick to spot the need toidgstldifferently
o 1 Definitely false
o 2
o 3
0 4 Definitely true
o 5 Don't know / no indication
* Dieses Unternehmen ist sehr flexibel; es kann Vorgehensweisen rasch éndern um
sich neue Gegebenheiten einzustellen und aufkomenerableme zu l6sen.
0 1 Stimme gar nicht zu
o 2
o 3
0 4 Stimme auf jeden Fall zu
o 5 Weil3 nicht / keine Angabe
* This organization is very flexible; it can quickly change procedures to meet new
conditions and solve problems as they arise
o 1 Definitely false
2
3
4 Definitely true
5 Don't know / no indication
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Unterstltztung bei der Entwicklung neuer Ideersists verflgbar.
0 1 Stimme gar nicht zu
o 2
o 3
0 4 Stimme auf jeden Fall zu
o 5 Weil3 nicht / keine Angabe
Assistance in developing new ideas is readily awds!
o0 1 Definitely false
o 2
o 3
0 4 Definitely true
o 5 Don't know / no indication
Mitarbeiter in diesem Unternehmen sind stets auf 8eche nach neuen
Herangehensweisen fur Problemstellungen.
0 1 Stimme gar nicht zu
o 2
o 3
0 4 Stimme auf jeden Fall zu
o 5 Weil3 nicht / keine Angabe
People in this organization are always searchingniew ways of looking at
problems
o 1 Definitely false
2
3
4 Definitely true

0
0
0
o 5 Don't know / no indication
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7.2  Appendix B

Table IV-5:HLM results for all respondents (N = 2,550)

Model
Random Random Cross-Level
Level and Variable Null Intercept and Intercept and Interaction
Fixed Slope Random Slope

Level 1
Intercept
Work scheduling autonomy
Work methods autonomy
Decision-making autonomy
Organizational openness

Participation in decision-making

Formalization
Level 2 (Intercept)
Supervisor support
Organizational innovation
Organizational structure
Cross-level interactions
Work scheduling autonomy
x Supervisor support
x Qrganizational innovation
x Organizational structure
Work methods autonomy
x Supervisor support
x Organizational innovation
x Organizational structure
Decision-making autonomy
x Supervisor support
x Organizational innovation
x Organizational structure
Variance components
Intercept
Work scheduling autonomy
Work methods autonomy
Decision-making autonomy
Organizational openness

Participation in decision-making

Formalization
Additional information

ICC

-2 log likelihood FIML

4475 (02)  4.47%* (.02)

T4

.46
60381

165

29%% (.01)
32%% (.01)
22%%% (.01)
25%% (.01)
24%% (.01)
20%* (.01)

.01 (.04)
.33% (.04)
.07* (.03)

.71***

57787

4.47% (.02)
29% (.01)
32%% (.01)
22%%% (.01)
25%% (.01)
24%% (.01)
20%* (.01)

.04 (.04)
29%* (.04)
.10** (.04)

.75***
.31***
.22***
X 14***
X 16***
i 18***
X 12***

55029

4.47% (.02)
20% (.01)
.32% (.01)
22%% (01)
25% (.01)
24% (.01)
20%* (.01)

.03 (.04)
31% (.04)
.09* (.04)

.01 (.03)
.03 (.03)
.06* (.03)

.03 (.03)
—.06* (.03)
.03 (.03)

.02 (.02)
-.02 (.02)
.03 (.02)

'75***
.31***
'22***
. 14***
. 16***
. 18***
. 12***

55007
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Number of estimated parameters 3 12 39 48
Model comparisop? (Degrees of Freedom) 2757.26 (27)***  2779.79(36)***

Note: ICC = Intraclass correlation; FIML = full informan maximum likelihood estimation; L1 = Level 1; E2
Level 2. LIN = 20,400 and L2 sample size = 2,550. Values inmibeses are standard errors.
*p<.05, *p<.01, ** p<.001.
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7.3  Appendix C

Table 1V-6:HLM results for “Services” (n = 472)

Model
Random Random Cross-Level
Level and Variable Null Intercept and Intercept and Interaction
Fixed Slope Random Slope
Level 1
Intercept 4.34*+* (,04) 4.34*+ (,04) 4.34*+* (,04) 4.34*+* (,04)
Work scheduling autonomy .58*** (.04) .58*** (,04) .58*** (,04)
Work methods autonomy 59%* (.04) 59%* (,04) 59%* (,04)
Decision-making autonomy A4%xx (03) A4%xx (03) A4xxx(03)
Organizational openness A7 (.03) A7 (,03) A7 (,03)
Participation in decision-making A3 (.04) A3 (,04) A3 (,04)
Formalization .39%** (.03) .39%** (.03) .39%** (.03)
Level 2 (Intercept)
Supervisor support -.04 (.08) -.02 (.08) -.01 (.08)
Organizational innovation .28** (.09) .26** (.09) .26** (.09)
Organizational structure .11 (.07) .08 (.07) .08 (.07)
Cross-level interactions
Work scheduling autonomy
x Supervisor support .03 (.07)
x Qrganizational innovation -.06 (.09)
x Organizational structure -.04 (.09)
Work methods autonomy
x Supervisor support -.02 (.08)
x Organizational innovation -.07 (.08)
x Organizational structure .03 (.07)
Decision-making autonomy
x Supervisor support -.05 (.07)
x Organizational innovation .10 (.07)
x Organizational structure .03 (.05)
Variance components
Intercept H53FH* S56*** B2%** B2%**
Work scheduling autonomy 2K 2K
Work methods autonomy 37 37
Decision-making autonomy 22%** 22%**
Organizational openness 23*** 23***
Participation in decision-making 29%r* 29%r*
Formalization W W
Additional information
ICC 27
-2 log likelihood FIML 12808 11712 11277 11269
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Number of estimated parameters 3 12 39 48
Model comparisop? (Degrees of Freedom) 434.84 (27)*** 7.82(9)

Note:ICC = Intraclass correlation; FIML = full inforniah maximum likelihood estimation; L1 = Level 1; E2
Level 2. L1n= 3,776 and L2 sample size = 472. Values in paesgth are standard errors.
*p<.05, *p<.01, ** p<.001.

