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ABSTRACT 
 

In the employment market, organisations compete for human capital, and 

recruitment and selection practices vary from one organisation to the next. The 

procedural justice models, as developed by Thibaut and Walker (1975), suggest 

that people care about fair procedures because fair procedures are expected to 

lead to fair outcomes. Moreso, Gilliland (1993) suggests that perceptions of 

procedural justice rules relate to pre-hire and post-hire intentions, self-

perceptions, and behaviour and that central to applicants’ perceptions of 

selection procedures are ideas about fairness and justice. 

  

Using conjoint analysis, this study essentially examines the effect of procedural 

justice in the recruitment process and how this impacts on an applicant’s 

motivation when applying for a position of employment. Seven job attributes:  

remuneration, promotional procedure, nature of work (objective job factors); 

application procedure, effort in applying (recruitment job factors) and; 

organisation’s image, applicant-organisation fit (subjective job factors) were 

examined by surveying 277 people mainly from three groups: a school alumni 

network, an educational institution in Australia and Australian Institute of 

Management members. 

 

The findings were that the relative importance of the attributes ‘remuneration’ 

and ‘nature of work’ were higher than other attributes, suggesting these two 

attributes had more impact on people’s motivation to apply for an employment 

opportunity than did the other attributes in the study. However, all of the 

attributes were important to at least some people. Three distinct cluster groups 

emerged that were subsequently termed the ‘intrinsically’ motivated group, the 

‘procedurally’ motivated group and the ‘extrinsically’ motivated group. The 

‘procedurally’ motivated group that emerged shows that fair procedures do 

impact positively on an applicant’s motivation to apply for a position.   
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CHAPTER ONE 

“It is increasingly being recognised that, while an organisation selects an applicant, an 
applicant also selects the organisation” (Ryan & Ployhart, 2000) 

 
 INTRODUCTION 

Organisations compete for human capital in the market place and this 

competition is becoming increasingly important as the supply of skilled 

employees tightens. The importance of the recruitment and selection process to 

the success of employees in this competition continues to interest researchers, 

who “have provided much literature on applicant perceptions of selection 

procedures as an avenue for inquiry for quite some time” (Ryan & Ployhart, 

2000, p. 567). Organisations make decisions in selecting a candidate, but 

candidates also make decisions in selecting an organisation. Thus, Ryan and 

Ployhart (2000) argued recruitment and selection is a two-way process between 

a candidate and an organisation and, consequently, it is important to understand 

potential employees’ motivations to apply for positions. 

Recruitment and selection research has generally examined the factors that 

motivate applicants’ decisions about their job applications (e.g. the organisation 

itself, employment conditions and remuneration). According to Rynes (1993), 

more research is required on other aspects of applicants’ perspectives. In 

particular, the present study was undertaken to see how the recruitment process 

itself impacts on an applicant’s motivation to apply for an employment position.  
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In tight labour markets, as has sometimes been the case in Australia, 

competition for human capital increases and prospective applicants applying for 

positions have greater choice and can be more selective, assessing prospective 

jobs across a variety of attributes before deciding to apply for a position. Indeed, 

in such markets, organisations struggle to attract high potential candidates. 

“Greater competition for talented employees has made organizations more 

aware of the need to ensure that selection procedures do not lead to negative 

applicant reactions, such as withdrawal from the selection process” (Rynes, 

Bretz, & Gerhart, 1991; Schmit & Ryan, 1997).   

As application processes and procedures vary between organisations, they may 

impact on people’s decisions to apply for a position.  Consequentially, as noted 

earlier, the present study examined the impact aspects of the recruitment and 

selection process had on people’s motivation to apply but also, how important 

the process was when other job factors relevant to the position were taken into 

account by the job applicant.  

In this thesis, Chapter 1 details the background to the research and provides an 

understanding of how recruitment and selection processes have become a 

significant factor for organisations and for recruiters. Chapter Two reviews the 

extensive literature that has been researched in attraction, recruitment and 

selection and introduces the three hypotheses that were examined. Chapter 

Two also provides a brief insight into the definition and relatedness of effort, 

perception and the motivation for the three hypotheses and introduces the 

conjoint analysis methodology that was used in the present study. In Chapter 
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Three, the research methodology is discussed and the job factors that were 

researched are introduced and the way in which the job attributes and levels 

were determined is outlined. The Chapter also discusses the survey design, the 

technique used to implement the survey, how the proposed data was collected 

and how the analysis took place. In Chapter Four, the results of the data 

analysis are discussed, as are the clusters’ background differences. In the 

concluding Chapter, the study’s findings and conclusions are presented, as are 

the impact of the findings. Some suggestions are provided for organisations in 

thinking about their recruitment practices. Finally, the study’s limitations are 

discussed, as are some suggestions for future research.  

A background to the study 

The present study was built on prior research undertaken by Ployhart and Ryan 

(1998), who found that negative perceptions of process fairness impacted on job 

applicants’ decisions to withdraw from a job application. There are a number of 

factors job applicants take into account when deciding to apply for a job in a 

competitive job market including: the job itself, the organisation, the job’s 

location, the pay offered, the organisation’s image, advancement potential, 

benefits and family policies (Barber and Roehling, 1993; Breaugh and Starke, 

2000). Fisher et al. (1996) termed these objective job factors (OJFs), recruiting 

job factors (RJFs) and subjective job factors (SJFs). OJFs included pay, the 

nature of the work, promotion opportunities, location and image, while RJFs 

included the politeness of the people involved in recruitment, the competence of 

the recruiter and the promptness of responses. SJFs included the match 
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between an applicant’s personality and values and the organisation’s values, 

mission, image and culture.  

It is increasingly being recognised that, while an organisation selects an 

applicant, an applicant also selects the organisation (Ryan & Ployhart, 2000). 

Consequently, organisations need to implement attraction strategies within their 

recruitment and selection processes. This suggests the application process is a 

recruiting job factor, whether the job is in the private sector, the public sector or 

the not-for-profit (NFP) sector. 

The Australian public sector is a major employer and has long competed with 

the private sector for human capital, as can be seen in Table 1.1. The public 

sector generally pays employees less than the private sector for similar roles 

and focuses their attraction strategies on other job factors. Indeed, as a recent 

report noted, “it is a matter of fact that the State Government (Western Australia) 

is limited in its ability to pay higher than the normal as an attraction mechanism” 

(Department of Premier and Cabinet, 2005, p. 31). The report also noted that job 

applicants seeking work in the public sector are motivated by intrinsic, rather 

than extrinsic, rewards.  However, the report made no specific reference to the 

application process itself.  
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Table 1.1: Australian labour statistics by sector from 2004 to 2008 

Month 
/Year 

 
August 

2004 
('000) 

% 
 

August 
2005 
('000) 

% 
 

August 
2006 
('000) 

% 
 

August 
2007 
('000) 

% 
  

August 
2008 
('000) 

% 

Private 
sector 6,624 82 6,945 81 7,119 81 7,296 81 7,522 81 

Public 
sector 1,492 18 1,582 19 1,658 19 1,693 19 1,747 19 

Total  8,116 100 8,527 100 8,777 100 8,989 100 9,268 100 

Most recent statistics obtained from the Australian Bureau of Statistics   
[www.abs.gov.au Catalogues 6310.0] 

 

The public sector also competes for graduates who are entering the work force 

for the first time from school or university, leading Dann (1996, p.28) to suggest 

“the Public service is simply a career service in which personnel are typically 

recruited following graduation from secondary or tertiary education and remain 

with the service for most, if not all, of their working lives.” However, this is not 

always the case, as the public sector is increasingly attempting to attract 

applicants from the private sector.  

The recruitment and selection procedures used by the Federal and State public 

sectors have similar aspects. Both Federal and State agencies request job 

applicants to provide written statements that address the selection criteria as 

part of the first step in their recruitment and selection process. The 

documentation provided to applicants applying for a position in the public sector 

typically included a position description, a statement of job duties and a detailed 

list of the essential and desirable selection criteria. The recruitment and 

selection process in the public sector is summarised in Table 2.1.  
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Table 2.1: Recruitment and selection stages in the Australian public sector 

Stage 1 (Attraction) Description 

Sub-stage 1                   
(Initial Attraction) 

Applicants are required to obtain an application pack that 
includes an application form, a job description, a statement 
of key duties and the selection criteria. 

Sub-stage 2 (Application) Applicants are usually required to provide written responses 
to each of the selection criteria that outline their knowledge, 
skills and abilities that are relevant to each criterion. 
Applicants submit their written responses to the selection 
criteria with their résumé, an application letter or application 
form.  

Stage 2 (Recruitment) A pre-selected Recruitment and Selection panel with a 
Convener assesses each application scoring each 
candidate’s written responses against each selection 
criteria.  

Stage 3 (Selection) Categorised into three sub-stages.  

Sub-stage 1 (Short Listing) Short-listing for an interview is based on choosing those 
applicants whose skills, knowledge and abilities provide a 
good (acceptable) match to the work-related requirements 
of the job. 

Sub-stage 2  

 

Members of the Panel may seek referees’ reports on the 
selected candidate(s) to assist them to make a final 
decision. Some application processes require the name(s) 
of referees to be submitted with the application form at 
stage 2 of the process. Psychometric testing may also 
occur at this sub-stage.  

Sub-stage 3 (Job Offer) The final decision is made, the person recommended for 
the position and; a job offer is later made to the successful 
candidate(s) after the expiration of the Breach period. The 
Breach period allows any candidate that applied for the 
position to lodge a Breach claim against the decision.  

Villiers (2000, p. 200) saw the selection criteria as “the most important document 

in your job application” and central in determining whether an applicant was 

short-listed. Selection criteria consist of a list of items (usually 5-8) that indicate 

the abilities, qualifications and experience considered critical for the position.  

White (2000) argued selection criteria are the knowledge, skills, attributes, 

values and experience the selection panel look for in deciding who is the most 
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suitable person for the job. Such criteria are termed ‘essential’ or ‘desirable’. 

Essential criteria are those necessary to be able to perform satisfactorily, while 

desirable criteria are those that help a person to do the job more effectively.   

Responding to selection criteria is mandatory in many application processes. 

Applicants who do not provide written statements of their claims about the 

advertised criteria in writing will not be included in the recruitment and selection 

process. This is true of many public sector positions that require job applicants 

to include written responses to selection criteria to support their application. 

Some non-government institutions, such as Universities, also require job 

applicants to complete responses to selection criteria. “Selection criteria are not 

a feature unique to the Australian Public Service. They are used in a range of 

sectors, including nursing, teaching, the police force, tertiary education, the 

welfare sector and state and local governments” (Villiers, 2000, p170). It seems 

that responding to selection criteria when applying for jobs in the private sector 

is less common than in government organisations, but some evidence is 

available to suggest that this is changing (Villiers, 2000).  

In the present study, such written responses were termed ‘competency 

statements’ (Earl et al. 1998; Bright & Hutton, 2000), which are succinct 

descriptions of an applicant’s knowledge, skills and abilities as they relate to a 

specific job competency identified in the job advertisement or in accompanying 

documentation (Bright and Sutton, 2000).   

White (2000) also noted that a government department (or agency) cannot list 

an ‘agency specific’ skill as ‘essential’ even if it is the main job skill. For 
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example, if an agency has a particular computer package that it alone uses, it 

cannot list a skill in using that package as an essential criterion. To do so would 

preclude outside applicants, which contravenes the Equal Employment 

Opportunity Act.  However, such skills can be classified as ‘desirable’ and still 

considered important. Not all public sector agencies use competency statements 

to assess applicants for short-listing and, as mentioned earlier, Federal and 

State public sector agencies’ recruitment and selection processes do differ. 

Lavigna and Hayes (2005, p. 28) suggested there was a need to revise Western 

Australia’s public sector recruitment rules to make them simple, quick and 

appealing. The same report noted that the median time for six Western 

Australian Government agencies to recruit and select staff between January and 

June, 2004 was 78 days, with delays in recruitment and selection tending to be 

due to the time applications spent in line-managers’ ‘in-trays’. However, the 

report also noted there was a need for a balance between timeliness in 

recruitment and ‘just’ and ‘merit-based’ recruitment and selection.  

An agency head must have measures in place that ensure the selection process 

is transparent and applied fairly to each eligible applicant and that merit value is 

observed (www.apsc.gov.au/publications). Merit value remains the primary way 

through which decisions are made and requires assessments to be based on: 

• The relative suitability of the applicants for the job’s duties, using a 

competitive selection process. 
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• The relationship between an applicant's work-related qualities and work-

related qualities that are genuinely required for the job’s duties, and 

• The relative capacity of the applicants to achieve the outcomes that are 

related to the job’s duties.  

Private sector recruitment and selection procedures are not constrained to 

specific and formalised recruitment and selection processes, as is the case in 

the public sector. Positions are advertised in the private sector in which the 

employer or recruiter uses competency statements in much the same way as in 

the public sector. However, anecdotal evidence suggests job advertisements 

that include essential and desirable job criteria are more frequent in the public 

sector than they are in the private sector.    

The public sector’s recruitment and selection process has well-defined 

procedures that are used when assessing job applications. These well-defined 

recruitment and selection procedures mean job applicants often have to put in 

more effort when applying for a public sector position.  The additional effort may 

affect people’s decisions to apply because public sector applications often 

require many pages of written responses. In order to be selected for an 

interview, an applicant’s responses are assessed by selection panel members. 

Since the assessment is based on written narrations, rather than on definable 

quantitative responses, subjectivity may enter into this assessment. 

While a job applicant may accept that failure to be selected for an interview may 

be attributable to more qualified or suitable people applying, the effort required 
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in preparing the application may deter an unsuccessful applicant from applying 

for other positions within the public sector.    

Objectives of the present study 

Job applicants may not be deterred from applying for positions that ask for 

competency statements. However, the effort required when applying within the 

public sector, may lead job candidates to look elsewhere, although the same 

may be true when applying for positions in private sector organisations that use 

similar recruitment and selection processes.  

As mentioned earlier, a number of unsuccessful attempts for an initial interview 

may demotivate potential applicants from applying for positions that demand 

responses to all of the selection criteria. Such motivation may diminish further if 

a job applicant develops a perception that the recruitment and selection process 

is procedurally unfair. In this case, positive objective job factors may no longer 

be enough to motivate applicants to apply for such positions.  

