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Abstract:

A major concern of entrepreneurs worldwide is howdentify and engage the services of
workers that would stay for a reasonable periodiraé with minimal personnel turnover
consequences on the organization. Understandingwibrxer’s initial attraction to the
organization provides a mitigating approach. Baeadthe Attraction-Selection-Attention
(ASA) model, this study chose organizational chimastics as a platform for an
examination. Data was collected from a conveniantge size of 62 graduating accounting
students from a public university in Nigeria usangadapted questionnaire which was earlier
developed and used in a developed economic enventnDescriptive and inferential
statistics provided the basis for the analysis. fEHsellt agrees with earlier studies reinforcing
the opinion that workers attraction to organizasiogoes beyond the traditionally
acknowledged job description approach.

Keywords: Job attraction, organizational characteristiospl®yment, job description
1. Introduction
Human capital is one of the most valuable orgarinat assets and recruitment
serves the important function of bringing this resaey talent into the organization (Barber,
1998, Rynes, 1991). Recruitment remains a cruciaidn resource function for at least three
reasons. First, there will always be certain haréitt vacancies for which organizations must
compete fiercely to attract potential applicantgrein an otherwise loose labour market.

Second, the most talented job seekers continue ai® fenough options to critically

investigate and compare potential employers. Thezeforganizations that wish to attract
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these highly desired applicants have no choicedparticipate in the “war for talent.” Third,
demographic trends (e.g., smaller supply of youngskers, emergence of the Generation Y
workforce and retirement of baby boomers) indictitat recruitment will be even more
important in the future (Konrad, Ritchierd, LielmdaCorrigall, 2000; Verquer, Beehr, &
Wagner 2003).

Attracting and the attraction of applicants rema®ntral to the human capital
management process of firms (Wanus, 1992) consigi¢hie need to retain them (Glebbeek
and Bax, 2004). Due to the current quantitative godlitative shortages on some labour
markets the attractiveness of organizations hasrbedncreasingly important. Earlier studies
used Vroom's expectancy theory (Connolly & Vine®/Z; Greenhaus, Sugalski, and Crispin,
1978) or decision theories: (Kirstof, 1996; Hill,974) to examine organizational
attractiveness. For instance, Greenhaus, SugalsHi,Crispin (1978) reported on a strong
relationship between the attractiveness of an azgdon and the perceived instrumentality
of that organization for accomplishing specific Igo@.g. higher salary, more opportunity for
advancement, among others).

Recent studies framed organizational attractivef@sprospective applicants in the
context of the fit between the person and the orgdion (p-o fit) (Kristof, 1996). Schein and
Diamante (2008) reported that individuals wereaated to an organization whose culture
reflected their own personality characteristicsetBy Ash, and Dreher (1989) found that
individuals’ high on need for achievement were mat&acted to organizations which
encouraged and rewarded individual performancebleCand Turban (2003) showed that
final-year students preferred jobs in organizatiamith organizational values similar to their
own values. Kristof (1996) concluded that the Btween characteristics of human resource
systems in organizations and individual charadiesisvas an important determinant of job

acceptance.
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Finnegan (2010) found that personality attributeshsas materialism and self-
efficacy significantly predicted individuals' preémces for organizations with pay systems
characterised by high pay levels and individuakbapay. Turban and Keon (1993)
demonstrated that specific personality aspects ge-esteem and need for achievement)
moderated the effects of organizational charadtesison organizational attractiveness.
Specifically, upper-level students high on selieest were more attracted to decentralised
and larger organizations. Students high on need aidrievement chose to work in
organizations with a merit-based pay system instéadtenure-based pay system. Judge and
Cable (1997) were of the opinion that objectivewad| as subjective measures of person-
organization fit (p-o fit) significantly correlatesiith organizational attractiveness.

While these studies indicate the growing link betwerganizational attractiveness
and organizational characteristics, they have lardecused on Western and developed
economies (Finnegan, 2010; Kristof, 1996; Verquehr and Wagner, 2003). There is,
therefore, a deficiency of empirical understandmg the subject matter in developing
countries and in particular, Nigeria. This studyelse to fill the gap by assessing the
disparities in organizational attractiveness staitisollege-based youths in a developing
economy like Nigeria.

To achieve this purpose, this study intends tatiflethe demographic characteristics
of the youths; assess the organizational attrawtis® status of the youths; estimate the
organizational job attractiveness index of the kieutand examine the variations in the

organizational attractiveness status of the youths.