168



IV Essay 3: Contextual work design

7.4  Appendix D

Table IV-7:HLM results for “Manufacturing” (n = 193)

Model
Random Random Cross-Level
Level and Variable Null Intercept and Intercept and Interaction
Fixed Slope Random Slope

Level 1
Intercept
Work scheduling autonomy
Work methods autonomy
Decision-making autonomy
Organizational openness

Participation in decision-making

Formalization
Level 2 (Intercept)
Supervisor support
Organizational innovation
Organizational structure
Cross-level interactions
Work scheduling autonomy
x Supervisor support
x Qrganizational innovation
x Organizational structure
Work methods autonomy
x Supervisor support
x Organizational innovation
x Organizational structure
Decision-making autonomy
x Supervisor support
x Organizational innovation
x Organizational structure
Variance components
Intercept
Work scheduling autonomy
Work methods autonomy
Decision-making autonomy
Organizational openness

Participation in decision-making

Formalization
Additional information

ICC

-2 log likelihood FIML

4.31% (.05)

A1

.23
5100

4.31% (.05)
574 (.05)
55%* (.05)
.36%** (.05)
44% (.05)
41% (.05)
.39%* (.05)

-.01 (.10)
06 (.12)
-.04 (.10)

45w

4684
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4.31%* (.05)
57%* (.05)
55%* (.05)
.36%** (.05)
445 (.05)
41%* (.05)
.39%* (.05)

.03 (.11)
.00 (.12)
.01 (.12)

'51***
.38***
'30***
X 19***
.22***
'38***
.22***

4455

4.31%* (.05)
57+ (.05)
55%%* (.05)
.36%** (.05)
A4%* (05)
A1% (.05)
.39%%* (.05)

.02 (.11)
.03 (.12)
-.02 (.12)

.05 (.10)
.05 (.14)
16 (.12)

-.11 (.09)
-.06 (.10)
.03 (.11)

.10 (.08)
-.09 (.08)
.08 (.08)

'51***
.38***
'30***
. 19***
.22***
'38***
.22***

4445
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Number of estimated parameter 3 12 39 48
Model comparisop? (Degrees of Freedom) 228.45 (27)*** 10.66 (36)

Note:ICC = Intraclass correlation; FIML = full inforniah maximum likelihood estimation; L1 = Level 1; E2
Level 2. L1n= 1,544 and L2 sample size = 193. Values in pae=ath are standard errors.
*p<.05, *p<.01, ** p<.001.
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7.5 Appendix E

Table 1V-8:HLM results for “Retail and Wholesale” (n = 127)

Model
; Random Intercept Random Intercept an  Cross-Level
Level and Variable Null and Fixed Slopep Random SIoSe Interaction
Level 1
Intercept 4.43** (.07) 4.43** (.07) 4.43** (.07) 4.43** (.07)
Work scheduling autonomy 31** (.07) 31 (.07) 31 (.07)
Work methods autonomy .38** (.07) .38*** (,07) .38** (,07)
Decision-making autonomy 34** (,07) .34*** (.07) .34*** (.07)
Organizational openness .26%** (.07) .26%** (,07) .26%** (,07)
Participation in decision-making 37** (.07) 377 (.07) 37 (.07)
Formalization 22%* (.07) .22% (,07) .22% (,07)
Level 2 (Intercept)
Supervisor support .25 (.14) .22 (.13) .26 (.12)
Organizational innovation -.21 (.15) -.18 (.14) -.20 (.13)
Organizational structure -.03(.14) .01 (.13) .01 (.12)
Cross-level interactions
Work scheduling autonomy
x Supervisor support -.11 (.15)
x Organizational innovation -.26 (.16)
x Qrganizational structure .26 (.21)
Work methods autonomy
x Supervisor support 14 (.12)
x Organizational innovation -.28 (.15)
x Organizational structure 12 (.112)
Decision-making autonomy
X Supervisor support -.25* (.10)
x Organizational innovation .08 (.11)
x Organizational structure .00 (.12)
Variance components
Intercept AQ*** AL A8F** A8F**
Work scheduling autonomy .86*** .86***
Work methods autonomy 23*** 23***
Decision-making autonomy .36%** .36%**
Organizational openness .18%** .18%**
Participation in decision-making .20%** .20%**
Formalization L15%** L15%**
Additional information
ICC .24
-2 log likelihood FIML 3309 3176 3005 2979
Number of estimated parameter 3 12 39 48
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Model comparison’ (Degrees of Freedom) 170.20 (27)*** 25.96 (21)

Note: ICC = Intraclass correlation; FIML = full informiah maximum likelihood estimation; L1 = Level 1; E2
Level 2. L1n=1,016 and L2 sample size = 127. Values in paezath are standard errors.
* p<.05, *p<.01, ** p<.001.
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7.6  Appendix F

Table 1V-9:Results for multilevel modeling analysis includiegel 2 control variables

Model
Level and Variable Null Random Random Cross-L(_eveI
Intercept and Intercept and Interaction
Fixed Slope Random Slope
Level 1
Intercept 4.33* (0.02) 4.33* (.02) 4334 (.02) 4.33%* (02)
Work scheduling autonomy 57+ (.03) 57** (.03) 57 (,02)
Work methods autonomy .60*** (.02) .60*** (.02) .60*** (,02)
Decision-making autonomy A3 (,02) A3 (.02) A3 (,02)
Organizational openness A46*** (.02) A46%+* (.02) 46** (.02)
Participation in decision-making A5%% (102) A5%% (,02) A5 (,02)
Formalization .38*** (,02) .38*** (.02) .38 (,02)
Level 2 (Intercept)
Supervisor support .04 (.05) .05 (.05) .06 (.05)
Organizational innovation .15** (.05) .12* (.05) .13*(.05)
Organizational structure .07 (.05) .08 (.05) .07 (.05)
Age .01 (.01) .01% (.01) .01 (.01)
Professional experience .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00)
Tenure .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00)
Gender -.05 (.05) -.07 (.05) -.06 (.05)
Company size (1-10 empl. vs. 11-49! -.20* (.08) -.15* (.07) -.16* (.08)
Industry (manufacturing vs. services) -.02 (.07) -.03 (.06) -.02 (.06)
Educational background (apprenticeship vs. ugity .05 (.06) -.02 (.05) .00 (.06)
Staff responsibility (no resp. vs. resp.) -.05 (.05) -.02 (.05) -.03 (.05)
Attribute order .08 (.05) .06 (.04) .07 (.05)
Profile order -.03 (.05) -.1(.04) -.01 (.05)
Cross-level interactions
Work scheduling autonomy
x Supervisor support -.08 (.05)
x Organizational innovation -.02 (.05)
x Organizational structure .01 (.05)
x Age .00 (.01)
x Professional experience .00 (.00)
x Tenure .00 (.00)
x Gender -.07 (.05)
x Company size (1-10 empl. vs. 11-499 empl.) .14 (.08)
x Industry (manufacturing vs. .03 (.07)
x Educational background (apprenticeshipuasrersity) .02 (.06)
x Staff responsibility (no resp. vs. .08 (.05)
x Attribute order .05 (.05)
x Profile order -.09* (.05)
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Work methods autonomy