The objectives of the present study were to explore the relative impact 

recruitment factors had on an applicant’s motivation to apply for a position and, 

in particular, to look at the impact the following attributes had on applicants’ 

motivation to apply for a job:  

• ‘Remuneration’, ‘promotional procedures’ and the ‘nature of work’ (i.e. 

objective job factors). 

• The ‘effort in applying’ and ‘application procedure’ (recruiting job factors). 
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• An ‘organisation’s image’ and ‘organisation’s values’ (subjective job 

factors). 

The significance of the study 

The results of the study should be important to organisations and recruiters in 

private, public and NFP sector organisations. Indeed, it is becoming clear that 

effective recruitment is critical to organisational success (e.g., Barber, 1998; 

Breaugh, 1992; Rynes, 1991) and researchers at the Watson Wyatt Consulting 

Firm have suggested that recruitment excellence is one of five human resource 

practices that most affect organisations’ bottom lines (Grossman, 2000).  

“During an economic upturn or in professions where there is relatively full 

employment, the perspective of personnel selection changes from ‘organizations 

selecting applicants’ to ‘candidates selecting organizations’. Under these 

circumstances, it is not so much the applicant who must impress the 

organization, as the organization that has to market itself to the qualified 

applicant” (Klehe, 2004, p. 332). Consequently, the present study was also 

designed to provide organisations with better information about which 

recruitment process aspects that should be central to such marketing efforts. It 

is not sufficient for organisations to suggest they are appropriate. The process 

must also be perceived to be acceptable by potential applicants. Recruitment 

and selection processes are expensive and ensuring recruitment and selection 

practices attract good quality applicants in the first round of the process would 

result in considerable cost savings.  
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Finally, recruitment processes may also develop a positive organisational image. 

Recruitment processes should motivate suitable applicants to exert effort when 

applying for positions, which, in turn, could assist internal employees’ personal 

career development if they feel they have a “fair” chance of success in the 

process. High performing employees are likely to be retained and their 

intellectual capital will not be lost. In addition, the recruitment costs associated 

with replacing and training new employees will be significantly reduced.  

Definition of terms and key concepts 

Organisational recruitment 

A number of researchers have suggested recruitment definitions. It has been 

defined as “the process of seeking and attempting to attract individuals from the 

external labour market who are capable of and interested in filling job vacancies” 

(Henemen, Schwab, Fossum, & Dyer, 1983). Rynes (1991) defined recruitment 

as including all organisational practices and decisions that affect either the 

number, or types, of individuals who are willing to apply for, or accept, a given 

vacancy, while Barber (1998, p. 5) suggested “recruitment includes those 

practices and activities carried on by the organisation with the primary purpose 

of identifying and attracting potential employees”.  

Organisational image 

Organisational image has two aspects that are relevant in the present context, 

namely, corporate image and recruitment image (Gatewood et al., 1993).  

Corporate image results from the impressions an applicant forms about an 
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organisation through its products, services and advertisements, while 

recruitment image results from the impressions an applicant forms through the 

information provided by the recruiter and their literature (Mason, 1998).  

Private sector and public sector organisations 

This study recognises that people have an interest in applying for both sectors. 

The public sector includes all local government authorities and government 

departments, agencies and authorities created by, or reporting to the 

Commonwealth Parliament and State or Territory parliaments. All other 

organisations are classified as being in the private sector.  NFP organisations 

have been included in the private sector (www.abs.gov.au, 2010) The Australian 

public sector has five categories: 

• Category A - The departments. 

• Category B - Statutory agencies that employ staff under the Public 

Service Act. 

• Category C - Statutory agencies with dual staffing powers. 

• Category D - Executive agencies. 

• Category E – Organisations with staff employed under the Public Service 

Act (1999) that operate with some independence, but are not separate 

APS Agencies as defined in the Public Service Act. 

(www.apsc.gov.au/apsprofile/agencies.htm).  
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Motivation 

A job applicant is motivated by various job factors when making a decision to 

apply for a position. According to Meyer et al. (2004), motivation is a difficult 

concept to define. Pinder (1998, p. 11) defines work motivation as “a set of 

energetic forces that originates both within as well as beyond an individual’s 

being, to initiate work-related behaviour, and to determine its form, direction, 

intensity and duration. Meyer (2004) argued that goal-setting is at the heart of 

motivation as individuals set or accept goals in response to external incentives. 

Trade-offs 

Merriam-Webster’s dictionary (www.m-w.com/home.htm, 2009) defines trade-

offs as “a balancing of factors which are not achievable at the same time”.  

Forgang (2004, p. 4) suggests trade-offs occur “when a decision to improve one 

component of value limits another”. It is assumed that, when assessing an 

advertised employment position, an applicant will make decisions about the 

value components that will be foregone to obtain the benefit of another such 

component.  

Effort 

Webster’s on-line dictionary (www.m-w.com/home.htm , 2009) defines effort as  

“a conscious exertion of power; hard work; a serious attempt; something 

produced by exertion or trying; the total work done to achieve a particular end”. 

If job applicants are motivated to apply for a position, they will exert some effort 

in preparing a job application.   

http://www.m-w.com/home.htm�


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

 23 

Procedural justice 

Procedural justice is an aspect of organisational justice that refers to a variety of 

perceived rules (e.g. consistency, interpersonal treatment, and job relatedness) 

that influence perceptions of fairness (i.e. the perceived ‘correctness’ of the 

selection process) (Gilliland, 1993; Leventhal, 1980; Ployhart and Ryan, 1998).  

SUMMARY 

The present Chapter introduced the different job factors upon which job 

applicants base their decision to apply for a position of employment. These job 

factors were termed objective, recruiting and the subjective job factors. The 

Chapter also provided the stages of a typical recruitment and selection process. 

Every job application requires a job applicant to exert a certain amount of effort 

in applying for a position of employment. The applicant’s motivation may or may 

not be affected by the process and job applicants are likely to evaluate all of 

these attributes in arriving at a decision as to whether or not to apply for the 

employment position.  

The next Chapter provides a literature review that discusses the research that 

has examined the issues involved in attracting job applicants, procedural justice 

and organisational image, which are the new aspects included in the present 

study.   Chapter Two also develops the operational definitions outlined in 

Chapter One and suggests three hypotheses that aim at exploring what 

motivates people’s decisions to apply for an employment position.   
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CHAPTER TWO 
  

A LITERATURE REVIEW  

 
“Employers should know and understand their customers’ (applicants) product and 

service (e.g. selection procedure) preferences, and try to supply services that meet their 
customers’ expectations and needs. Failure to do so may result in fewer customers  

(i.e. fewer qualified applicants)”  (Smither et al, 1993) 

 
 

INTRODUCTION 

The current study examined the reasons people might be attracted to a potential 

job, emphasising aspects of the recruitment process. Potential job applicants are 

attracted to organisations for a number of reasons, such as remuneration, 

promotional procedures, the nature of work, the organisation's image and the 

organisation's values. However, two factors that are often ignored are the ‘effort’ 

required to apply for the position and the ‘application procedure’ itself.  

Consequently, the present study explicitly examined these issues. Chapter Two 

examines prior research that is related to the present study and that led to the 

study’s objectives, constructs, relationships and research approach. Motivation, 

effort and procedural justice and how these concepts relate to job applicants’ 

decision-making are also discussed.  

Recruitment and selection stages 

Taylor and Bergmann (1987) suggested recruitment includes a number of 

activities and characteristics that range from the distribution of organisational 

material to the characteristics and behaviour of organisational recruiters. 
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Although recruitment can be defined as a single activity, Carlson et al. (2002) 

argue it is a combination of activities that can be independently managed.   

Bartram (2000) has suggested three distinct stages to the recruitment and 

selection process, namely:  

(i) The attraction stage – In this stage, the organisation draws job 

candidates into a large pool.  This stage of the recruitment and 

selection process is of direct relevance to this research. If job 

applicants are not attracted to an advertised position, the 

organisation’s ability to recruit is adversely affected because fewer job 

applicants proceed to the next stages of the process. It may be that 

job applicants are very familiar with the organisation’s recruitment and 

selection stages. If the recruitment and selection process is not 

reasonable, the task of attracting job applicants may become difficult.  

(ii) The recruitment stage – In this stage, the organisation ‘selects out’ 

candidates who do not meet key criteria, reducing the number of 

candidates to a practical size. 

(iii) The selection stage – In this stage, candidates are selected from 

those remaining in the pool.   

Attracting job applicants 

In tight labour markets, organisations struggle to attract good candidates. 

Competition for talented employees has made organisations more aware of the 

need to ensure selection procedures do not lead to negative application 
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reactions, which may lead to people withdrawing from the selection process 

(Rynes, Bretz, & Gerhard, 1991; Schmit & Ryan, 1997; Carless and Imber, 

2007). This has led to considerable research being undertaken that has 

examined the impact recruitment procedures have on potential job applicants. 

Rynes (1991), suggested that  “most of the recruitment research has 

inappropriately focused on outcomes that are less likely to be related to 

recruitment activities (e.g. distal outcomes such as turnover, satisfaction, and 

performance) and has not paid sufficient attention to more immediate 

recruitment outcomes such as applicant attraction and job choice”. The present 

study was an attempt to provide further insight into this area.  

Rynes and Barber (1990, p. 300) argued “organisations must succeed in 

attracting applicants through a series of stages (e.g. submitting an application, 

undergoing multiple interviews and other screening procedures) and suggested 

improved recruitment activities may increase the initial pool of applications. 

However, as job applicants move closer to choosing a job, recruitment practices 

seem to become less important to the applicant (Rynes, 1991: Taylor & 

Bergmann, 1987; Rynes and Barber, 1990), highlighting the importance of the 

attraction stage in the recruitment and selection process in attracting a quality 

pool of candidates.  

By increasing the pool of candidates, organisations gain a number of 

advantages, such as increased and appropriate human capital for their 

operations, cost-savings through effective recruitment and selection and 

improvements in their employer brand. Further, “the larger the applicant pool, 
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the more selective the organisation can be”, which ensures better hires are 

made and subsequent organisational performance is improved (Carlson et al., 

2002, p. 466).   

Smither et al. (1993, p. 50) suggested applicants should be viewed as 

customers and organisations as suppliers of jobs who “should know and 

understand their customers’ (applicants) product and service (e.g. selection 

procedure) preferences, and try to supply services that meet their customers’ 

expectations and needs”. Failure to do this may result in fewer customers (i.e. 

fewer qualified applicants. Indeed, perceived unfair procedures may reduce an 

applicant’s motivation to apply. Smither et al. (1993) concluded that ‘invalid’ 

selection procedures are likely to be viewed as unfair and organisations are 

more likely to experience complaints. Continued applicant complaints or 

dissatisfaction with an organisation’s recruitment and selection processes are 

likely to become known in the job market place, adversely affecting the 

organisation’s ability to attract applicants in future recruitment and selection 

processes. The selection procedures that reduce an organisation’s 

attractiveness can result in significant losses in financial viability if qualified 

applicants refuse job offers (Murphy, 1986). In extreme cases, such recruitment 

and selection procedures may even lead to legal action (Anastasi, 1998; Bible, 

1990; Cascio, 1987; Huffcutt, 1990; Seymour, 1986; Thornton, 1996, Klehe, 

2004).  
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Rynes and Barber (1990) suggested there are three distinct strategies for 

increasing the attraction success of job candidates, namely: 

(i) Improving recruitment practices. 

(ii) Altering employment inducements. 

(iii) Targeting non-traditional applicants. 

Rynes and Barber (1990, p. 295) also noted that “a variety of difficulties prohibit 

firm conclusions as to precisely which inducements are most strongly related to 

application attraction.”  Job applicants tend to give self-flattering descriptions of 

their motivations and in particular, intrinsic outcomes such as completing an 

activity that is very satisfying to the individual, tend to dominate over extrinsic 

concerns, such as remuneration or job security Rynes and Barber (1990). 

Leading research recruiters such as Rynes (1991, 1993) have suggested better 

research should be conducted on applicant perspectives (Ryan and Ployhart, 

2000). Any organisation would be expected to try to attract the greatest number 

of applicants from which to choose as, “if more candidates are generated than 

there are positions to be filled, organisations can be selective” (Carlson et al, 

2002, p. 466).  As Carlson et al. (2002) concluded, the more applicants that are 

generated, the more chance there is to select a successful person that will 

perform exceptionally well in the position.  However, administering the 

recruitment process when there are an increased number of candidates can be 

more costly.  
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As was mentioned earlier, Fisher et al. (1996) have categorised job factors into 

three areas upon which job applicants base their job choice decisions. They are 

objective, recruiting and subjective job factors. Some of these areas are 

common to the three distinct categories suggested by Rynes and Barber (1990), 

particularly the recruitment factors or practices. Early job choice research 

focused on the importance of different job characteristics and provided research 

subjects with lists of job factors (e.g. pay, nature of work, advancement) which 

they were asked to rank in order of their importance (Barber 1998, p. 96). Barber 

(1998) noted that two of these studies were important because of the size of 

their samples. These studies were conducted by Jurgenson (1978) and Lacy, 

Bokemeier and Shepard (1983). Jurgenson (1978), provided data from almost 

57,000 respondents over 30 years who were asked to rank 10 job attributes. 

Attributes in Jurgenson’s (1978) study included (i) advancement, (ii) benefits (iii) 

company, (iv) co-workers, (v) hours, (vi) pay, (vii) security, (viii) supervisor, (ix) 

type of work, and (x) their own personal attribute preferences (Barber, 1998,    p. 

96). Lacy, Bokemeier and Shepard (1983) asked 7,281 participants to rank the 

importance of five attributes, namely: (i) income, (ii) security, (iii) working hours, 

(iv) chances for advancement and (v) meaningfulness of work. 

Rynes and Barber (1990) also suggested there are a variety of organisational 

characteristics that are likely to influence the choice of attraction strategies, such 

as an organisation’s ability to pay, an organisation’s business strategy and an 

organisation’s culture and values. 
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Mathews and Redman (1998), claimed that the recruitment phase and 

recruitment advertising have been relatively neglected by researchers. Mathews 

and Redman (1998, p. 243) surveyed 191 managers and executives and asked 

respondents to rank the importance of 21 items that appeared in job 

advertisements.  The results from the most important to the less important were: 

• The description of the job. 

• Salary. 

• Key responsibilities. 

• Career prospects. 

• Closing date. 

• Company details. 

• Location. 

• Experience needed. 