x Supervisor support .01 (.04)
x Organizational innovation -.07 (.05)
x Organizational structure .00 (.04)
x Age .00 (.00)
x Professional experience .00 (.00)
x Tenure .00 (.00)
x Gender -.01 (.04)
x Company size (1-10 empl. vs. 11-499 empl.) -.02 (.06)
x Industry (manufacturing vs. -.03 (.06)
x Educational background (apprenticeshipmsversity) -.13** (.05)
x Staff responsibility (no resp. vs. .07 (.05)
x Attribute order -.02 (.04)
x Profile order .01 (.04)
Decision-making autonomy
x Supervisor support .02 (.04)
x Organizational innovation -.03 (.04)
x Organizational structure .04 (.04)
x Age .00 (.00)
x Professional experience .00 (.00)
x Tenure .00 (.00)
x Gender -.03 (.04)
x Company size (1-10 empl. vs. 11-499 empl.) -.02 (.06)
x Industry (manufacturing vs. -.08 (.05)
x Educational background (apprenticeshipumsversity) -.05 (.04)
x Staff responsibility (no resp. vs. -.01 (.04)
x Attribute order —.14** (,04)
x Profile orde .07 (04)
Variance components
Intercept 50*+* 53rr* 5Q* 5g*
Work scheduling autonomy A8r* 45xxk
Work methods autonomy 32k 29k
Decision-making autonomy 207 L1g
Organizational openness 23%% 23xk
Participation in decision-making .30%* .30%x*
Formalizatiol 19%* L1 9%k
Additional information
ICC .26
-2 log likelihood FIML 31806 29042 27865 27760
Number of estimated parameters 3 27 54 108
Pseudd® 0 19 19* 20%
Model comparisoy” (Degrees of Freedom) 2764 (24)** 25101 (30)*** 2659 (78)***

Note ICC = Intraclass correlation; FIML = Full inforti@en maximum likelihood estimation; L1 = Level 121=
Level 2. LIN = 9,440 and L2 sample size = 1,180. Values in filheses are standard errors. PseRfdealues were
calculated as the squared correlation between wbd@nd predicted scores and excluded error tehgsiris et al.,
2013). *p < .05, *p< .01, *** p < .001.

174



IV Essay 3: Contextual work design

8 References

Adler, P. S., & Borys, B. (1996). Two types of baweracy: Enabling and coercive.
Administrative Science Quarterly, @}, 61-89.

Aguinis, H., Gottfredson, R. K., & Culpepper, S. ®013). Best-practice recommendations for
estimating cross-level interaction effects using Itilewel modeling. Journal of
Management, 38), 1490-1528.

Ahmed, P. K. (1998). Culture and climate for inntbma European Journal of innovation
management,(1), 30-43.

Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavidrganizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, @), 179-211.

Amabile, T. M. (1983). The social psychology of atieity: A componential conceptualization.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology25357-376.

Amabile, T. M. (1988). A model of creativity andniovation in organizationsResearch in
Organizational Behavior, @), 123-167.

Amabile, T. M., Schatzel, E. A., Moneta, G. B., &¥#ner, S. J. (2004). Leader behaviors and the
work environment for creativity: Perceived leadepport. The Leadership Quarterly,
151), 5-32.

Axtell, C. M., Holman, D. J., Unsworth, K. L., Wall. D., Waterson, P. E., & Harrington, E.
(2000). Shopfloor innovation: Facilitating the segtion and implementation of ideas.
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychgylo733), 265-285.

Baum, M., & Kabst, R. (2013a). Conjoint implicat®on job preferences: The moderating role
of involvement.The International Journal of Human Resource Managr@n247), 1393-
1417.

Baum, M., & Kabst, R. (2013b). How to attract apatfits in the Atlantic versus the Asia-Pacific
region? A cross-national analysis on China, In@armany, and Hungarylournal of
World Business, 48), 175-185.

Behrens, J., Ernst, H., & Shepherd, D. A. (2014)e Tecision to exploit an R&D project:
Divergent thinking across middle and senior marmagkurnal of Product Innovation
Management, 31), 144-158.

175



IV Essay 3: Contextual work design

Benzer, J., & Horner, M. (2015). A metanalytic integration and test of psychological @tm
dimensionalityHuman Resource Management(H4457-482.

Bertels, H. M., Kleinschmidt, E. J., & Koen, P. £011). Communities of practice versus
organizational climate: Which one matters more igpersed collaboration in the front
end of innovation3dournal of Product Innovation Management(28 757-772.

Bouée, C.-E. (2015Digital transformation doesnt have to leave empley behind Retrieved
01.07.2016, from https://hbr.org/2015/09/digitartsformation-doesnt-have-to-leave-
employees-behind

Bradshaw, T. (2017, 17.10.2017). Netflix subscrigeowth tops estimatedzinancial Times
Retrieved from https://www.ft.com/content/e9d7e4d6-11e7-a398-73d59db9e399

Breaugh, J. A. (1985). The measurement of workreartty. Human Relations, 38), 551-570.

Breaugh, J. A. (1989). The work autonomy scalesdi#a@hal validity evidence.Human
Relations, 4¢11), 1033-1056.

Breaugh, J. A. (1999). Further investigation of Wk autonomy scales: Two studidsurnal of
Business and Psychology,(38 357-373.

Briggs, C., & Makice, K. (2012Digital fluency: Building success in the digitalea@ocialLens.

Brock, D. M. (2003). Autonomy of individuals andganizations: Towards a strategy research
agendalnternational Journal of Business and Economig¢s),257-73.

Brundin, E., Patzelt, H., & Shepherd, D. A. (2008anagers' emotional displays and employees’
willingness to act entrepreneurialdournal of Business Venturing, (23, 221-243.

Brynjolfsson, E., & McAfee, A. (2012Race against the machine: How the digital revoluti®
accelerating innovation, driving productivity, amdeversibly transforming employment
and the economyBrynjolfsson and McAfee.

Carnabuci, G., & Dilszegi, B. (2015). Social netksr cognitive style, and innovative
performance: A contingency perspectiveademy of Management Journal,(38 881-
905.

Carnoy, M., Castells, M., & Benner, C. (1997). Labmarkets and employment practices in the
age of flexibility: A case study of Silicon Valleiternational Labour Review, 186), 27-

48.

176



IV Essay 3: Contextual work design

Carr, J. Z., Schmidt, A. M., Ford, J. K., & DeShéh, P. (2003). Climate perceptions matter: A
meta-analytic path analysis relating molar climategnitive and affective states, and
individual level work outcomegournal of Applied Psychology, @8, 605-619.

Castells, M. (2011)The information age: Economy, society, and cultufée rise of the network
society(2nd ed. Vol. 1): John Wiley & Sons.

Chang, S., Jia, L., Takeuchi, R., & Cai, Y. (201Bp high-commitment work systems affect
creativity? A multilevel combinational approach &mployee creativity.Journal of
Applied Psychology, 99), 665.

Choi, Y. R., & Shepherd, D. A. (2004). Entreprergédecisions to exploit opportunitie3ournal
of Management, 38), 377-395.

Colbert, A., Yee, N., & George, G. (2016). The thhiorkforce and the workplace of the future.
Academy of Management Journal{3) 731-739.

Connor, P. E. (1992). Decision-making participatpaiterns: The role of organizational context.
Academy of Management Journal{Bf 218-232.

Cooper, R. G. (1999). The invisible success faciorproduct innovationJournal of Product
Innovation Management, (&), 115-133.

Damanpour, F. (1991). Organizational innovatiorméta-analysis of effects of determinants and
moderatorsAcademy of Management Journal (3} 555-590.

Dawis, R. V., & Lofquist, L. H. (1984)A psychological theory of work adjustment: An
individual-differences model and its applicationslinneapolis, MN: University of
Minnesota Press.

De Jong, J. P, & Den Hartog, D. N. (2007). Howdexs influence employees' innovative
behaviourEuropean Journal of innovation managemen{1),041-64.

Dedrick, J., Gurbaxani, V., & Kraemer, K. L. (2003hformation technology and economic
performance: A critical review of the empirical éence. ACM Computing Surveys
(CSUR), 381), 1-28.

Donaldson, S. I., & Grant-Vallone, E. J. (2002).ddrstanding self-report bias in organizational
behavior researclournal of Business and Psychology(2)7245-260.

Dorenbosch, L., Engen, M. L. v., & Verhagen, M.@3R On- the - job innovation: The impact
of job design and human resource management througtuction ownershigCreativity
and Innovation Management, (23, 129-141.

177



IV Essay 3: Contextual work design

Drazin, R., & Van de Ven, A. H. (1985). Alternatiferms of fit in contingency theory.
Administrative Science Quarterly, @0, 514-539.

Dul, J., & Ceylan, C. (2014). The Impact of a Cnatyt - supporting Work Environment on a
Firm's Product Innovation Performanc#ournal of Product Innovation Management,
31(6), 1254-1267.

Eisenberger, R., Stinglhamber, F., Vandenberghe SGcharski, I. L., & Rhoades, L. (2002).
Perceived supervisor support: Contributions to @eed organizational support and
employee retentioournal of Applied Psychology, &), 565-573.

Evans, D. S., & Leighton, L. S. (1995). Retrospextbias in the displaced worker surveys.
Journal of Human Resources, (3], 386-396.

Fiedler, F. E., & Chemers, M. M. (1967A theory of leadership effectivened¢ew York:
McGraw-Hill.

Flores, L. G., Zheng, W., Rau, D., & Thomas, C.(2012). Organizational learning subprocess
identification, construct validation, and an emgatitest of cultural antecedengaurnal
of Management, 38), 640-667.

Ford, C. M., & Gioia, D. A. (2000). Factors influgng creativity in the domain of managerial
decision makingJournal of Management, 26), 705-732.

Fried, Y., & Ferris, G. R. (1987). The validity die job characteristics model: A review and
meta- analysisPersonnel Psychology, @), 287-322.

Fried, Y., Levi, A., & Laurence, G. (2008). Motiwah and job design in the new world of work.
In S. Cartwright & C. L. Cooper (EdsJhe Oxford handbook of personnel psychology
(pp- 586-611). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Fry, L. W., & Slocum, J. W. (1984). Technology,ustiure, and workgroup effectiveness: A test of
a contingency modeAcademy of Management Journal(2)/ 221-246.

Fry, L. W.,, & Smith, D. A. (1987). Congruence, doigency, and theory buildinghcademy of
Management Review, (19, 117-132.

Gottlieb, J., & Willmott, P. (2014). The digitalpping point: McKinsey global survey results:
McKinsey & Company.

Graen, G., Novak, M. A., & Sommerkamp, P. (1982)eEffects of leader—member exchange
and job design on productivity and satisfactionstifey a dual attachment model.

Organizational Behavior and Human Performance(130109-131.
178



IV Essay 3: Contextual work design

Grant, A. M. (2007). Relational job design and thetivation to make a prosocial difference.
Academy of Management Review(232393-417.

Grant, A. M., Fried, Y., & Juillerat, T. (2011). \Wo matters: Job design in classic and
contemporary perspective8BPA handbook of industrial and organizational psylolgy:
Building and developing and organization,417-453.

Grant, A. M., & Parker, S. K. (2009). Redesigningrivdesign theories: The rise of relational
and proactive perspectiveBhe Academy of Management Anna($),3317-375.

Green, P. E., Krieger, A. M., & Wind, Y. (2001). iftly years of conjoint analysis: Reflections and
prospectsinterfaces, 3(3), S56-S73.

Green, P. E., & Srinivasan, V. (1978). Conjointlgsia in consumer research: Issues and outlook.
Journal of Consumer Researclf2h 103-123.

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1975). Developnedrthe job diagnostic surveyournal of
Applied Psychology, €R), 159-170.

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1976). Motivatitmough the design of work: Test of a
theory.Organizational Behavior and Human Performance(2)6250-279.

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (198%jork redesignReading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Hahn, G. J., & Shapiro, S. S. (1968).cataloging and computer program for the desigud an
analysis of orthogonal symmetric and asymmetricctiomal factorial experiments
General Electric, Research and Development Center.

Hartnell, C. A., Ou, A. Y., & Kinicki, A. (2011). @anizational culture and organizational
effectiveness: A meta-analytic investigation of tkkempeting values framework's
theoretical suppositiondournal of Applied Psychology, @9, 677-694.

Holland, J. L. (1997)Making vocational choices: A theory of vocationalgonalities and work
environment¢3rd ed.). Odessa, FL, US: American Psychologhsabciation.

Humphrey, S. E., Nahrgang, J. D., & Morgeson, £2607). Integrating motivational, social, and
contextual work design features: a meta-analytioreary and theoretical extension of the
work design literaturelournal of Applied Psychology, @), 1332-1356.

Hurt, H. T., Joseph, K., & Cook, C. D. (1977). Ssafor the measurement of innovativeness.
Human Communication Researclil)y} 58-65.

llies, R., Nahrgang, J. D., & Morgeson, F. P. (200ader-member exchange and citizenship
behaviors: A meta-analysidournal of Applied Psychology, @3, 269-277.

179



IV Essay 3: Contextual work design

Janssen, O. (2000). Job demands, perceptions @t efieward fairness and innovative work
behaviourJournal of Occupational and Organizational Psyclgyo733), 287-302.

Janz, B. D., Colquitt, J. A., & Noe, R. A. (199Rnowledge worker team effectiveness: The role
of autonomy, interdependence, team development, camdextual support variables.
Personnel Psychology, B9, 877-904.

Johns, G. (2006). The essential impact of contextogganizational behavioAcademy of
Management Review, &), 386-408.

Johns, G. (2010). Some unintended consequencesbotigsign.Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 312 - 3), 361-369.

Johns, T., & Gratton, L. (2013). The third wavevotual work. Harvard Business Review, @),
66-73.

Jones, A. P., & James, L. R. (1979). Psychologutiahate: Dimensions and relationships of
individual and aggregated work environment percgstiOrganizational Behavior and
Human Performance, 23), 201-250.

Judge, W. Q., Fryxell, G. E., & Dooley, R. S. (199The new task of R&D management:
Creating goal-directed communities for innovatiddalifornia Management Review,
39(3), 72-85.

Juillerat, T. L. (2010). Friends, not foes?: Worsin and formalization in the modern work
context.Journal of Organizational Behavior, 8- 3), 216-239.

Karasek, R., Brisson, C., Kawakami, N., HoutmanBongers, P., & Amick, B. (1998). The Job
Content Questionnaire (JCQ): An instrument forrméionally comparative assessments
of psychosocial job characteristicdournal of Occupational Health Psychology4B
322-355.