The survey also found managers’ preferred applications by Curriculum vitae 

(CV) (55%) than they did an application form (41%), while other approaches 

(e.g. phoning for details) were much less preferred.         

Attraction strategies have also changed over the last decade, because of an 

increased interest in web-based recruitment (Berry, 2005; Changya et al, 2007). 

It is not known at this stage whether web-based recruitment increases or 
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decreases candidates’ effort and/or if web-based recruitment increases 

candidates’ motivation to apply for positions. However, online recruitment is now 

the norm for most organisations (Barber, 2006; www.educationguardian.co.uk, 

2005), perhaps because “the internet is able to process applications within 

minutes, saving companies and jobseekers valuable time and this is important 

when some vacancies attract a very large volume of applications” (Barber, 2006, 

p. 9). This may mean that applicants are more motivated to apply for positions 

that are advertised on the internet because such job applications require less 

effort.   

Organisations’ web pages also provide candidates with a chance to search for 

jobs, learn about an organisation, submit résumés and complete application 

forms. Nevertheless, very little is known about which information from internet-

based job sites applicants use and how they use such information in the job 

search process (Lievens et al., 2002; Thompson et al., 2008), although studies 

undertaken by the Institute for Employment Studies have suggested online 

graduate recruitment are potentially fair and efficient (Barber et al., 2005) 

Barber (1998) suggested the recruitment process had three phases, namely: 

(i) Generating applicants. 

(ii) Maintaining applicant status. 

(iii) Influencing job choice decisions. 

http://www.educationguardian.co.uk/�
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Breaugh and Starke (2000, p. 410) suggested a number of ways to generate 

attention to applicants, such as vivid messages and pictures, concrete language 

(Tybout & Artz, 1994), messages that convey unexpected information (Kulik & 

Ambrose, 1993), messages that provide personally relevant information 

(Chaiken & Stangor, 1987) and messages that are conveyed in face-to-face 

conversations (Tybout & Artz, 1994). More importantly, Breaugh and Starke 

(2000) suggested recruitment communications must be comprehensible and 

credible to prospective job applicants. The job opportunity needs to be viewed 

positively (Barber & Roeling, 1993) and a potential candidate is more likely to 

become interested if a candidate perceives that he or she has a reasonable 

likelihood of receiving a job offer (Rynes, 1991). 

Some job seekers may believe that working in an organisation where there is a 

fit with that organisation’s values is likely to be more rewarding than are extrinsic 

job factors, such as high remuneration, and they may base their decision to 

apply on this job factor (Judge and Cable, 1997). Other applicants may be 

motivated to apply for a position based on remuneration. However, once the 

applicant discovers considerable effort is needed to apply for the position, the 

applicant may reconsider. Some attributes, such as changes in salaries, benefits 

and hours of work, are more likely to be used as attraction tools than are others, 

such as supervision (Rynes and Barber, 1990).  

Applicants, however, will take account all of the attributes. If an initial decision to 

apply for a position was based on remuneration, but the applicant was then 

deterred by an onerous and unfair recruitment and selection process, the 
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applicant’s decision becomes a trade-off between all the job factors (attributes). 

By assessing all of the attributes and ‘weighing them up’, an applicant may not 

be as highly motivated to apply for the position as they were at the start of the 

process.  

Management and organisational behaviour researchers have focused on 

recruitment as the dominant tool for attracting applicants (Rynes, Heneman, & 

Schwab, 1980; Schwab, 1982; Wanous, 1980) and have suggested that 

attraction strategies may spill over beyond the job choice decisions of current 

job applicants as they can also affect an organisation’s general image or 

reputation.  “Improved recruitment is, however, often an inadequate response to 

attraction difficulties particularly when vacancies are unattractive or when labor 

shortages persist” (Rynes and Barber 1990, p. 287). Therefore, it is not 

suggested that recruitment procedures and the development of the employer 

brand are the only factors responsible for attracting job applicants. It is, 

however, suggested that recruitment procedures play an important role in 

attracting job applicants and are a facet of an organisation’s attraction strategies 

that can easily be overlooked in terms of its importance beyond the objective job 

factors that are often assumed to form the basis of potential applicants’ 

decisions.  This led to the first hypothesis, namely: 

Hypothesis 1 Recruitment and selection procedures, as well 
as objective and subjective job factors, influence 
applicants’ decisions to apply for an 
employment position. 
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Procedural and distributive justice and organisational image 

Organisational justice can be divided into concerns about procedures 

(procedural justice) and concerns about outcomes (distributive justice) (Gilliland 

and Steiner, 2001), which seem to be independent dimensions (Thibaut and 

Walker, 1975). The procedural justice model was developed by Thibaut and 

Walker (1975) and suggests people care about procedures because fair 

procedures are expected to lead to fair outcomes (Clay-Warner, 2001). 

Distributive justice has its origins in social exchange theory (Blau, 1964; Adams, 

1965), which emphasises the role equity plays in shaping exchanges. According 

to these authors, distributive justice refers to the perceived fairness of the 

tangible outcome of a dispute, negotiation or decision involving two or more 

Parties.  

Justice perceptions are related to attitudes toward organisations (Lind & Tyler, 

1988) and there are a number of definitions of the term ‘procedural justice’ that 

have been described in the literature. Bauer et al. (2001), for example, describe 

procedural justice as the perceived fairness of the methodology used to make 

organisational decisions, while Greenberg (1990b) suggested procedural justice 

had three distinct components, which he termed: 

1. The formal characteristics of the procedures. 

2. The explanation of the procedures and decision making. 

3.  Interpersonal treatments. 
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Gilliland (1993) extended this view to recruitment and selection and suggested 

procedural rules are related to the formal characteristics of the selection system. 

These perceived rules (e.g. competency, interpersonal treatment, and job 

relatedness) also influence people’s perceptions of process fairness, or the 

correctness of the selection process (Gilliland, 1993).  More simply, procedural 

justice is about the perceived fairness of the process and the procedures that 

are followed by recruiters and selectors in making their decisions.  

Organisational justice (or social justice) theory provides a framework within 

which to study applicants’ perceptions (Gilliland, 1993; Schmitt & Gilliland, 

1992). Rynes (1993) suggested applicants’ perceptions of an organisation’s 

selection processes and procedures influence their perceptions about two 

important factors, namely: 

1. How the applicants view the organisation because of the signals the 

recruitment process sends to applicants. 

2. Applicants’ decisions to join the organisation and their subsequent 

behaviours, such as their future purchases and their recommendations to 

other people.  

Gilliland and Steiner (2001) put forward two questions that need to be 

considered when looking at applicant fairness from a justice perspective: 

1. What factors impact on applicants’ perceptions of fairness? 

2. What are the consequences of these impacts? 
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They reviewed three aspects of the hiring process that may determine people’s 

perceptions of fairness, namely:   

1. Selection procedures. 

        From a number of previous studies (e.g. Kravitz, Stinson, & Chavez, 1996, 

Rynes & Connerley, 1993; Steiner & Gilliland, 1996), interviews, work 

sample tests, accomplishment records (e.g. résumés) were perceived to be 

the most appropriate way to fairly assess applicants.  

2. Hiring personnel. 

        Gilliand’s (1993) model noted that human resources personnel are likely to 

affect applicants’ reactions through the interpersonal treatment dimensions 

of procedural justice, two-way communication and the propriety of 

questions. Hiring personnel who are trained in equal employment 

opportunity issues are more aware of discriminatory practices and are less 

likely to have biases than are line managers.  

3. Hiring policies.  

        Hiring policies refer to retesting and reviewing decisions and 

communication. The retaking of a selection procedure and the reviewing of 

test scores influenced applicants’ perceptions of fairness. Feedback 

timeliness, justification or explanations for decisions were also seen as 

determinants of fairness.  
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While Schmit and Ryan (1997) found process unfairness led to only a small 

percentage of applicants (less that 10%) withdrawing from recruitment and 

selection processes, it seems likely that some job applicants will be influenced 

by their perceptions of the fairness of the recruitment and selection process and 

that further research is needed in this area.  

Ployhart and Ryan (1998, p. 3) found “rules that are satisfied lead to positive 

fairness perceptions and rules that are violated lead to negative fairness 

perceptions” and that perceptions of process and the fairness of outcomes 

influence attitudes, intentions and behaviour. They also found perceptions of 

process fairness were related to withdrawal and they suggested that future 

research should investigate this issue in more depth.  

The filling of any employment position should proceed fairly and equitably and 

any appointment should be based on merit. The minimum standards of merit, 

equity and probity are met for recruitment, selection and appointment if:  

• A proper assessment matches a candidate’s knowledge, skills and 
abilities with the work-related requirements of the job and the outcomes 
sought by the Public Sector Agency. 

 
• The process is open, competitive and free of bias, discrimination, 

nepotism or patronage.  
 

• Decisions are transparent and capable of review (Public Sector 
Employment and Management Act, 1994).  

 

There are different phases to the recruitment and selection process in which 

opinions about the organisation may be formed. These opinions will impact on 

the job applicant’s decision to apply or to not apply for the position. Indeed, 
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Collins and Stevens (1999, p. 7) noted that “several researchers have found a 

significant relationship between organisational images and the early recruitment 

outcome of intentions to apply to the organisation (and that people’s) initial 

organisational attraction to a firm is based on the firm’s image, which is thought 

to be influenced by a firm’s corporate social performance” (Fombrun and 

Shanley, 1990; Rynes, 1991).  

Tom (1971) defined organisational image as the way an organisation is 

perceived by individuals and that it can be based on their knowledge, beliefs and 

feelings about an organisation. According to Tom (1971), these perceptions may 

vary over time, from person to person and from organisation to organisation. 

Images are developed over long periods of time and most images are acquired 

long before applicants begin to seek employment (Behling, et al., 1968). 

Organisational image may also influence applicant attraction directly and 

potential job applicants may prefer organisations with positive images (Barber, 

1998).  

The effect fairness has on an organisation’s image has also been widely 

researched. It seems that statements that outline an organisation’s commitment 

to fairness are likely to “enhance the attractiveness of the organisation to 

potential employees” (McNab and Johnston, 2002, p. 106). Bretz and Judge 

(1994) also found that the more importance individuals place on fairness and 

justice in the workplace, the more attractive they found organisations that 

emphasised these aspects in their recruitment literature.  
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Previous research has suggested organisational images are developed from 

social contacts and media stories and through targeted recruitment efforts 

(Barber, 1998; Rynes, 1991).  Therefore, a job applicant is likely to have already 

formed an opinion, impression or image about the recruiting organisation from 

previous experiences and they are more likely to apply for an advertised 

vacancy with an organisation that has a positive image (Belt and Palillo, 1982) 

as this leads to a positive recruitment image (Gatewood et al., 1993).  Significant 

relationships seem to exist between images and attraction (Collins and Stevens 

1999; Tom, 1971; Turban and Greening, 1997) and between attraction and 

intention to apply for a position (Collins and Stevens, 1999).  In summary, it 

seems that a positive organisational image may lead to an increased attraction 

to the organisation, which will affect potential applicants’ motivation to apply for 

an employment position.  This suggests: 

Hypothesis 2: An applicant’s image of the recruiting organisation, 
as well as objective and subjective job factors, will 
influence applicants’ decisions to apply for an 
employment position 

Effort required in the application process 

Differences in recruitment and selection practices between organisations 

suggest applicants need to exert varying amounts of effort when applying for 

different positions. Vroom’s (1964) Valence Instrumentality Expectancy (VIE) 

theory, which has held a major position in the study of work motivation (Van 

Eerde & Thierry, 1996), assumes people’s behaviour results from choices 

among alternatives (Pinder, 1998).  It suggests people will be motivated to 
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consider choosing a job only if they are attracted to the position and believe they 

will be successful in getting the position (Brooks & Betz, 1990). That is, 

applicants will be motivated to exert different degrees of effort when applying for 

a position depending on their expectations of success. As Barber (1998, p. 47) 

pointed out, expectancy “refers to the potential applicant’s beliefs that he or she 

would be successful in obtaining employment with the organisation. The 

attractiveness of the employment would be a function of the attributes the job 

was expected to possess as well as the attractiveness of those attributes to the 

potential applicant”. That is, an applicant would only apply for a position if there 

was some expectancy of them being successful for the position that was 

advertised. 

As expectancy theory is one of the most widely studied and accepted models of 

decision-making, it has been seen as being useful in explaining job application 

decisions and in explaining people’s motivation to exert effort toward a particular 

end or outcome as a multiplicative function of: 

(i) An individual’s perception that he or she can obtain a particular 

outcome. 

(ii) An individual’s assessment of the attractiveness of that outcome, 

which is a combination of the probability that the outcome has some 

characteristics “(I)” and the attractiveness of these characteristics 

“(V)”, such that: 

Exertion of effort = f [E X ∑ (V* I)]                     (Barber, 1998). 
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Valence (V) here refers to the affective (or emotional) beliefs people hold about 

potential outcomes (Pinder, 1984), while instrumentality (I) here refers to a belief 

that if one does well at something, there will be a reward. As an example, if a job 

applicant prepares a better job application than other applicants, then that 

person may feel that they will have a better chance of getting the job. 

Expectancy, on the other hand, is a measure of the strength of a person’s 

beliefs about whether a particular outcome is possible.   

In another context, job applicants may view the attractiveness of a job or 

organisation (Valence or V) and the probability that those factors are present in 

the job (Instrumentality or I). These two attributes can be multiplied and added 

together to give an overall attractiveness score, which can be shown as: 

Attractiveness = ∑ (V* I)                            (Barber, 1998). 

The motivation model builds on the attraction model, suggesting job applicants 

will exert the most effort toward options that maximise the product of the 

attractiveness score and the applicant’s perceived probability that his or her 

effort will lead to the job offer: 

Force (Exert effort) = E X ∑ (V* I)                    (Barber, 1998). 

Thus, a person may want to become an astronaut but is likely to have a low 

expectation about such a prospect as they will not believe that any amount of 

trying or effort will enable them to succeed (Pinder, 1984).   The decision 

potential applicants make about the effort they will expend in preparing an 
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application for a potential employment position will depend on their perceptions 

of the positions’ various job factors and the applicants’ expectations of their 

probable success.  