Kastelle, T. (2013). Hierarchy is overrated Retrieved 26.04.2016, from
https://hbr.org/2013/11/hierarchy-is-overrated

Kirkman, B. L., Rosen, B., Tesluk, P. E., & Gibso@, B. (2004). The impact of team
empowerment on virtual team performance: The mauhgrarole of face-to-face
interaction. Academy of Management Journal(2)7 175-192.

Lammers, J., Stoker, J. I., Rink, F., & Galinsky,[A (2016). To have control over or to be free
from others? The desire for power reflects a neecatitonomyPersonality and Social

Psychology Bulletin, 42), 498-512.
180



IV Essay 3: Contextual work design

Langfred, C. W. (2000). The paradox of self-managemIindividual and group autonomy in
work groupsJournal of Organizational Behavior, &), 563-585.

Langfred, C. W. (2004). Too much of a good thinggyative effects of high trust and individual
autonomy in self-managing teamdgademy of Management Journal(3)7 385-399.
Lawrence, P. R., & Lorsch, J. W. (1986Drganization and environment. managing

differentiation and integratioBoston: Harvard Business Review Press.

Litwin, G. H., & Stringer Jr, R. A. (1968Motivation and organizational climateBoston:
Harvard University Press.

Lofquist, L. H., & Dawis, R. V. (1969)Adjustment to work: A psychological view of man's
problems in a work-oriented societjew York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Educational
Division.

Lohrke, F. T., Holloway, B. B., & Woolley, T. W. Q20). Conjoint analysis in entrepreneurship
research a review and research age®dganizational Research Methods,(18 16-30.

Lumpkin, G. T., Cogliser, C. C., & Schneider, D. R009). Understanding and measuring
autonomy: An entrepreneurial orientation perspecti&ntrepreneurship Theory and
Practice, 381), 47-69.

Mankins, M., & Garton, E. (Producer). (2017, 02201.7). How Spotify balances employee
autonomy and accountability. Harvard Business Review Retrieved from
https://hbr.org/2017/02/how-spotify-balances-empautonomy-and-accountability.

Martins, E., & Terblanche, F. (2003). Building onggational culture that stimulates creativity
and innovationEuropean Journal of innovation managemeiil,)664-74.

Mathieu, J. E., Aguinis, H., Culpepper, S. A., &6h G. (2012). Understanding and estimating
the power to detect cross-level interaction effantanultilevel modeling.Journal of
Applied Psychology, 93), 951.

Mazmanian, M., Orlikowski, W. J., & Yates, J. (201Bhe autonomy paradox: The implications
of mobile email devices for knowledge profession@iganization Science, 24), 1337-
1357.

McAdam, R., & McClelland, J. (2002). Individual artdam-based idea generation within
innovation management: Organisational and reseag#gndas.European Journal of
innovation management(%, 86-97.

McCord, P. (2014). How Netflix reinvented HRarvard Business Review, @2, 71-76.
181



IV Essay 3: Contextual work design

Morgeson, F. P., Aguinis, H., Waldman, D. A., & & D. S. (2013). Extending corporate social
responsibility research to the human resource managt and organizational behavior
domains: A look to the futur@ersonnel Psychology, ¢, 805-824.

Morgeson, F. P., & Campion, M. A. (2003). Work dgsiln W. C. Borman, D. R. ligen, & R. J.
Klimoski (Eds.), Handbook of Psychology: Industrial and OrganizatibiPsychology
(Vol. 12, pp. 423-452). Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley &rS.

Morgeson, F. P., Dierdorff, E. C., & Hmurovic, J.([2010). Work design in situ: Understanding
the role of occupational and organizational contéatirnal of Organizational Behavior,
31(2 - 3), 351-360.

Morgeson, F. P., & Humphrey, S. E. (2006). The Wdksign Questionnaire (WDQ):
Developing and validating a comprehensive measoreagsessing job design and the
nature of workJournal of Applied Psychology, @), 1321-1339.

Morgeson, F. P.,, & Humphrey, S. E. (2008). Job teaim design: Toward a more integrative
conceptualization of work design. In J. J. Martoodtied.), Research in Personnel and
Human Resources Managemévinl. 27, pp. 39-91). Bingley, UK: Emerald.

Moy, J. W,, & Lam, K. F. (2004). Selection critegad the impact of personality on getting hired.
Personnel Review, 8), 521-535.

Nayir, D. Z., Tamm, U., & Durmusoglu, S. S. (201Kpow formalization hinders different firm
innovativeness types: Opening the black box witidewe from a service industry.
International Journal of Innovation and Technoldggnagement, X5), 1-22.

O'Reilly, C. (1989). Corporations, culture, and coitment: Motivation and social control in
organizationsCalifornia Management Review, &}, 9-25.

Oldham, G. R., & Cummings, A. (1996). Employee txéty: Personal and contextual factors at
work. Academy of Management Journal(3P 607-634.

Oldham, G. R., & Hackman, J. R. (2010). Not whatats and not what it will be: The future of
job design researcliournal of Organizational Behavior, 8- 3), 463-479.

Ostroff, C. (1993). The effects of climate and pea influences on individual behavior and
attitudes in organizationgOrganizational Behavior and Human Decision Processe
56(1), 56-90.

182



IV Essay 3: Contextual work design

Parker, C. P, Baltes, B. B., Young, S. A., Hufwl, Altmann, R. A., Lacost, H. A., & Roberts, J.
E. (2003). Relationships between psychological &arperceptions and work outcomes:
A meta- analytic reviewJournal of Organizational Behavior, ), 389-416.

Parker, S. K. (2003). Longitudinal effects of lgarmoduction on employee outcomes and the
mediating role of work characteristickurnal of Applied Psychology, €8, 620-634.
Parker, S. K., Wall, T. D., & Cordery, J. L. (200Buture work design research and practice:
Towards an elaborated model of work desigiournal of Occupational and

Organizational Psychology, 4), 413-440.

Parker, S. K., Williams, H. M., & Turner, N. (2006Ylodeling the antecedents of proactive
behavior at workJournal of Applied Psychology, &), 636-652.

Patterson, M. G., West, M. A., Shackleton, V. JawBon, J. F., Lawthom, R., Maitlis, S., . . .
Wallace, A. M. (2005). Validating the organizatibnelimate measure: Links to
managerial practices, productivity and innovatidaurnal of Organizational Behavior,
26(4), 379-408.

Patzelt, H., & Shepherd, D. A. (2008). The decidiorpersist with underperforming alliances:
The role of trust and contralournal of Management Studies(4h 1217-1243.

Patzelt, H., & Shepherd, D. A. (2009). Strategi¢repreneurship at universities: Academic
entrepreneurs' assessment of policy progrdemstepreneurship Theory and Practice,
33(1), 319-340.

Pierce, J. L., & Delbecq, A. L. (1977). Organizatstructure, individual attitudes and innovation.
Academy of Management Revie(t,)227-37.

Pugh, D. S., Hickson, D. J., Hinings, C. R., & TernC. (1968). Dimensions of organization
structure Administrative Science Quarterly, (13, 65-105.

Ramamoorthy, N., Flood, P. C., Slattery, T., & ®&shi, R. (2005). Determinants of innovative
work behaviour: Development and test of an integgtahodel Creativity and Innovation
Management, 12), 142-150.

Rao, V. R. (2014)Applied conjoint analysidNew York, NY: Springer.

Raub, S. (2008). Does bureaucracy kill individualtiative? The impact of structure on
organizational citizenship behavior in the hospiaindustry. International Journal of
Hospitality Management, 27), 179-186.

183



IV Essay 3: Contextual work design

Raudenbush, S. W., Bryk, A. S., & Congdon, R. (30@4erarchical linear and nonlinear
modeling Lincolnwood, IL: Scientific Software Internatidna

Schroeder, R. G., Van de Ven, A. H., Scudder, G.8DPolley, D. (1989). The development of
innovation ideas. In A. H. Van de Ven, H. L. Angg¢eM. S. Poole (Eds.)Research on the
Management of Innovation: The Minnesota Studies. 107-134). Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Scott, S. G., & Bruce, R. A. (1994). Determinantsirmovative behavior: A path model of
individual innovation in the workplacéAcademy of Management Journal,(3)7 580-
607.

Shalley, C. E., Gilson, L. L., & Blum, T. C. (200QYlatching creativity requirements and the
work environment: Effects on satisfaction and ititams to leave. Academy of
Management Journal, 43), 215-223.

Shepherd, D. A. (1999). Venture capitalists' assess of new venture survivaManagement
Science, 46), 621-632.

Shepherd, D. A., Patzelt, H., & Baron, R. A. (2Q13)care about nature, but...”: Disengaging
values in assessing opportunities that cause haAmademy of Management Journal,
56(5), 1251-1273.

Shepherd, D. A., & Zacharakis, A. (1997). Conjoamalysis: A window of opportunity for
entrepreneurship researdhkdvances in Entrepreneurship, Firm Emergence anow®r,

3, 203-248.

Shepherd, D. A., & Zacharakis, A. (1999). Conjangalysis: A new methodological approach for
researching the decision policies of venture chagitaVenture Capital: An International
Journal of Entrepreneurial Finance(3), 197-217.

Smith, G. F. (1998). Ideageneration techniques: A formulary of active ingeats. The Journal
of Creative Behavior, 32), 107-134.

Spector, P. E. (1986). Perceived control by emm@ey®& meta-analysis of studies concerning
autonomy and participation at wotkuman Relations, 321), 1005-1016.

Svyantek, D., & Bott, J. (2004). Organizationaltawtg and organizational climate measures: An
integrative review. In J. C. Thomas & M. Hersen §gdComprehensive Handbook of
Psychological Assessment: Industrial and organoratl assessmer()ol. 4, pp. 507-
524). Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.

184



IV Essay 3: Contextual work design

Uy, M. A,, Foo, M.-D., & llies, R. (2015). Percenvgrogress variability and entrepreneurial
effort intensity: The moderating role of ventureabscommitmentJournal of Business
Venturing, 303), 375-389.

Van der Vegt, G. S., & Janssen, O. (2003). Joigaich of interdependence and group diversity
on innovationJournal of Management, %), 729-751.

Volmer, J., Spurk, D., & Niessen, C. (2012). Leadeember exchange (LMX), job autonomy,
and creative work involvemerithe Leadership Quarterly, £3), 456-465.

Wang, A. C., & Cheng, B. S. (2010). When does belet leadership lead to creativity? The
moderating role of creative role identity and jaltamomy. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 311), 106-121.

Wayne, S. J., Liden, R. C., Kraimer, M. L., & Gr&f,K. (1999). The role of human capital,
motivation and supervisor sponsorship in predictingreer successJournal of
Organizational Behavior, 48), 577-595.

Wegman, L. A., Hoffman, B. J., Carter, N. T., Tweng. M., & Guenole, N. (2016). Placing Job
Characteristics in Context Cross-Temporal Meta-psial of Changes in Job
Characteristics Since 197¥ournal of Managemenf0.1177/0149206316654545

West, M. A. (1990). The social psychology of innbea in groupslnnovation and creativity at
work: Psychological and organizational strategi899-333.

West, M. A., & Farr, J. L. (1989). Innovation at sko Psychological perspective§ocial
Behaviour, 41), 15-30.

WorldEconomicForum (2016Yhe future of jobs - Employment, skills and wortéastrategy for
the fourth industrial revolution Retrieved 12.08.2016, from
http://reports.weforum.org/future-of-jobs-2016/

Willenweber, K., Beimborn, D., Weitzel, T., & KonigV. (2008). The impact of process
standardization on business process outsourcingessitnformation Systems Frontiers,
10(2), 211-224.

Xiao, Z., & Tsui, A. S. (2007). When brokers mayt mark: The cultural contingency of social
capital in Chinese high-tech firm&dministrative Science Quarterly, @2, 1-31.

Yuan, F., & Woodman, R. W. (2010). Innovative bdbavin the workplace: The role of
performance and image outcome expectatidveedemy of Management Journal (B3

323-342.
185



IV Essay 3: Contextual work design

Yun, S., Faraj, S., & Sims Jr, H. P. (2005). Copgdint leadership and effectiveness of trauma
resuscitation teamdournal of Applied Psychology, @), 1288-1296.

Zacharakis, A. L., & Meyer, G. D. (1998). A lack ofsight: Do venture capitalists really
understand their own decision proceds@rnal of Business Venturing, (13, 57-76.

Zaltman, G., Duncan, R., & Holbek, J. (197Binovations and organization®ol. 1973). New
York: John Wiley & Sons.

186



V Overall conclusion

V Overall Conclusion'?

1 Summary of findings and contributions

The intention of this thesis was to review and stigate organizational strategies and
approaches that foster employee attraction andtreteamong potential and current employees.
Moreover, from a company-internal perspective, thesis examined motivation-based work
design features and related context that positivélyence employees’ innovative work behavior
in organizations. To investigate this, the thesesadmainly on brand equity theo(jtaker, 1991;
Keller, 1993) in connection with theory on the eaydr image constru¢Cable & Turban, 2001;
Lievens & Highhouse, 2003), as well as on theolgteel to work design (Hackman & Oldham,
1976; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2008). While the first essay, in the form of a comprediea
review, contemplated the field of employer image arganizational attractiveness from a more
general perspective and integrated it along differeesearch streams, the second essay
empirically developed and tested a method to effity and reliably measure employer image
from large-scale text data. The third essay the@uded on the internal perspective of existing
employees and empirically assessed in a conjoiperaxient the influence of different types of
autonomy on employee innovative work behavior ao@ this effect is moderated through the
organizational context. The specific findings otleaf the chapters will be summarized in the
following sections.