Depending on the work required to apply for an advertised position, the job 

applicant will decide whether to expend that effort on that particular job 

application or to search for another advertised job that requires less effort in 

preparing an application, believing that it will produce a better outcome. The 

effort required can be a focal construct in potential applicants’ decision-making 

(Bechwati and Xia, 2003). If job applicants can be compared to consumers, job 

applicants are likely to prefer expending as little effort as possible in making a 

correct choice. “In choosing a strategy, decision-makers try to maintain a 

balance or make a trade-off between their effort, which they wish to minimise, 

and expected accuracy, which they wish to maximise” (Bechwati and Xia, 2003, 

p. 140).  

Perceptions 

Popplestone and McPherson (1988) suggested perceptions could be defined in 

three ways as:  

1. The quick, unwitting appreciation and integration of immediate 

stimulation with prior experiences.  

2. An appreciation of objects and events that is primarily determined by 

the configuration or pattern of the stimuli.  
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3. An apprehending of events that is coloured by prior cognitive and 

affective experiences.  

Of these three definitions, the first and second are more closely related to 

prospective job applicants and their reactions and notions of the organisations to 

which they are considering applying. The second definition suggested more 

physiological reactions. Poppleston and McPherson (1988) also noted that 

perceptual phenomena involve at least three phases, but it is the third phase 

that is of most relevance to job applicants as it relates to complex prior 

experiences. Another definition of perception is “what one perceives is a result 

of interplays between past experiences, including one’s culture, and the 

interpretation of the perceived” (www.en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Perception).  In this 

study, we were interested in what job applicants perceived about organisation’s 

recruitment and selection processes. Whether that perception is or is not reality, 

is insignificant to the applicant, as it is this perception the applicant will hold 

about the organisation’s recruitment and selection processes. For example, if an 

applicant perceives that an application process for a job opportunity is fair, he or 

she may be attracted to that position over another potential position, despite the 

other position offering more generous remuneration. 

Motivation 

Within the context of the present study, a job applicant is assumed to be 

motivated to apply for an employment position based on a number of job factors 

and how important these job factors are to that job applicant as this will 
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‘energise’ that person to make a decision to expend the effort needed to apply 

for the position or will lead them to decide against expending the required effort. 

A job applicant who is highly motivated may decide to expend a lot of effort 

(Pinder, 1984) and there is, therefore, a plausible relationship between 

motivation and effort. As was mentioned earlier, motivation has been a difficult 

concept to properly define as “there are many philosophical orientations toward 

the nature of human beings and about what can be known about people” 

(Pinder, 1998, p. 11). Meyer et al. (2004) suggested Pinder’s (1988) definition of 

work motivation has two noteworthy features, namely: 

1. Motivation is an energising force. 

2. This force is related to the effort people are willing to expend.  

There is a connection or relationship between force and effort. “Force is a 

metaphor: in the literature, it has been operationalised in terms of effort, 

intention, or it has been derived from measure of performance or from the 

engagement in an activity such as participation: Force has implications on the 

form, direction, intensity and duration of behaviour” (Van Eerde & Thierry, 1996, 

p. 577). 

Further, Meyer et al. (2004, p. 992) noted “goal-setting is at the heart of the 

motivation process and that naturally occurring goals derive from the activation 

of basic human needs, personal values, personality traits and self-efficacy 

perceptions shaped through experience and socialisation”.   
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Meyer (2004, p. 992) also argued that “the goals individuals choose can vary in 

difficulty and specificity, and these attributes, in combination with perceptions of 

self-efficacy, help determine the direction of behaviour, the amount of effort 

exerted, develop strategies to facilitate goal attainment.”  Self-efficacy can be 

defined as a person’s belief that they can successfully execute the behaviour 

needed to produce outcomes (Bandura, 1977). If a job applicant has greater 

self-efficacy, he or she is likely to exert more effort for a longer period of time 

and to persevere in the application process (Pajares, 1996). Self-efficacy was 

not examined in the present study, but what is pertinent here is a possible 

relationship between exerting effort and motivation.  

The degree of difficulty and specificity with which individuals choose their goals 

can determine the amount of effort exerted and their degree of persistence in 

their attempts to reach those goals. Locke (1997) has provided a model for the 

motivation process that Meyer et al. (2004) have suggested is the most 

comprehensive one to date.  As job applicants’ motivation is likely to be variable 

and that the effort they will be willing to exert depends to some extent on the 

applicants’ perceptions of how fair the recruitment and selection processes are, 

a third hypothesis is suggested, namely: 

Hypothesis 3:  An applicant’s perception of the fairness of the 
recruitment and selection procedure, as well as 
objective and subjective job factors, will influence 
applicants’ decisions to apply for an employment 
position. 
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Conjoint analysis 

In conjoint analysis, attributes are evaluated together, not separately (Barber, 

1998), ‘together’ meaning that even if there are several attributes, they are all 

evaluated by the applicant. “In actual job choice decisions, the relative 

importance of attributes depends on their levels and the nature of the trade-offs 

that might be made between them” (Barber, 1998, p99).  

Conjoint analysis has been used to discover respondents’ compensation 

preferences (Rivers, Savery and Soutar, 1994) and will be a suitable method to 

use in this study. Conjoint analysis has been used as a successful tool in 

determining consumers’ trade-offs when purchasing products (Kamath and 

Pande, 2000) and we can draw a parallel between a ‘job applicant’ and a 

‘consumer’. That is, a job applicant must decide which job is of interest and 

‘trade-off’ the various job factors before being motivated to ‘buy’ into the 

application process or, apply for the position. Some examples of the application 

of conjoint analysis are:  

• MBA students choosing among job offers (Edelstein and Rao, 1975). 
 
• an examination of the job aspects employees value (Kamath & Pande, 

2000). 

• student preferences for library reference services (Halperin and Strazdon, 
1980), and 

• student preferences for a university (Soutar and Turner, 2002). 

Kamath and Pande (2000, p17) used conjoint analysis to determine the ranking 

of attributes in job selection. They investigated a number of choice factors, 

including the monetary compensation package, the type of organisation, non-
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monetary perks, the extent of pressure in jobs, work hours, training and work 

atmosphere. The young executives surveyed thought monetary compensation 

was their primary determinant in job choice selection. The present study 

explores the effects of procedural justice and effort, which were not included as 

factors in Kamath and Pande’s (2000) study.  

Barber (1998) noted that next to nothing is known about potential applicants who 

decide not to apply for a job. This study will therefore add to the knowledge in 

this area and provide findings that will add to our understanding of what 

motivates (or demotivates) potential job applicants.  

SUMMARY 

This chapter presented a synthesis of the extensive literature that is available in 

areas such as job attraction, procedural and distributive justice, organisational 

image, effort and motivation. Three hypotheses having the common theme of 

procedural justice and how it relates to other job attributes were posited for 

research. The procedural justice model was originally developed by Thibaut and 

Walker (1975), suggesting that people care about procedures because fair 

procedures are expected to lead to fair outcomes (Clay-Warner, 2001).  

Motivation is also a key theme of this research. Pinder (1984) stated that a 

highly motivated job applicant may decide to expend a lot of effort in the job 

application process.   In the next chapter, the methodology of the research will 

be discussed, identifying the job attributes and the design of the survey.   
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

“When we perceive something for which we have no name, we can still describe it, but 
we cannot easily fit it into a single concept or category. Moving from an unnamable 
perception to a verbal concept can have quite an impact sometimes” (Maas, 2006) 

INTRODUCTION 

As was noted in Chapter One, the present study examined the job factors 

applicants take into account when deciding whether or not to apply for an 

employment opportunity. Such employment opportunities have attributes that 

may motivate or demotivate people when they are deciding whether or not to 

apply, but their decision-making can be difficult to understand because of the 

number of attributes they take into account and because the final decision is the 

result of an overall evaluation of all the relevant attributes, although the various 

attributes are unlikely to be equally important. 

“In actual job choice decisions, the relative importance of attributes depends on 

their levels and the nature of the trade-offs that might be made between them” 

(Barber, 1998, p. 99). Indeed, as Barber (1998) pointed out, this has long been 

recognised as Rottenberg (1956, p. 191) noted more than fifty years ago that:  

Consider a worker with a given criteria system. If he rejects an offer 

of work in Greenland, he will explain his choice by saying, ‘It’s too 

cold up there’. If he accepts the offer, he will explain by saying, 
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‘They’re paying good money.’ When he said, ‘It’s too cold,’ what he 

really intended was, ‘It’s too cold for the money they’re paying’, and, 

when he said, ‘They’re paying good money’, what he really intended 

was, ‘They’re paying good enough money, even for the cold I will 

experience in Greenland’  

Clearly, people evaluate job attributes together and not separately (Barber, 

1998) and we need to recognise this when studying their decisions. 

Consequently, the present study used conjoint analysis in its attempt to better 

understand the factors that impact on people’s willingness to apply for 

employment opportunities and their relative importance in this choice.  

Conjoint analysis 

Conjoint analysis originated from research undertaken by Luce and Tukey in 

1964. It has been suggested that conjoint analysis is “the most used marketing 

research method for analyzing consumer trade-offs. Surveys conducted by 

Wittink and Cattin (1989) and Wittink, Vriens, and Burhenne (1994) attest to its 

worldwide popularity” (Green et al., 2001, p. S57). Conjoint analysis has been a 

popular approach since its introduction to marketing by Green and Rao (1971) 

and has been part of management research since that time. It is concerned with 

the joint effect that two or more independent variables may have on the ordering 

of a dependent variable (in this case, people’s motivation to apply for a potential 

employment position) (Green and Rao, 1971). Conjoint analysis is a quantitative 

method that requires respondents to evaluate bundles of attributes, rather than 

individual attributes, in determining preferences, which suggests conjoint 
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analysis is a decompositional approach to data analysis (Dubas and Strong, 

1993). Indeed, Green and Srinivasan (1990, p. 4) defined conjoint analysis as 

“any decompositional method that estimates the structure of a consumer’s 

preferences.”  As Hair et al. (1998) explained, conjoint analysis is a multivariate 

technique that can be used to better understand how respondents develop 

preferences for products or services, or even potential employment positions. 

Consumers measure the value of an offering by combining the separate 

amounts of value accorded to each of its attributes. The conceptual basis for 

measuring value is ‘utility’, which is a subjective judgement of overall preference 

that is particular to each individual, taking into account all of an offerings tangible 

and intangible features. The assumption is that alternatives with higher utilities 

are more preferred and have a better chance of being chosen.  

Conjoint analysis has been used as a successful tool in understanding 

consumers’ trade-offs when they are making purchase decisions (Kamath and 

Pande, 2000). A parallel can be drawn between a ‘job applicant’ and a 

‘consumer’ because a job applicant must decide which job is appealing enough 

to motivate him or her to make the needed effort required to make an application 

and the potential applicant is likely to make this decision by “trading-off” the 

various job factors before ‘buying’ into the application process and/or deciding to 

apply for a potential employment position.  
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Wittink and Cattin (1989) estimated that about “400 commercial applications of 

conjoint analysis per year were carried out during the 1980s. The majority of 

conjoint applications pertain to consumer goods (59%), industrial goods (18%), 

with financial (9%) and other services (9%) accounting for the remainder” 

(Green and Srinivasan, 1990, p. 3). However, the use of conjoint analysis has 

not been confined to marketing as it has also been used to examine the way 

people make occupational or job choices.  For example:  

• Edelstein and Rao (1975) used conjoint analysis to understand the way 

students evaluate potential employers. 

•  Montgomery and Wittink (1980) used conjoint analysis to understand the 

way student chose among competing job offers. 

• Soutar and Savery (1983) used conjoint analysis to design employee 

compensation packages. 

• Rivers et al. (1993) used conjoint analysis to examine police officers’ 

preferences for a compensation package. 

Indeed, Kamath and Pande (2000, p. 17) used conjoint analysis to estimate the 

impact a set of job selection factors had on young executives’ decisions, which 

aligns closely with the present study. The factors they investigated were 

monetary compensation, the type of organisation, non-monetary compensation, 

job pressure, work hours, training opportunities and work atmosphere. They 

found monetary compensation was the primary determinant of job choice 

selection. However, procedural justice and effort were not included in their 
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study, whereas the present study explored the impact that these two additional 

attributes had on applicants’ willingness to apply for a potential employment 

opportunity, adding to our understanding of the factors that motivate potential 

job applicants. 

The set of attributes and their levels that were included in the present study 

were based on prior job application research. As was noted in Chapter One, 

Fisher (2000) categorised these into objective job factors (OJFs), recruiting job 

factors (RJFs) and subjective job factors (SJFs). He also identified a number of 

potentially important attributes within each area and his list provided the 

foundation for the present study.  

Bechwati and Xia (2003) examined how people’s perceptions of the effort they 

expended when using decision aids influenced their satisfaction with the 

decision process. Their research was particularly relevant to the present study 

as it included ‘effort’ as an attribute and suggested that effort might be a key 

determinant in people’s behaviour. They noted that, “in choosing a strategy, 

decision-makers try to maintain a balance or make a trade-off between the 

effort, which they wish to minimize, and expected accuracy, which they wish to 

maximize” (Bechwati and Xia, 2003, p. 140). Consequently, expectations of the 

effort required to apply for the employment opportunity were also included in the 

present study.  

The procedural justice component of the present study was classified as a 

recruiting job factor. “According to applicant reactions research, we would 

expect these applicants to be less willing to pursue a job with that organization if 
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applicants consider a selection assessment that most applicants deem unfair” 

(LaHuis, 2005, p. 151). Further evidence for this expectation was provided by 

research undertaken by Gilliland and Steiner (2001), and Truxillo, Steiner and 

Gilliland (2004) as they found a strong relationship between fairness and 

applicants’ intentions and that behaviour might be driven by perceptions of 

unfairness. Bell et al. (2004, p. 26) discuss Lind’s (2001) fairness heuristic 

theory. According to Bell et al. (2004), Lind’s theory is based on the notion that 

when people enter a new situation they are often uncertain about how they will 

be treated and will start to gather information to build a justice judgement. This 

judgement forms a short-cut or heuristic for interpreting subsequent events and 

perceptions of justice will be based on what an individual experiences early in an 

event.  “Individuals who do not expect a fair process will be unlikely to apply for 

a job” (Bell et al., 2004, p. 33).  Based on Lind’s (2001) fairness heuristic theory 

it was clear that procedural justice would be a worthwhile attribute to include in 

the present study. 

As a result of this evaluation of prior research, the seven attributes that are 

shown in Table 3.1 were included in the present study. As can be seen in the 

Table, three of the attributes (factors) were objective job factors, two of the 

attributes were recruiting job factors and two of the attributes were subjective job 

factors.   
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Table 3.1: Job factors attributes and levels. 