Chapter Il outlines and integrates research ondoequity-based employer image and
organizational attractiveness from a general pets@e Due to the multidisciplinary research

approaches emerging primarily from thmarketing, psychology, and human resource

2 This chapter is partly based on and includes eisnef Theurer, Tumasjan, Welpe, & Lievens (2018agurer,
Tumasjan, Welpe, & Lievens (2018b), and Theuramasjan, & Welpe (2018).
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management disciplines, the field has developea &nhighly heterogeneous and fragmented
landscape of studies. Through a comprehensive aafjtecal review of the literature, this
chapter demonstrates that research in the fieldoeagrouped into three main research streams,
namely brand equity-based theoretical conceptsnandels, employer knowledge dimensions,
and activities to promote a positive employer imagegarding concepts and models, extant
research has identified both potential and exisengployees as target groups of a favorable
employer image and its subsequent promotion. Rekatehe different target groups, theoretical
models propose different outcomes that are direxttyindirectly related to a favorable employer
image. From an external (i.e., recruitment) perspec these are, for example, enhanced
employer familiarity, identification, attractionpl) pursuit intentions, and ultimately favorable
applicant pools. From an internal (i.e., curreniplayees) perspective, proposed outcomes are
related to enhanced organizational identity, Igyalproductivity, or engagement. In fact,
empirical evidence in the employer knowledge dinmmsstream has confirmed that dimensions
of employer knowledge (i.e., employer familiaritgputation, image attributes) have a positive
effect on such outcomes, both externally and istérnFinally, the means whereby to influence
and modify employer knowledge are summarized andteted. The identified approaches are
related to high- and low-involvement practices .(esponsorship vs. employee endorsements/
detailed ads)media richness (e.g., print vs. Interng@rsonal information and word-of-motith
and best employer studies (e.g., best place to wentifications), which all have a positive effect
on potential and current employees’ attitudinal &ethavioral outcomes. Finally, the different
research streams are integrated into a comprelengidel and set into relation to each other. It
becomes apparent that extant research has maiolisdd on a recruitment context and the

empirical assessment of the impact of selected @aplknowledge dimensions (e.g., employer
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image attributes and their effect on employeeuatss). In turn, extant research has neglected the
organizational perspective and the developmenbwifprehensive, integrated strategies to modify
employer knowledge. Furthermore, there has only keedimited focus on existing employees
and the measurement of proximal and distal outcamesn organizational level.

Chapter Il relates to the neglect of the orgamniret! perspective of employer image and
contrasts the projected organizational perspectitt employees’ perceived perspective of
employer image. A content analysis-based methodeigeloped that efficiently and reliably
measures dimensions of employer image from largéestext data (i.e. corporate and
employment webpage data). While previous reseaah dontent-analyzed organizationally
produced texts such as annual reports and corstsucth as leadership image, this study is
among the first to analyze employer image on amrgegtional level with large-scale text data.
Moreover, through contrasting dimensions of pradctemployer (webpage) image with
perceived employer image dimensions, the resutisvshat both image types are quite distinct
from each other. Furthermore, this chapter tests ghedictive power of employer image
dimensions. In contrast to theoretical propositjote overall results demonstrate that both
image types have only limited predictive power rdgay organizational attractiveness, and more
distal outcomes such as market value and firm padace. When comparing the two images
types (i.e., projected vs. perceived image), peetkiimage seems to have slightly stronger
effects on the investigated outcomes. Reasondhi®miight stem from the fact that images are
first being developed by organizations and onlerafards perceived by employees. As both
images may often not be in line with each othex,difference in their effects is explainable.

Finally, Chapter IV focuses on the internal orgatianal perspective and shifts the focus

from employer image-related factors to work dedigsed features that have an influence on
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employee motivation, and subsequently can influenieir innovative work behavior.
Specifically, different dimensions of autonomy (i.&ork methods autonomy, work scheduling
autonomy, decision-making autonomy) as a task/ratitimal work design feature and their effect
on employees’ perceived innovative work behavier la@ing investigated. Previous perspectives
have treated autonomy mainly as a unidimensionaistcoct, or from a work scheduling
perspective. Furthermore, the study draws on ¢ailsnore context-contingent investigations of
features of work desigfe.g., Baum & Kabst, 2014; Cable & Yu, 2006) and investigates how
dimensions of psychological climate moderate tHatimship between autonomy dimensions
and innovative work behavior. As a result, the ¢bapnds that all dimensions of autonomy have
a significant positive effect on employees’ innavatwork behavior, while work scheduling and
work methods autonomy have a significantly strongfégct on innovative work behavior than
decision-making autonomy. In contrast to the ihitireypotheses, none of the contextual
organizational factors (i.e., psychological climaenensions such as supervisor support,
organizational structure, and organizational intiova had a moderating effect on this
relationship, which suggests that organizationsatoneed to consider the organizational context
when putting together work design strategies.
2 Implications for theory

Through addressing important research questionthenfields of brand equity-based
employer image and work design relationships, ttesis contributes to the literature in a many
important ways.

First, research on employer image and organizdtiate@ctiveness is integrated along a
guiding theoretical construct (i.e., brand equitgdry) and summarized under a comprehensive

value chain model. The model highlights both welearched areas in the field and yet under-
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researched areas that require enhanced attent@nable guidance for future research is
therefore given. While previously, there has beemuiding theoretical construct to direct future
research in the field, the brand equity-based moudebrates recent perspectives and supports
researchers in systematically developing the fialdng different stages in the employee
engagement cycle. Therefore, the thesis providgmitant new perspectives to the field by
consistently translating and applying brand eqodagceptualizations to an employment context.
Second, the thesis provides a more nuanced undénmsta of the employer image
construct, as it highlights differences betweenguoted and perceived employer image. Extant
research has implicitly assumed that the two tygfemmployer image are two sides of the same
coin. The findings of this thesis indicate thatstis not the case, and therefore, enhance our
knowledge and understanding of the employer imagesteuct. Prior research has rarely
analyzed what images companies actually communicafgospective and current employees.
This thesis highlights important conceptual diffeses that extend our current understanding of
employer image, and therefore, adds an importasppetive that has so far been neglected.
Third, by focusing on a context-contingent pergipecon work design relationships, this
thesis highlights important interaction effects tthmay have an influence on our current
understanding of such relationships. Therefore,analysis of the supporting and inhibitive
factors in work design relationships provides vhlaainsights and a more comprehensive
understanding in comparison to current views. Whikviously, organizational context has been
assumed as given, the boundary condition persgeptiovides a more holistic picture and thus
answers recent calls to better understand fachatsenable or constrain different work design
features. Moreover, important differences in sinitdated types of a work design feature (i.e.,

autonomy) are highlighted. Traditionally autonomgshbeen viewed as a unidimensional
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construct. However, the results of this thesis g®waluable implications that different types of

the same construct can have different effects hodld therefore be investigated.
3 Implications for practice

Apart from the theoretical advancement in the amfasmployer image, organizational
attractiveness and work design that this thesisiges, it also asserts several important practical
implications.