Job Factor Attribute Level 

O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
Jo

b 
Fa

ct
or

s 
Remuneration More than expected 

 About what is expected 

 Less than expected 

Promotional 
procedures 

Well structured and formal   

 Simple and formal 

 Simple and informal 

Nature of work Interesting 

 Not interesting 

R
ec

ru
iti

ng
 J

ob
 F

ac
to

rs
 

Effort in applying Lot of effort 

 Moderate effort 

 Minimum effort 

Application procedure Seems to be very fair 

 Seems reasonably fair 

 Seems as if it might be unfair 

Su
bj

ec
tiv

e 
Jo

b 
Fa

ct
or

s Organisation's values Share all of their values 

 Share some of their values 

 Don't really share their values 

Organisation's image Favourable 

 Not very favourable 
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As was previously mentioned, there were a total of seven attributes. Five of the 

attributes had three levels each and two of the attributes had two levels each.  

Consequently, there were 972 possible combinations of the various levels.  

Clearly, respondents could not be expected to provide information on 972 

alternatives. However, an orthogonal (uncorrelated) and balanced (each level 

appears an equal number of times) experimental design can be used “to reduce 

the number of stimulus descriptions that a respondent sees to a small fraction of 

the total number of (possible) combinations” (Green et al., 2001, p. S58).   

Such designs are widely used in conjoint analysis (Mankila, 2004) and in the 

present study, the required orthogonal design was obtained from Bretton-Clark’s 

(1993) ‘Conjoint Designer’ program, which reduced the employment opportunity 

profiles presented to respondents to a manageable number (18 options in this 

case) and respondents assessed these profiles, as is outlined subsequently.   

An example of the 18 profiles that were provided can be seen in Figure 3.1. 

APPLYING FOR THIS TYPE OF JOB: Choice 1:          
                     
Job factor:      Description:        
(Attribute)      (Level) 
 
Effort to apply for this job    Requires a LOT of effort  
 
Remuneration      MORE than expected      
                     
Promotional procedures    WELL structured and formal    
                     
Nature of work      Interesting         
Organisation’s image     NOT very favourable  
 
Organisation’s values     Share SOME of their values    
                      
Application procedure     Seems REASONABLY fair    
    

        

Figure 3.1:  An example of an employment opportunity profile 
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In this example, this job has the ‘attributes’ (job factors) listed with the relevant 

levels. This job could be for a position in the private sector, the public sector or 

the NFP sector. It could be a senior position or a less senior position and it may 

not be an office-based position. In other words, the profile describes a ‘generic’ 

job. Therefore, any person could respond to the various profiles that were 

included in the study.  

Selecting the appropriate conjoint analysis and its aspects 

Dubas and Strong (1993, p. 32) outlined the four major steps that need to be 

considered when using conjoint analysis: 

a) Relevant attributes (e.g. monetary compensation) and levels (e.g. above 

average and below average) must be identified. 

b) An orthogonal array should be used to reduce the profiles presented to 

respondents to a manageable number. 

c) The obtained set of profiles must be shown to respondents so they can 

indicate their preference. 

d) Some type of conjoint analysis model (e.g. ordinary least squares or 

linear programming) must be chosen to estimate the desired parameters 

that provide an understanding of the ‘utility’ of each level and the relative 

importance of the various attributes that were included in the study.  
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North & De Vos (2002) developed a flow diagram that was adapted from Hair et 

al.’s (1998) suggestion that summarises the various stages that should 

undertaken in the design of a conjoint analysis project.  The diagram is shown in 

Figure 3.2.  All of these steps were undertaken in the present study, as will be 

seen in subsequent sections and Chapters. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.2: Designing a conjoint analysis study 
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THE PRESENT STUDY 

Determining the attributes and levels 

As can be seen in Dubas and Strong’s (1993) approach, the first step in 

undertaking a conjoint analysis-based study is to determine the attributes and 

their levels as a precursor to determining an appropriate fractional factorial 

design. When deciding to use conjoint analysis, the offering must be able to be 

described in terms of its attributes and all of the relevant levels for each attribute 

must be decided. The term ‘factor’ here describes a specific attribute or 

characteristic of an offering that, in this case, was a potential employment 

position.  The possible values each factor can take are called levels. The 

selection of a combination of factors and levels that are used to describe an 

offering according to a specific plan is known as a ‘treatment or stimulus’ (Hair et 

al, 1998, p. 393).  

In determining the conjoint analysis approach that is to be applied, a number of 

considerations need to be taken into account. The most common conjoint 

approaches are shown in Table 3.2.  As seven attributes that were important to 

the decision to apply for a job had been identified, a traditional conjoint analysis 

approach was used in the present study as it necessary that the analysis be 

undertaken at an individual level. As was mentioned earlier, all of the levels that 

had been identified were communicable and actionable, making then 

appropriate choices in this case. 
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Table 3.2: Conjoint analysis approaches (Adapted from Hair et al., 1998) 

Methodology Ideal number of 
attributes Analysis level Model form 

 
Adaptive conjoint analysis  
 

0 < 30 Individual Additive 

 
Traditional conjoint analysis 
 

0 < 9 Individual Additive 

 
Choice-based conjoint 
analysis 
 

0 < 6   Aggregate 
Additive plus 
interaction 

effects  

A decision on the composition rule has to be made. The composition rule 

“describes how the respondent combines the part-worths of the factors in 

obtaining the overall worth” (Hair et al., p. 408) and a decision has to be made 

as to whether an ‘additive’ or an ‘interactive’ model is to be used. The additive 

model assumes the utility values for each attribute (i.e. the part-worth utilities 

that are discussed a little later) can be added to obtain a total value for that 

combination of the attributes. The interactive model is similar to the additive 

model, but assumes there are also interactive effects that need to be taken into 

account when determining a profile’s total utility (Hair et al., 1998).  However, 

these effects seem to be relatively small in most cases (Louviere, Hensher and 

Swait, 2000). Consequently, a decision was made to use the simple additive 

model in the present study as this enabled a more manageable number of 

profiles to be included in the questionnaire. 

A part-worth utility is “an estimate of the overall preference or utility associated 

with each level of each factor used to define the product or service” (Hair et al., 

1988, p. 391). In deciding how the various factors (attributes) relate to each 
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other, conjoint analysis provides three alternatives in estimating the part-worth 

relationship: 

• The linear relationship model, in which the levels’ values are multiplied by 

a single part-worth regression coefficient to obtain a score for each level. 

• The quadratic or ideal model, in which there is no strict linearity and a 

simple curve is obtained where the utilities on either side of an ideal point 

are lower. 

• The part-worth model, in which the levels’ values are estimated 

separately. 

The part-worth model, which is the most general form, was used in the present 

study as there was no ‘a priori’ theory to suggest a more specific form was 

appropriate.  

Survey design  

The ‘online’ survey’s design, formatting and set-up were outsourced to a 

professional consultant after the structure and lay-out was developed and an 

appropriate conjoint design was determined. The survey was designed to be 

answered electronically ‘online’ and a website was developed for this purpose. 

The survey website’s address was distributed to potential respondents by         

e-mail. Once the hyperlink was accessed, respondents were provided with an 

explanation of the purpose of the study and it was noted that the results of the 
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study would assist job recruiters in the private, public and NFP sectors in the 

evaluation of their recruitment and selection processes.  

As was mentioned earlier, potential respondents were able to access the survey 

through a provided hyperlink and to complete the questionnaire confidentially.  

An online survey approach was used because: 

• The data collected from respondents are usually better in quality in terms of 

completeness as prior research has shown there is less data missing from 

online surveys. (Truell, 2003; Truell, et al. 2002). 

• The data collected from pen and paper surveys are usually less accurate 

than internet online surveys.  (Boyer, Hallowell and Roth, 2002). 

• Online surveys provide respondents with some reassurance that the 

information provided is confidential. (Epstein, Klinkenberg, Wiley and 

McKinley, 2001; Knapp and Kirk, 2003). This aspect was particularly 

important in the present study as it contained information about people’s 

preferences for job attributes, which may be too sensitive for job applicants 

to freely express on other data collection approaches. 

• It is easier to answer online surveys as they can be completed wherever 

there is access to a computer (e.g. home or work). Potential respondents 

also tend to complete online surveys sooner (Couper et al, 2001). 

• Online surveys are less costly to provide to potential respondents, and data 

collection costs are less (Couper et al, 2001, Andrews et al, 2003). 
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To maximise survey responses, reminders can be sent to participants asking 

them to complete the survey if they had not yet done so.  The web-site survey 

made it easier and cheaper to send out such reminder notices.  

In summary, the quality of data collected, the timeliness with which the data was 

collected, the confidentiality benefits and the costs of conducting the survey led 

to the online approach being seen as the best way to gather the information 

needed in the present study.  

The introduction section of the survey advised respondents that by completing 

the survey, they would provide information about: 

●        Their preferences of job choices based on a number of job factors. 

●  Their personal background. 

The definition of the term ‘procedural justice’ was provided to respondents in the 

introductory section of the survey on the first screen as the term may not have 

been familiar to all of the respondents. Procedural justice was defined as “fair 

procedures lead to fair outcomes” (Thibaut and Walker, 1975) for the job 

candidate.  

Following the introductory section, the main part of the survey began. As Dubas 

and Strong (1993) have noted, people need to be shown the profiles so 

responses could be obtained. Consequently, the survey included the 18 profiles 

suggested by the fractional design and respondents were asked about their 

motivation to apply for each of these jobs.  Following the usual practice in 
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conjoint analysis, a ten point Likert-type scale (Likert, 1932; Roscoe, 1975.) that 

ranged from (1) ‘having little motivation to apply for the job’ to (10) ‘having a high 

motivation to apply for the job’ was used to obtain this information.  

Section two of the survey included a number of items designed to measure the 

‘effort’ respondents would be willing to expend when searching for a job, the use 

respondents were likely to make of outside services when looking for a job 

(Bechwati & Xia, 2003) and their perceptions of the ‘control’ they had over their 

job search process (Bechwati and Xia, 2003). Section three asked about 

respondents’ backgrounds, collecting data about their gender, age, present 

employment sector, the position they held in their present job and the highest 

level of education they had attained.  These additional data were used to better 

understand the results of the conjoint analysis, as is outlined in subsequent 

Chapters. 

The sample 

After approval to conduct the survey was obtained from the Ethics Committee of 

the University of Western Australia, data were obtained from three groups of 

people with whom the researcher had connections (a school alumni network, an 

educational institution in Australia and Australian Institute of Management 

members). The survey was designed based on guidelines developed by the 

Laboratory for Automation Psychology at the University of Maryland (which are 

provided at www.lap.umd.edu/survey_design).  

http://www.lap.umd.edu/survey_design/�


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

 64 

Data collection and analysis 

The design of a survey should ensure potential respondents are able to 

understand the attribute combinations or ‘stimuli’ in the easiest and most 

efficient way, so data collection can be effective and meaningful. Two common 

methods of presenting stimuli to respondents are: 

• The trade-off method, which asks people to compare attributes two at a 

time; ranking all of the combinations of levels. 

• The full-profile method, which groups all of the attributes into a 

hypothetical option and asks people to assess the option in some way 

(e.g. overall preference of probability of purchase). 

In the present study, it was decided the stimuli would be presented using the 

‘full-profile’ method, as was shown in Figure 3.1 as this approach seems to 

provide the best estimates when there is a reasonable number of factors (Hair et 

al., 1998) and respondents are less burdened when this method is used (Green 

et al., 2001). In addition, there was only a maximum of three levels of the 

attributes, which meant potential respondents were able to evaluate the profiles 

relatively easily.   

According to Hair et al. (1998), the issue of the estimation approach also needs 

to be addressed.  There are two general types of approaches: 

• A metric approach, which is commonly used for rating scales. 
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• A non-metric approach, which is used for when data are collected through 

a ranking or ordering process.  

For non-metric data, techniques such as Monotonic Analysis of Variance 

(MONANOVA) can be used.  However, for metric data, some type of regression 

analysis is generally used to estimate the part-worth scores (Hair et al, 1998) 

and this approach was used in the present study in which ratings data were 

collected. Part-worth scores in this case were estimated at an individual level 

using Bretton Clark’s (1992) Conjoint Analyser program.  

As a ratings scale was used to obtain the data in the present study, the adjusted 

coefficient of determination (the adjusted R2) was used to see whether 

respondents’ motivations to apply for a job were well predicted by the additive 

model that was the basis of the conjoint design. The adjusted R2 will be low if the 

factors included do not impact on the motivation to apply or if people respond 

randomly. Consequently, respondents with low adjusted R2 scores were 

excluded from the analysis.  Following Chiam, Soutar and Yeo’s (2009) 

suggestion, all of the respondents who had an adjusted R2 score of less than 

0.30 were excluded from the subsequent analysis.  

The data were collected from the 30th December 2007 to the 23rd September 

2008. That is, the survey remained open for a sufficient time to obtain a 

reasonable sample. A total of 277 responses were obtained over this time, 

although 32 of these responses were incomplete or had data that was missing. 

Consequently, 245 responses were used in the initial phase of the data analysis.  

This sample size was considered to be sufficiently large for the data analysis to 
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be undertaken (Orme, 2004; Hair et al, 2006).  Indeed, Roscoe (1975) 

suggested that samples sizes of between 30 and less than 500 are acceptable 

for such research, while McCullough (2002, p. 21) noted that “conjoint models 

can be reliably estimated with samples as low as 75”.  

SUMMARY 

While conjoint analysis has been used extensively in marketing and less often in 

employment related areas, it was used in the present study to examine job-

related preferences. An appropriate set of attributes and attribute levels were 

determined and used to obtain a set of 18 employment opportunity profiles that 

were included in an online questionnaire.  Respondents provided information 

about their motivation to apply for the 18 options and also about their willingness 

to expend effort and their perception of the control they had when searching for 

employment. The data obtained from the online survey were analysed in a 

variety of ways and the results obtained and their implications are discussed in 

subsequent Chapters.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

DATA ANALYSIS 
“Life is a perpetual instruction in cause and effect”  

(Ralph Waldo Emerson, Philosopher & Poet) 

INTRODUCTION 

As was mentioned in Chapter Three, the questionnaire was distributed online 

through e-mails to a variety of potential respondents who worked in the private, 

public and NFP sectors.  A total of 277 responses were received, although 32 

had incomplete data and were excluded from the subsequent analysis, leaving 

245 usable responses. The number of responses was considered appropriate to 

conduct the conjoint analysis that was central to the present study (Orme, 2008; 

Hair et al, 1998). The data were analysed in a sequence of steps, namely: 

1. Descriptive statistics were computed for the background questions to 

obtain a sense of the sample’s characteristics. 

2. An ordinary least squares conjoint analysis (Bretton-Clark, 1992) was 

used to estimate part-worth utility scores for each respondent. 

3. A cluster analysis was undertaken to see if there were sub-groups in the 

sample that may value the different attributes and/or levels in different 

ways. 

4. Discriminant analysis was used to profile the sub-groups in terms of their 

backgrounds and the attributes that motivate them to apply for a job. 
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The results obtained in each of these data analysis phases are discussed in 

subsequent sections of this Chapter. 

A profile of the sample 

The sample had an almost equal number of males (51%) and females (49%). 

Thirty one percent of the respondents worked in the public sector, 48% worked 

in the private sector, 19% worked in the NFP sector and 2% worked in other 

sectors. The spread across the employment sectors suggested there were 

sufficient numbers in each major sector to enable a meaningful analysis of inter-

sector differences. Four percent of the respondents had doctorates, 16% had a 

Masters’ degree, 23% had some other type of post-graduate qualification, 32% 

had a bachelors’ degree and 25% had graduated from high school.  It is 

apparent that the sample is better educated than would have been expected 

from a community sample. However, there was considerable variation across 

the qualification levels, suggesting differences can be examined meaningfully in 

this case as well. 

Nine percent of respondents held executive positions, 15% held senior 

management positions, 29% held management positions, 7% held technical 

positions, 11% held supervisory positions, 9% held clerical positions, 4% were 

self-employed and 16% held positions other than those provided in the 

questionnaire. Fifty three percent of the respondents held management 

positions or higher, while 47% held non-management positions. This result was 

not surprising given the number of respondents who had a university degree 
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qualification of some sort (75%), as it would be expected that more highly 

educated people were more likely to hold management positions.  

While less than 1% of the respondents were less than 21 years of age, 11% of 

respondents were between 21-30 years of age, 22% were between 31-40 years 

of age, 37% were between 41-50 years of age, 24% were between 51-60 years 

of age and 5% were 61 years and over. Thirty four percent of the respondents 

were 40 years of age or younger, while 66% were over 40 years of age.  

As was noted in Chapter Three, section two of the questionnaire included a list 

of statements that measured the amount of effort respondents were willing to put 

in when applying for a job (Bechwati & Xia, 2003), the use respondents were 

likely to make of outside services when looking for a job (Bechwati & Xia, 2003) 

and the amount of control the respondents felt they had when looking for a job 

(Bechwati & Xia, 2003). In each case, responses were obtained through the use 

of a Likert-type scale that ranged from (1) ‘strongly disagree’ to (7) ‘strongly 

agree’. The descriptive statistics for these items and their underlying scales are 

shown in Table 4.1. 

As can be seen in the Table, respondents, on average, were willing to put in a 

reasonable effort when searching for a job and felt they had a reasonable 

amount of control over the job search process, but they were equivocal about 

using external services. However, the standard deviations all exceeded 1.40, 

suggesting there was considerable variation in people’s responses. Further, the 

three scales were all very reliable as their coefficient alpha scores all exceeded 
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0.85, suggesting they could be used with confidence in any subsequent 

analysis. 

Table 4.1: Descriptive statistics for the multi-item scales 

Items and Scales Mean SD Alpha 

WILLINGNESS TO PUT IN EFFORT    

I put a lot of effort into searching for a job.  4.95 1.67  

I work hard looking for a particular job.  4.82 1.66  

I do not exert a lot of effort looking for a particular job. 
(reversed) 4.96 1.76  

Effort Scale 4.91 1.55 0.88 

    

THE USE OF EXTERNAL SERVICES    

Using other parties' services saves me a lot of effort in 
searching for a job. 4.16 1.82  

I find it very useful to refer to other parties' services in 
looking for a job.  4.24 1.77  

Other parties can perform work on my behalf that I cannot 
do myself in searching for a job. 4.16 1.78  

I do not think that using other parties' services can save me 
a lot of effort in searching for a job. (reversed) 4.64 1.78  

   External Services Scale 4.31 1.52 0.88 

    

PERCEIVED CONTROL OF THE JOB SEARCH PROCESS    

When searching for a job, I felt I was in control. 4.68 1.55  

Searching for a job makes me feel that I am in control of the 
search situation.  4.59 1.58  

I think I have a lot of influence over the search process.  4.71 1.62  

   Perceived Control Scale 4.66 1.41 0.87 

 

Although the sample was better educated and included more management 

people than would have been expected from a community survey, respondents 
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had a wide range of backgrounds and the ‘control’, ‘effort’ and ‘external services 

use’ questions had reasonable variability, suggesting a meaningful analysis of 

background differences was possible. Consequently, this analysis was 

undertaken and the results obtained are discussed in a subsequent section of 

the present Chapter. However, before this was possible, Bretton Clark’s (1992) 

Conjoint Analyzer program was used to estimate part-worth utility scores for 

each respondent in order to discover the attributes that motivated them to apply 

for a potential employment position. The results obtained from this phase of the 

analysis are discussed in the next section. 

The conjoint analysis results 

As has already been noted, conjoint analysis was used to determine the trade-

offs that impacted on people’s motivation to apply for an employment position. 

As was pointed out in Chapter Three, the adjusted coefficient of determination 

(the adjusted R2) was used to see whether a respondent’s motivation to apply 

for an employment opportunity was well predicted by the additive model that 

was the basis of the conjoint approach used in the present study and 

respondents who had an adjusted R2 of less than 0.30 were excluded from the 

subsequent analysis, as they had not answered in the way expected by the 

additive model or there were other attributes that had not been included in the 

study that influenced their motivation to apply for employment opportunities. As 

a result of this decision, 53 responses were excluded, leaving 192 responses 

that were used for the subsequent data analysis. The adjusted R2 scores ranged 
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for the reduced data set from 0.30 to 0.98 with a mean adjusted R2 of 0.66, 

which is reasonable for this type of analysis (Chiam et al., 2009).  

The part-worth utilities scores for the job application attributes 

The means of the part-worth utilities for each of the attribute levels are shown in 

Table 4.2. The part-worth utilities for each attribute level were calculated to sum 

to zero within each attribute. Higher (more positive) values imply that the utility 

of the relevant attribute level is greater and that it has a more positive impact on 

a job applicant’s motivation to apply for an employment opportunity.  Lower 

(more negative) values imply that the utility of the attribute level is greater and 

has a more negative impact on a job applicant’s motivation to apply for an 

employment opportunity.  

For example, the ‘more than expected’ remuneration mean part-worth utility 

score was 1.00, which suggests respondents would be more highly motivated to 

apply for a position that had such a remuneration while, conversely, the ‘less 

than expected’ remuneration mean part-worth utility score of -1.00 suggests 

respondents would not be very motivated to applying for a position that had such 

a remuneration.  When examined in isolation, it would seem that, on average, 

remuneration was a strong (positive or negative) motivator of people’s decisions 

to apply for an employment opportunity.  
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Table 4.2: The part-worth utility estimates 

 

The promotional procedure results suggest respondents’ motivation to apply for 

a position is not likely to increase or decrease a great deal because the potential 

job opportunity has ‘well structured and formal’ promotional procedures as the 

mean part-worth utility score for this level was only -0.03. However, a 

respondent’s motivation to apply is likely to increase if there is a ‘simple and 

formal’ promotional procedure as this level’s  mean part-worth utility score was 

0.33, but their motivation is likely to decrease if the promotional procedure is 

‘simple and informal’ as this level’s mean part-worth utility score was -0.30. 

Job application attributes Mean Part-worth Utility Scores 

Remuneration   
        More than expected 1.00 
        Less than expected -1.00 
        About what is expected 0.00 
Promotional procedure  
        Simple and formal 0.33 
        Well structured and formal -0.03 
        Simple and informal -0.30 
Nature of work  
        Interesting 1.00 
        Not interesting -1.00 
Organisation's image  
         Favourable 0.47 
         Not very favourable -0.47 
Application procedure  
       Seems to be very fair 0.23 
       Seems reasonably fair 0.15 
       Seems as if it might be unfair -0.38 
Applicant-organisation fit  
        Share all of their values 0.81 
        Share some of their values -0.04 
        Don't really share their values -0.77 
Effort in applying  
        Lot of effort in applying -0.04 
        Moderate effort in applying 0.11 
        Minimum effort in applying -0.07 
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The nature of the work attribute results suggest this is an important aspect as 

the mean part-worth utility score for the position being an ‘interesting’ one was 

1.00, while the mean part-worth utility score for the position being a ‘not 

interesting’ one was -1.00. That is, respondents were highly motivated to apply 

for a job that was interesting. While this result appears obvious, the difference 

between the two job aspects was large, suggesting its relative importance, as is 

discussed subsequently. Organisational image also impacted on people’s 

motivation to apply for an employment opportunity as the mean part-worth utility 

score for the organisation having a ‘favourable image’ was 0.47, while the mean 

part-worth utility score for the organisation having an ‘unfavourable image’ was  

-0.47.   

The application procedure people needed to undertake when applying for a 

position was a major focus in the present study. The results suggested 

application procedures that were seen to be ‘very fair’ or ‘reasonably fair’ 

impacted positively on people’s motivation to apply for a position as their mean 

part-worth utility scores were 0.23 and 0.15 respectively.  Further, positions that 

were seen to have an ‘unfair’ application procedure impacted negatively on 

people’s motivations to apply, as the mean part-worth utility score in this case 

was -0.38. That is, potential applicants were less motivated to apply for a 

position if they felt there was an unfair application procedure. Both ‘very fair’ and 

‘reasonably fair’ procedures impacted positively on people’s motivations to apply 

and, while a ‘very fair’ procedure was seen as preferable, there was little 

difference in the two levels’ impacts on people’s motivations. 
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The importance of the ‘applicant-organisation fit’ values attribute was also 

apparent. Respondents were more motivated to apply for positions in 

organisations when they felt they shared all of the organisation’s values as the 

mean part-worth utility score in this case was 0.81. Conversely, applicants were 

not very motivated to apply for positions in organisations when they felt they did 

not really share values, as the mean part-worth utility score in this case was       

-0.77. Sharing some of the organisation’s values did not impact on respondents’ 

motivation to apply for an employment opportunity as the mean part-worth utility 

score in this case was -0.04. 

Finally, the results obtained for the ‘effort in applying’ attribute suggested effort 

impacted less on people’s motivation to apply for a position than many of the 

other attributes. The mean part-worth utility score was -0.04 when a ‘lot of effort’ 

was required to apply for a position, the mean part-worth utility score was -0.07 

when there was ‘minimum effort’ required to apply for a position and the mean 

part-worth utility score was 0.11 when there was ‘moderate effort’ required to 

apply for a position. It seems potential applicants may be worried by 

employment opportunities that require a great deal of effort, perhaps because of 

the costs they incur when undertaking such applications. However, they also 

seem to be concerned about opportunities that only require minimal effort, 

perhaps because they feel they cannot provide enough information to have a 

reasonable chance of success. In any case, it seems important to develop 

application procedures that require a moderate amount of effort, as such 
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procedures will have the most positive impact on people’s motivations to apply 

for employment opportunities. 

The relative importance of the job attributes 

Conjoint analysis results can also be used to assess the relative importance of 

each attribute. The most important factor is the one that has the greatest range 

(low to high) of the part–worth utility score and the attributes’ relative 

importances are determined by adding all of these ranges and using the 

resulting score as the denominator and each of the attributes as numerators in a 

series of divisions. The resulting scores determine the attributes’ relative 

importance as they add up to one (or 100% if the factors are multiplied by 100, 

as is generally the case) (Hair et al., 1998). The relative importances of the job 

attributes were calculated in this way in the present study and the results 

obtained are shown in Table 4.3. 

Table 4.3: The relative importance of the included attributes 

Job application attributes Mean Relative Importance % 

Remuneration 21 

Promotional procedures 9 

Nature of work 20 

Organisation's image 10 

Application procedure 12 

Applicant-organisation fit 17 

Effort in applying 11 

TOTAL 100 
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As can be seen from the Table, remuneration (21%) and the nature of work 

(20%) were relatively more important than the other attributes, suggesting these 

two attributes had more impact on people’s motivation to apply for an 

employment opportunity than did the other attributes that were included in the 

study.  However, all of the attributes were important to at least some people, as 

the difference between the most important attribute (remuneration) and the least 

important attribute (promotional procedures) was only 12 percentage points.   

Consequently, it does not seem that any of the attributes included in the present 

study can be ignored. Further, the relative importances suggest that there may 

be sub-groups (or segments) of people who are motivated to apply for 

employment opportunities in quite different ways. As a result, a cluster analysis 

was undertaken to examine this issue and the results obtained are discussed in 

the next section. 

The cluster analysis 

Cluster analysis is used to see whether there are sub-groups in a set of data. 

Cluster analysis uses information about the level, variability and shape of the 

data to categorise respondents, products or other entities (objects) into 

homogeneous sub-groups, such that members of one sub-group share similar 

aspects in the sub-group-defining constructs but differ from members of the 

other groups (Bergman, Magnusson, & El-Khouri, 2003; Hair et al., 1998). If the 

cluster analysis is successful, objects that are grouped together will be similar 

and different clusters will be dissimilar (Hair et al., 1998).  
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The SPSS computer software program’s two-step clustering approach was used 

in the present study because simulation research has suggested the procedure 

is very good at reproducing ‘true’ clusters and the approach provides a basis for 

determining the appropriate number of clusters (SPSS Technical Report, 2007).  

Schmenner & Vastag (2006) have used the two-step procedure to separate 

production plants, Poudyal et al. (2009) have used it to segment people who 

used urban recreation parks and Okazaki (2006) have used it to identify mobile 

Internet adopter segments in Japan. As Okazaki (2006) pointed out, the two-

step clustering method overcomes some of the limitations of traditional cluster 

analysis by providing an appropriate set of statistics within the analysis that can 

help determine the number of clusters that should be retained. 