First, regarding employer image and organizatiatfdactiveness, this thesis provides
clear conceptual and practical guidance on anteted®utcomes, and interrelations of an
employer branding program for organizational stakedrs to attract and retain potential and
current employees (e.g., human resource manadespwing from a clear classification of
employer branding elements, the integrative mdtledtrates interrelations within and across the
stages, and building blocks to develop an effectimategy for both recruiting potential
applicants and retaining current employees. Aparhfhighlighting the different organizational
input factors and the range of potential outcomfethe brand as an employer, the integrative
model supports decision-making through an enharosgyht into the applicant/employee
perspective and how relevant attitudes and behaam@ formed. The consolidated findings can
support managers to attain greater legitimacy witkheir organizations for (increasing)
investments into branding strategies, as relatéde@ttractiveness as an employer. Management
can thereby attain and steer relevant recruitmedtratention policies, and consider spillover
effects more to ultimately make a positive contiteu to their organization’s (financial)
performance

Second, the availability of a new measurement nietiloassess employers’ projected

(webpage) image opens a variety of opportunitieéevaluation of employers. Using CATA
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and the newly developed and validated image diaties, both researchers and practitioners can
now efficiently and quickly measure and monitor diveions of employer image within large-
scale text data. For example, improved measunalaifil transparency is likely to unveil “image
gaps” between espoused and perceived employer ithagevill become increasingly apparent
and visible in a connected world. As shown in tleenparison of the two image types in this
thesis, there may be gaps between image projeathdrperception, and companies will thus be
able to better adjust and fine-tune their aspinealge. The issue applies not only in a recruitment
context, but also to an internal perspective ragardurrent employees. Companies could, for
example, compare their initially projected imagethwdimensions of their internal culture.
Furthermore, the innovative measurement methoddceeiive as an additional part of employer
image audits (i.e., as a further input to best eygl competitions). Simultaneously,
organizations will be able to quickly assess thairor market competition and analyze their
relative employer value proposition across a vaétimage dimensions. This is valuable insofar
as content and information between employers angloymes is nowadays increasingly
exchanged onlin@Cappelli, 2001; Nolan et al., 2013).

Third, regarding work design-based strategies tdres$ employees’ attitudinal and
behavioral work outcomes, the present thesis di@vention to the broader context in which
companies operate and how/if organizations neelytamically adjust their people management
strategies. Given the fast-changing technologinairenment that has impacted work processes
and the occupational structure in organizati¢@slbert et al., 2016; Wegman et al., 2016),
organizations should not treat work design changdsolation. Instead, they should carefully
evaluate whether and how potential boundary camtbtimight reinforce or hamper the effect on

relationships between work design features and ttedated outcomes. This thesis has also
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confirmed that autonomy is one of the most saliantd important work design features.
Organizations therefore need to be aware of thierdiit dimensions of autonomy and the
different effects on employee attitudes and wortcomes. It is therefore crucial that based on
the desired outcomes, firms have a more finely dumederstanding of the different employee
autonomy dimensions, and are thus able to appiy thea more targeted way.

In summary, this thesis has shown that brand eauitywork-design-based strategies to
foster employee attraction, retention and innovatr@nagement have multiple important
implications for practice.

4  Directions for future research

This thesis reveals the importance of a sufficiemtitractive and favorable employer
image, along with a suitable means to promote iiipact employees’ attitudinal and behavioral
work outcomes (e.g., organizational attractiven@ss, pursuit intentions, loyalty), as well as
organizational outcomes (e.g., firm performanceititermore, this thesis highlights the positive
influence of features of work design such as dinoerssof autonomy on employees’ innovative
behavior. The findings therefore provide a fourmtafor several future research avenues.

First, regarding employer image and organizaticatédactiveness, further research is
needed that addresses the relative importance plogar image. While previous research has
primarily investigated image attributes in isolatianore insight is needed regarding relative
image development and its impact on attitudinal amggdnizational outcomes. Factors such as the
competitive environment or other contextual feagusech as industry need to be considered.
Further investigations are therefore required tayae the impact of certain image changes with

more context-contingent views.

194



V Overall conclusion

Second, future research should also take a morgitlminal perspective and assess
employer image changes and impact over time. Camgig has been proposed as one of the
success factors of an effective employer image. él@wy empirical evidence to assess evidence
of the time factor is largely absent. Relatedlyfa research is needed that investigates outcomes
of favorable employer image across multiple levaarting from proximal attitudinal and
behavioral outcomes on an individual level (e.gb, pursuit and application intentions) to more
distal organizational-level outcomes (applicantlppinancial performance).

Third, research is needed that further investigated contrasts the different image
perspectives, namely projected organizational irmaged perceived images by potential and
current employees. The results of this thesis atdigdhat the two image perspectives are not
necessarily in line with each other and hence rekeis needed to investigate the impact of
misaligned images (i.e., “image gap”), which magdeo potential frustration among employees.

Fourth, in terms of promoting employer image, adddl research is needed that
comprehensively investigates different types of imedong the engagement cycle, as well as a
focus on newer and richer media (i.e., social mediapecially, newer media and their interplay
with traditional media have only marginally beerailissed so far.

Fifth, employer image research clearly needs t@aeod its focus on current employees.
Although theory postulates both potential and aureemployees as a target group of a favorable
employer image and means to promote it, extanarelehas largely focused on the external (i.e.,
recruitment) perspective. To a much lesser extaetfocus has been on internal audiences and
interrelations in this context.

Sixth, regarding an internal work design perspectnd task/motivational features to

influence employee attitude and outcomes, futusearch could investigate similar relationships
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between features of work design and innovative wagkavior on an organizational level. The
current thesis has only investigated this relatigqm®n an individual level and further evidence
on an organizational level may therefore be supportAdditionally, a seventh area for
prospective future research may be to test actutmomes of work design-based relationships
instead of measuring employee perceptions only.

Finally, an eighth avenue for future research caalg into empirically investigating
relationships of additional features of work desagd organizational context dimensions (i.e.,
apart from autonomy and psychological climate disr@ms as a moderator). This thesis has only
looked at a specific work design feature (i.e.,oagotny) and dimensions of organizational
context (i.e., supervisor support, organizationalcture, and organizational innovation). Direct
and moderating relationships may therefore chaniffe ehanging variables (e.g., task variety,

job feedback, skill variety, social support, phgsidemands).
5 Concluding remarks

In conclusion, by considering a series of explandtpalitative and empirical studies,
this thesis highlights strategies to address engaowpttraction, retention and innovation
management in an increasingly challenging orgaiozat environment, as influenced by rapid
technological and demographic change. The resuitgest that a favorable image as an
employer and means to transmit such an image ptaytal role in overcoming recruitment and
retention challenges. From a company-internal @etsge, employee autonomy is a key
motivational factor and closely related to emplayé@enovative work behavior. Offering several
implications for theory and practice, as well atufe research, the present thesis intends to

stimulate and inspire future research and discassaoound brand equity and work design-based
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approaches to the attraction and management of awieg) most valuable assets — their

employees.
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