As there was little variation in the pattern of the part-worth utility scores, it 

seemed likely that any sub-group differences were due to differences in the 

relative importance people attached to the seven attributes that were included in 

the present study. Consequently, respondents were grouped together based on 

their relative importance scores.   

The two-step procedure in this case suggested a three cluster solution was 

appropriate, as Schwarz’s Bayesian Criterion (BIC) was at a minimum for this 

solution and the ratio of distance measures was maximised for this solution. 

Further, each of the three clusters was of reasonable size, as can be seen in 

Table 4.4. They ranged from 55 respondents (28% of the sample) to 78 

respondents (41% of the sample), which meant there were sufficient responses 

in each group for subsequent analysis to be undertaken.  



                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

 79 

Table 4.4:  The numbers of respondents in each cluster 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4.5 shows the part-worth utility scores and the relative importances of the 

attributes for each cluster. There were large differences in the importance the 

various groups attached to the various attributes and some differences in the 

pattern of responses to the various levels within each attribute. These 

differences are discussed in subsequent paragraphs.   

As can be seen from the Table, members of cluster one, which was the largest 

group (41% of the sample), were relatively more concerned about the ‘nature of 

the work’ (28%) and ‘applicant-organisation’ values fit (21%) attributes than they 

were about the other attributes included in the study.  As can also be seen from 

the part-worth utility scores that are also shown in the Table, cluster one 

members wanted an interesting job in an organisation with which they had a 

strong fit and they were more highly motivated to apply for jobs that provided 

such opportunities.  

 

Cluster Number of 
Respondents 

Percentage of sample 
(%) 

 1   78  41 

 2   59  31 

 3   55  28 

TOTAL 192 100 
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Table 4.5: Part-Worth utilities and relative importance scores for the clusters 
 

Job application attributes Cluster  
1 

Cluster  
2 

Cluster  
3 

Remuneration    
        More than expected 0.84 0.57 1.69 
        Less than expected -0.91 -0.49 -1.67 
        About what is expected 0.07 -0.08 -0.02 
Importance of remuneration in the cluster (%) 17 13 34 

Promotional procedure    
        Simple and formal 0.39 0.46 0.12 
        Well structured and formal -0.12 0.03 0.05 
        Simple and informal -0.27 -0.49 -0.17 
Importance of promotional procedure in the cluster (%) 10 12 7 

Nature of work    
        Interesting 1.43 0.70 0.71 
        Not interesting -1.43 -0.70 -0.71 
Importance of nature of work in the cluster (%) 28 14 15 

Organisation's image    
         Favourable 0.31 0.79 0.37 
         Not very favourable -0.31 -0.79 -0.37 
Importance of organisation’s image in the cluster (%) 6 17 8 

Application procedure    
       Seems to be very fair 0.07 0.50 0.18 
       Seems reasonably fair 0.11 0.20 0.15 
       Seems as if it might be unfair -0.18 -0.70 -0.33 
Importance of application procedure in the cluster (%) 9 16 12 

Applicant-organisation fit    
        Share all of their values 1.10 0.79 0.42 
        Share some of their values -0.08 0.07 -0.09 
        Don't really share their values -1.02 -0.86 -0.33 
Importance of applicant-organisation fit in the cluster (%) 21 19 10 

Effort in applying    
        Lot of effort in applying for the job 0.06 0.12 -0.37 
        Moderate effort in applying for the job 0.11 0.00 0.24 
        Minimum effort in applying for the job -0.17 -0.12 0.13 
Importance of effort in applying in the cluster (%) 9 10 14 



                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

 81 

Figure 4.1, which shows the significant t-statistics between cluster one and the 

rest of the sample, supported the earlier suggestion that members of this group 

were more influenced by the nature of the work and applicant-organisation fit as 

these attribute were more important motivators for this group than they were for 

the rest of the sample.   Four of the other five attributes were significantly less 

important motivators to members of this group than to the rest of the sample and 

promotion procedures was not significantly different.  Consequently, cluster one 

was termed the ‘intrinsically motivated’ group.  

 

Figure 4.1: Significant differences in attribute importance - Cluster one 

Cluster 2 was the second largest cluster (31%). The mean percentage 

importance scores suggested this cluster’s members regarded applicant-

organisation fit (19%), organisation’s image (17%) and application procedures 

(16%) as relatively more important job attributes. As was the case with cluster 

one, this group preferred to apply for positions where they felt there was a 
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strong values fit. However, this group were also strongly motivated to apply to 

organisations that had a favourable image and very fair application procedures.   

Figure 4.2 shows the significant t-statistics between cluster two and the rest of 

the sample. As can be seen from the Figure, while applicant-organisation fit was 

the most important attribute, its importance did not differ significantly from the 

rest of the sample. The main differences in this case were that organisational 

image, application procedures and promotional procedures were significantly 

more important motivators, while remuneration and the nature of the work were 

significantly less important motivators.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.2: Significant differences in attribute importance - Cluster two 

The greater impact of organisational image could be due to cluster two members 

being concerned about trustworthiness as the other two significantly more 

important attributes were procedurally-based. It could be that the group 

members felt that image reflected the nature of the organisation’s procedures 
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and that those organisations with a positive image were more likely to be fair to 

the employees. Consequently, the second cluster was termed the ‘procedurally 

motivated’ group.  

Cluster three was the smallest cluster, accounting for 28% of the sample. Group 

members were motivated more by remuneration (34%) than by any other 

attribute as the next most important attribute was the effort required to apply for 

the position (14%). As can be seen in Figure 4.3, cluster 3 members were 

clearly more motivated by extrinsic attributes and were more motivated to apply 

for a position in which remuneration was greater than might have been expected 

for such a role. Interestingly, while members of the other two groups were less 

motivated to apply for positions that required minimum application effort, cluster 

three members were less motivated to apply for potential positions that required 

a lot of application effort.  Consequently, the third cluster was termed the 

‘extrinsically motivated’ group. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 4.3: Significant differences in attribute importance - Cluster three 
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Examining the clusters’ background differences 
 

As was mentioned earlier, three clusters were identified in the present study and 

termed ‘intrinsically’, ‘procedurally’ and ‘extrinsically’ motivated groups. The 

present phase of the analysis examined their background differences. 

Discriminant analysis, which is a statistical technique that is commonly used to 

investigate and identify variables that distinguish between clusters or groups 

(Soutar & McNeil, 1995; Hair et al., 1998) was used to do this in this case.  

A series of one-way analyses of variance were first used to see if there were 

univariate group differences. As can be seen in Table 4.6, five of the computed 

F statistics were significant beyond the five percent level, suggesting there were 

differences between the groups. In particular, the Table suggests there were 

univariate differences in the groups’ mean ‘ages’ and ‘willingness to make an 

effort’ when applying for a job. Further, it appeared that there were group 

differences in the proportion of people employed in the private and NFP sectors 

and in the proportion of people who had postgraduate qualifications. Finally, 

there appeared to be a marginal group difference (p<0.10) in the proportion of 

people who had only high school qualifications. Given the reasonable number of 

univariate differences, there are also likely to be multivariate differences. 

Consequently, it seemed likely that undertaking a discriminant analysis would be 

worthwhile and a stepwise discriminant analysis was used to examine the 

potential group differences. 
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Table 4.6: Univariate differences in the background variables  

Variable F statistic Prob. 

Gender 1.725 0.181 

Age 3.448 0.034 
Effort 4.150 0.017 
Others 0.806 0.448 

Control  0.608 0.546 

Public sector employment 0.561 0.572 

Private sector employment 3.603 0.029 
Not- for-profit sector employment 5.554 0.005 
Clerical position held 0.556 0.574 

Senior Management position held 0.724 0.486 

Manager position held 1.537 0.218 

Supervisor position held 1.761 0.175 

Self-employed  0.399 0.671 

Other employment position held 0.303 0.739 

Post-graduate qualification held 4.397 0.014 
Degree qualification held 0.649 0.524 

High school certificate held 2.619 0.076 

 

As there were only three groups, two discriminant functions were estimated and 

F-statistics based on the Mahalanobis distances between the groups in the 

estimated space were computed between each pair of groups of respondents to 

see whether they differed across the background variables taken as a set 

(Johnson, 1977). The three F-statistics ranged from 2.32 to 5.10 and all were all 

significant beyond the five percent level, suggesting there were real multivariate 

differences in the groups' backgrounds. 
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The discriminant analysis estimated two functions. However, as Peterson and 

Mahajan (1976, p. 651) have noted, significance determines if there is a 

relationship but says nothing about “how strong a relationship is, how much 

difference exists between the groups, or to what extent a particular function 

contributes to overall group discrimination.” The I-squared statistic they 

developed, which is “a measure of the amount of variance in the criterion or 

dependent variable accounted for by the predictor variables acting together as a 

set . . . and can be interpreted as analogous to the R2” (Peterson and Mahajan, 

1976, p. 652), was used to examine the strength of the relationships. In the 

present case, it was found that the two estimated functions explained 18% of the 

variance, suggesting there were some differences between the three groups’ 

backgrounds that were worth examining. 

As some of the predictor variables are correlated, the discriminant coefficients 

may not be the best way to evaluate the nature of the estimated functions 

(Soutar and Clarke, 1983). Consequently, the structural correlations, which are 

the correlations between the various predictor variables and the estimated 

discriminant function scores, were used to do this (Cooley and Lohnes, 1971). 

The structural correlations were varimax rotated to obtain a simple structure 

between the background variables and the discriminant functions so as to ease 

interpretation (Soutar and MacLeod, 1993) and the correlations that were 

greater than an absolute value of 0.30 are shown in Table 4.7.   
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As can be seen in the Table, the first discriminant function was most related to 

respondents being employed in the NFP sector, having postgraduate 

qualifications, being employed in the private sector and being males. The 

second discriminant function was most related to respondents being willing to 

put in an effort, to their age and to being employed in the public sector. 

However, some of the correlations were positive and some were negative, 

suggesting the natures of these relationships are quite different. 

Table 4.7: Structural correlations ordered by the strength of the relationship 

Background Variable Discriminant 
function 1 

Discriminant 
function 2 

Employed in the NFP Sector -0.62 0.00 

Postgraduate Qualifications -0.53 0.10 

Employed in the Private Sector 0.38 -0.32 

Gender 0.36 0.04 

Willingness to put in an Effort 0.14 0.83 

Age -0.34 0.36 

Employed in the Public Sector 0.10 0.33 

These results can be shown graphically to better understand the nature of these 

relationships (Soutar, Grainger and Hedges, 1999). The two discriminant 

functions provide axes and the correlations can be drawn as vectors in this map.  

The length of a vector shows the strength of the relationship, while the direction 

shows the nature of the relationship between the relevant background variable 

and the two discriminant functions (Soutar and Clarke, 1983). The three groups 

can also be placed on this map using the group centroid values to better 
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understand their differences (Johnson, 1977). The map obtained in this way is 

shown in Figure 4.1.   

The strength of the relationships between the background variables and the two 

discriminant functions were discussed earlier. However, the nature of these 

relationships can be clearly seen in the Figure.   

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 4.4: Background differences between the three groups 
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The first discriminant function differentiated respondents, based on a number of 

the background variables. In particular, respondents who scored high on this 

function were more likely to be employed in the private sector, to be males and 

to have either a high school or university education. On the other hand, 

respondents who scored low on this function were more likely to be employed in 

the NFP sector, to have post-graduate qualifications and to be older. The 

second discriminant function also differentiated respondents. In particular, 

people who scored higher on this function were more likely to be willing to put in 

an effort when applying for a job, be employed in the public sector and to be 

older.   

The centroids add to our understanding of the groups’ differences. As can be 

seen in the Figure, the extrinsically motivated group was located in the “south-

east” quadrant, suggesting people in this group were more likely to be younger 

males, employed in the private sector. The procedurally motivated group was 

located in the “north-east” quadrant, suggesting people in this group were more 

likely to be older males employed in the public sector who were more willing to 

put in an effort when applying for a job. The intrinsically motivated group was 

located in the “western” part of the map, suggesting people in this group were 

likely to be older females employed in the NFP sector who had post-graduate 

education qualifications. 
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SUMMARY 

In the present chapter, the data were analysed in a sequence of four steps, 

namely:  

1. Descriptive statistics were computed to better understand the sample. 

2. An ordinary least squares conjoint analysis approach was used to 

estimate each respondent’s part-worth utility scores. 

3. A cluster analysis was undertaken to see if there were groups of 

respondents who were differentially motivated to apply for potential 

employment opportunities.  

4. Discriminant analysis was used to see whether there were any 

differences in the groups’ background characteristics.  

The results obtained suggested that, overall, remuneration that was greater than 

expected was a strong motivator of people’s decisions to apply for a job, as was 

the nature of the work itself. The effort needed to apply for a position also 

impacted on people’s motivation to apply. Some potential applicants were less 

motivated to apply for a job when an application requires a great deal of effort. 

Conversely, other applicants seem to be concerned about job application 

opportunities that did not require a lot of effort, perhaps because they felt they 

would not be able to ‘present their case’ in the best way possible.  
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The cluster analysis suggested there were three groups that differed in the 

importance they attached to the various attributes included in the study. After 

examining these differences, the three clusters were termed ‘intrinsically 

motivated’, ‘procedurally motivated’ and ‘extrinsically motivated’ groups. The 

discriminant analysis suggested there were differences in the three groups’ 

backgrounds that need to be taken into account. In the next, and concluding, 

Chapter, the implications of these results for organisations wishing to improve 

the impact of their recruitment and selection strategies are discussed and some 

limitations to the study and suggestions for further research are outlined. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
“Knowing why individuals choose not to apply is particularly important for organizations 

seeking to change the nature of their applicant pool” (Ryan et al., 2005) 

INTRODUCTION 

As was mentioned in Chapter Two, Barber (1998) has noted that little is known 

about potential applicants who decide not to apply for a position.  Indeed, 

Mathews and Redman (1998) have suggested the overall area of recruitment 

has been a neglected research area. The present study was undertaken to 

increase our understanding of this important area by adding to our 

understanding of the factors that motivate or demotivate potential applicants 

when they are considering applying for an employment opportunity. A number of 

objective job factors (remuneration, promotional procedures and the nature of 

work), recruitment job factors (the effort required to apply for a position and the 

nature of the application procedure) and subjective job factors (organisational 

values and organisational image) were used to design a conjoint analysis 

exercise that enabled people’s trade-offs to be examined. The analysis also 

suggested respondents were heterogeneous in the way they traded-off between 

these job factors as three sub-groups with quite different trade-offs were found 

in the present sample. 
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Before suggesting conclusions and making recommendations, it seems useful to 

recapitulate on two large prior studies that were described in Chapter Two that 

examined the importance of job attributes as it is interesting to see if there are 

any “shifts” in the various attributes’ importance since the earlier studies were 

undertaken. Jurgenson (1978) examined data from more than 50,000 

respondents over 30 years who ranked 10 job attributes, while Lacy, Bokemeier 

and Shepard (1983) asked more than 7,000 respondents to rank five attributes 

in their order of importance. Jurgenson (1978) asked people to rank the 

importance of advancement, benefits, the company itself, co-workers, hours, 

pay, security, supervisor, working conditions and the type of work to them when 

they were applying for a job and the importance they thought other people 

attached to the attribute when they were applying for a job. Lacy et al. (1983) 

asked participants to rank the importance they attached to income, security, 

working hours, chances for advancement and the meaningfulness of the work 

when they were applying for a job.  These attributes were a subset of the ten 

attributes that were included in Jurgenson’s (1978) study.  

A summary of the results obtained in these two studies can be seen in Table 

5.1. As can be seen in the Table, the results were only partially consistent 

across these two large-sample studies.  Indeed, Barber (1998) noted that the 

respondents agreed that the type of work was the most important attribute       

(in columns one and three) and that the hours of work were not really important. 

However, security was ranked more importantly than advancement or pay by 

Jurgenson’s respondents (column 1), but pay was ranked more importantly than 
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advancement and security by Lacy et al.’s respondents (column 3).  Jurgenson 

also asked respondents to rank the attributes ‘others’ would consider important 

and, in this case, pay ranked the highest and the type of work as ranked fourth 

(column 2). That is, by asking existing respondents how they felt ‘other’ possible 

respondents would answer, existing respondents may have been able to answer 

more openly. In other words and hypothetically speaking, “I would rank ‘pay’ as 

fifth but I know a friend who would rank ‘pay’ as first”. Barber (1998), Schwab et 

al. (1987) and Rynes (1991) all attribute these differences to social desirability 

factors. That is, people are reticent about expressing their true desires for high 

pay for fear of appearing greedy or materialistic.  

Table 5.1:  Ranked importances (Jurgenson, 1978 and Lacy et al., 1983) 

Attribute: Jurgenson: 
Importance to Self              

Column 1 

Jurgenson: 
Importance to Others         

Column 2 

Lacy et al.: 
Importance to Self            

Column 3 

Type of work 1 4 1 

Security 2 3 4 

Advancement 3 2 3 

Company 4 8  

Pay 5 1 2 

Coworkers 6 10  

Supervision 7 9  

Benefits 8 6  

Hours 9 5 5 

Working conditions 10 7  
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While there are many reasons why potential applicants decide to apply for a 

position or decide not to apply for a position, the present study sought to explore 

the trade-offs people made between a variety of attributes, as it was felt such an 

approach would provide more useful information than is traditionally collected 

when people are asked to rank or rate such attributes, especially as it seems 

there may be social desirability issues when people are asked to respond to 

such questions. Additionally, the present study sought to provide some 

explanations as to the impact procedural issues, such as fairness and the effort 

required to apply for a position, had on job applicants’ motivation to apply for a 

position, as it could be that the fairness (or perceived fairness) of an ‘application 

procedure’ and the ‘effort’ required influence job applicants’ motivations.  

Following the determination of the attributes and the attributes’ levels, a 

questionnaire was developed that contained 18 job profiles, obtained from a 

fractional factorial design, that was used to estimate job applicants’ trade-offs in 

their motivation to apply for jobs. The questionnaire also asked respondents to 

provide information about their ‘willingness to put in an effort’ when they were 

applying for jobs, their ‘use of external services’ and the ‘perceived control’ they 

feel they have over the job search process.  

The data obtained in the present study were analysed by computing descriptive 

statistics, estimating respondents’ part-worth utility scores and undertaking a 

cluster analysis to see if there were groups who were differentially motivated to 

apply for potential employment opportunities. Discriminant analysis was also 
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used to see whether there were any differences in the groups’ background 

characteristics.  

The present study’s findings 

An examination of the part-worth utility scores for these attributes’ levels 

suggested that, on average, respondents were more motivated to apply for 

employment positions when remuneration was greater than would have been 

expected for such a job and when the work itself was interesting. 

An examination of the part-worth utility scores for application procedures, which 

were shown in Table 4.2, suggested respondents were not very motivated to 

apply for a position if they felt the application procedure was unfair (the mean 

part-worth utility score was -0.38), but they were more motivated to apply for 

positions they felt were reasonably fair (the mean part-worth utility score was 

0.15) or very fair (the mean part-worth utility score was 0.23). It was also clear 

that respondents, on average, were more motivated to apply for potential 

employment positions when the effort required was moderate (the mean part-

worth utility score was 0.11) than when little effort required (the mean part-worth 

utility score was -0.04) or when a lot of effort was required (the mean part-worth 

utility score was -0.07). While there is little difference in these scores, it seems 

respondents are happy to put in some effort, but it seems they have some 

concerns about applications that require a little effort or a great deal of effort.  
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An examination of the part-worth utility scores for the levels of the other 

attributes, which were also shown in Table 4.2, suggested some very clear 

preferences in these cases as well. Thus, it could be seen that: 

• A good applicant-organisation fit increased respondents’ motivation to 

apply (the average part-worth utility score was 0.81). However, 

conversely, if there was a poor applicant-organisation fit, respondents 

were less motivated to apply (the average part-worth utility score was -

0.77). It seems applicants’ motivation to apply for a potential employment 

position was likely to increase if they felt they had the same types of 

values as the potential employing organisation.   

• A favourable organisational image was desirable (the average part-worth 

utility score was 0.47), while an unfavourable organisational image 

reduced respondents’ motivation to apply for a potential employment 

position (the average part-worth utility score was -0.47), suggesting 

respondents valued a favourable image.  

•  Promotional procedures did have an impact, although the impact was 

smaller on average than the impacts of the other attributes that were 

included in the present study. Respondents were more motivated to apply 

for a position with an organisation that had simple and formal promotional 

procedures (the average part-worth utility score was 0.33), not greatly 

influenced to apply for a position if the organisation’s promotional 

procedures were well structured and formal (the average part-worth utility 
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score was 0.03), but were less motivated to apply for a position with an 

organisation that had simple and informal promotional procedures (the 

average part-worth utility score was -0.30).   

Despite the number of years that have passed since the other studies that were 

mentioned earlier in this Chapter were conducted, there were two attributes that 

were still more important to job applicants than were a number of other 

attributes. The relative importance of the job attributes was shown in Table 4.3 

in Chapter Four. The Table suggested that remuneration and the nature of the 

work itself still seem to be very important to job applicants. That is, on average, 

job applicants’ motivation to apply for an employment position was influenced 

more by these two attributes than by the other five attributes that were included 

in the present study. It is evident that there are similarities with the results 

obtained in the present study and those obtained in the studies that were 

undertaken by Jurgenson (1978), Lacy et al. (1983) and Kamath and Pande 

(2000).   

The recruitment process factors (i.e. the fairness of the application procedures 

and the effort in applying for a job) were the fourth and fifth most important of the 

seven attributes that were included in the present study, suggesting they played 

a role in people’s application decision-making processes, even though they were 

less important than a number of the other factors. This is noteworthy because 

these two attributes have not been included in previous studies, even though 

procedural fairness in particular, is often discussed by researchers working in 
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this field (e.g. Gilliland, 1993, 1994; Schmitt and Gilliland, 1992; Ryan and 

Ployhart, 2000; Cardozo, 1965). 

While the obtained results made sense, there was still a question as to whether 

or not there were sub-groups of potential applicants who were motivated in quite 

different ways.  A two-step cluster analysis suggested there were three such 

sub-groups that were motivated in different ways.  

• Group one included 41% of respondents and its members were more 

motivated to apply for positions when they expected interesting work and 

when they believed they would fit well with the potential employing 

organisation.  Consequently, the cluster was termed the “intrinsically 

motivated” group. 

• Group two included 31% of the respondents and its members were more 

motivated to apply for positions with organisations that had a positive 

image, when the application procedure was seen as fair and when 

promotional procedures were seen as simple and formal. Consequently, 

this cluster was termed the “procedurally motivated” group. 

• Cluster three included 28% of the respondents and its members were 

more motivated to apply for positions that offered greater than expected 

motivation and that required little application effort. Consequently, this 

cluster was termed the “extrinsically motivated” group.  
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Conclusions and implications for organisations 

Recruitment costs are estimated to be almost one-third of a new employee’s 

annual salary (Spencer, 1984). Therefore, there is merit in recruiters thinking 

about the most appropriate recruitment techniques and which job factors they 

should highlight to motivate desirable potential job applicants. The outcomes of 

the present study provided some insights for recruitment managers and 

recruitment agencies (“recruiters”) and these are discussed in subsequent 

paragraphs.  

Recruiters from each job sector (i.e. the public, private and NFP sectors) should 

consider the type of job candidate(s) they wish to attract during each of their 

recruitment phases. That is, each recruitment campaign should take account of 

the importance of the attributes and aspect (or level) desirability. If this is done 

well, suitably qualified candidates are likely to be attracted to the recruitment 

pool. For example, how will the effort needed to submit an application in this 

recruitment campaign impact on the motivation of the potential job applicant(s)? 

If a recruiter wants to attract job applicants from within the public sector, such 

people are more likely to be members of the procedurally motivated group. The 

present study suggests such applicants want to put in an effort and, indeed, if 

little effort is needed, they may be deterred from making an application. 

However, such people are also motivated by very fair application procedures 

and favourable organisational images. Clearly, potential applicants of this type 

are likely to look closely at the way the organisation has behaved in the past and 

are likely to carefully scrutinise potential employers’ procedures. Organisations 
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are likely to have to provide clear evidence that they are “trustworthy.” If they 

are, such people will put in considerable effort should they choose to apply. 

Alternatively, if a recruiter wanted to attract job applicants from the private 

sector, such people are more likely to be extrinsically motivated. In this case, it 

would not be worthwhile for a recruiter to plan a lengthy or complex recruitment 

process, as this would demotivate potential applicants of this sort. However, the 

offer of good remuneration is likely to have a very positive effect on this group of 

people. 

Potential job applicants in the NFP sector are more likely to be intrinsically 

motivated. Organisations looking for such applicants need to stress the nature of 

the work and provide information so potential applicants can sensibly assess 

their fit with the organisation’s values. 

The present study suggests some applicants are willing to put in considerable 

effort when they choose to apply for a position. However, this result should not 

be considered in isolation. In organisations that engage in lengthy recruitment 

processes, there may be a risk of only attracting job applicants who are familiar 

with their processes (i.e. addressing lengthy selection criteria) and, therefore, of 

not attracting other job applicants.  

This may be problematic if the organisation is in need of job applicants with 

specialist skill-sets. Hooper (2007, p. 41) found that “one public sector authority 

reported a 30% rise in applications after it removed the written component.” The 

mean score for the willingness to put in effort construct was 4.91 on the seven-
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point scale that was used to measure it.   While above the mid-point of the scale, 

there was considerable variation (SD = 1.55), suggesting Hooper’s (2007) 

comments are likely to be relevant here as well. Reducing the effort required to 

apply is likely to have a positive impact on many potential applicants. 

Some limitations to the study and suggestions for further research 

This study was conducted in Australia and findings may not apply to other 

countries in which procedural justice is not seen as an important part of the 

recruitment and selection process. At the time the present study was 

undertaken, the Australian economy had been particularly buoyant, creating a 

large increase in the demand for human capital, which may have impacted on 

people’s responses. Indeed, Rynes et al. (1980) suggested labour market 

opportunities are a moderator of the strength organisations put into recruitment 

effects and Gilliland and Steiner (2001, p. 189) noted that “when the job market 

is tight and few alternative opportunities are available to individuals, justice 

violations will play a limited role in job acceptance decisions.” Cable and Judge 

(1996, p. 297) also argued “job seekers may be more attracted to any job” when 

unemployment is high.   

Indeed, in the period from 2008 to early 2010, the Australian economy slowed 

significantly as a result of the Global Financial Crisis. However, the data used in 

the present study were collected before this downturn occurred. If Australia’s 

economy does not recover during the next few years, job applicants may behave 

differently. That is, the trade-offs job applicants make may change. When 

economies are not buoyant, applicants may apply for many positions, whatever 
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the effort required, in order to find any type of work. This factor could not be 

examined in the present study as the data were collected through a cross-

sectional survey, suggesting a longitudinal study or a series of cross-sectional 

studies across time and across the economic cycle (e.g. Soutar et al., 1985; 

Savery and Soutar, 1996) may provide additional worthwhile information about 

the way people are motivated to apply for potential employment positions. 

The present study used seven attributes in the conjoint analysis. As was 

mentioned earlier, there have been a number of studies that have used different 

attributes and the number of attributes included has varied between studies. 

Different combinations of attributes may alter the relative importances obtained 

in the present study as they are ‘relative’ to the attribute and levels included in 

the conjoint design. Future research should consider whether additional 

application attributes should be added to the present set to see whether the 

results obtained are impacted significantly by such changes. 

Barber (1998), Schwab et al. (1987) and Rynes (1991) have all suggested 

respondents may not always be honest with their responses because of social 

desirability factors. One way that has been suggested to overcome such 

problems is to ask ‘others’ about their job choices (Jurgenson, 1978). However, 

the conjoint analysis approach that was used in the present study also makes 

social desirability less of a problem (Kalafatis et al., 1999; Brice and Spencer, 

2007), suggesting it should be used in future research of this sort. 
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Finally, as was noted in Chapter Two, web-based recruitment is having a major 

impact on candidates’ motivation to apply for positions. However, it is not yet 

clear whether their motivation is affected by web-based advertised positions. 

The study of the impact of the ‘effort’ required to apply for web-based advertised 

positions would add a new dimension to the current study. Procedural justice 

may also be impacted by web-based advertised positions, but the issue may be 

that a candidate is prepared not to place as much importance on ‘process 

fairness’ if the ‘effort’ is reduced and may still be motivated to apply for the 

position. Further research is required to see how motivation, effort and 

procedural justice are traded-off by prospective candidates seeking employment 

based on web-based application processes.  
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