2. Review of Related Literature
2.1  Theoretical Perspective
This study is founded on the Attraction-Selectidtrition (ASA) model of

(Schneider 1987). This theory describes how indiald seek organizations that they
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perceive to have characteristics that are simdatheir own. It posits that people in any
organization are unigue in that they are the omteacéed to, chosen by, and who choose to
remain with an organization. Meaning, prospectippli@ants are attracted to organizations
that are congruent to their own personal attribufieserests, needs, preferences and
personality); the organization selects people whtofthe staff and expects employees who
do not fit to leave. This attraction results frohe tfact that both the individual and the
organization are making decisions about one anotberthe one side, selection and
recruitment processes enable organizations to thedindividuals that best fit with their
needs and expectations. On the other hand, indilsduake a selection among a number of
organizations on the basis of previous experiencesrests, needs, preferences and their
personality. Hence, the theory argues that bottigsareinforce the best fit approach, which
in turn determines not only the attraction but tiention of employees as well. In addition,
individuals will react differently to recruitmentctivities depending on their personality,
needs, preferences and values (Lievens, Decaest&ketsier & Geirnaert, 2001).
2.2 Conceptual Perspective

A large body of work has focused on the overaljamizational attractiveness;
however, researchers addressed organizationattatelaess from different points of view.
For instance, some scholars discussed organizatiatieactiveness from the person-
organization fit (p-o fit) perspective (Kristof, 46; Lievens et al.,, 2001). They defined
organizational attraction as favourable interactiogiween potential applicants and the
images, values and information about an organizatiad opined that person-organization fit
(p-o fit) is the congruence between the norms aedvalues of organizations and the values
of persons. Schein and Diamante (2008ed that p-o fit is underpinned by the assumption

that attitudes, behavior and other person levetaes result not from the person or the
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work environment independent of each other, buteratrom the relationship between the
two.

Judge and Cable (1997), and Catanzaro, MooreMarghall (2010) discussed the
organizational attractiveness through organizationdure. The attraction process involves a
jobseeker’s estimate of how well their personnetdseand values fit the organization’s
culture (Catanzaro et al., 2010). Therefore, omgtion’s culture should reflect values that
will attract a diverse population of qualified japplicants. By doing so, organizations would
have wide range of options in terms of applicanvediity which allows them to be more
selective in the hiring process (Catanzaro, et28110). Judge and Cable (1997) found out
that job seekers’ preferences for organizationiiceiare based on their personality and they
are attracted to organizational cultures that mttelr values.

Recruitment advertisements and organizational citeness relation is another subject at
issue recently (Finnegan, 2010; Kausel & Slaugt#@t,1). Recruitment advertisements can
be a critical medium for potential employees dewdion whether to apply for jobs
(Finnegan, 2010). Kausel and Slaughter (2011) ntheatl recruitment-related information
sources and their characteristics can be importantecedents of organizational
attractiveness. Both internal and external recraitimsources have effect on job seekers’
attraction to organizations and their potential giwoices. In their “social influences on
organizational attractiveness” study, Schein andnizinte (2008) found out that negative
word of mouth decreased the effect of recruitmenlvedising on organizational
attractiveness as an external information sourbeyTsuggested organizations to stimulate
positive word of mouth through indirect strategiesh as campus recruitment and internship.

Corporate social performance and organizationalra@tveness is another

combination that draws attention (Turban & Greenlt96; Gberevbie, 2010). According to

Turban and Greening (1996), firm's CSP providegmttdl applicants with signals about the
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organization’s value system, which influences agpits' perceptions of working conditions
and subsequent attraction to the organization. #eraitudy indicated that the firms higher in
CSP are perceived as more attractive employersfitms lower in CSP and that prospective
applicants’ job pursuit, probability to intervievand probability to accept a job offer are
positively associated with a firm’s CSP (Gberevii@]0).

In their current study Carless and Imber (2011)cdesd corporate social
responsibility as doing good for society as onecathbehaviour of corporations. They
searched out how company’s corporate social redpbtys performances affect p—o fit,
organizational attractiveness, and intent to apphong potential job seekers. Their results
indicate that students were more likely to percevecompany as attractive which
incorporates in CSR activities.

2.3  Organizational Attractivenessand Individual Characteristics

Here, individual characteristics refer to prospect@pplicants’ characteristics such as
personality and demographic characteristics that imfduence perceived attractiveness of an
organization. There are several studies that exainihe influence of personality traits on
organizational attractiveness (e.g. Judge & Cdal#8y; Lievens et al., 2001). Lievens et al.
(2001) investigated how personality characteristiglsich were measured by using the Big
Five personality factors moderate the effects ofyanizational characteristics on
organizational attractiveness. They found that igigents that scored high on
conscientiousness were more attracted to largelsimganizations. Furthermore, people who
are high on openness to new experiences are ntogietatl to multinational organizations.

Peteraf and Barney (2003) examined the effect afidge on organisational
attractiveness. The results suggest that steredtygggout women may reduce the
attractiveness of women as employees to some @a@sons with jobs that are tagged

masculine jobs. Avery, Hernandez and Hebl (2004wsd in their study that race
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representation in organizations is important toartg applicants (in this case Hispanic and
Black participants), whereas White participants ameaffected by whether they have
representatives in their race or not. The resessaheamined this by measuring the impact of
race in recruitment advertisements on applicamaeton. Also, studies have shown that
there are factors that are equally important acgesslers as well as gender specific factors
of organizational attractiveness. For example,ha study conducted by Thompson and
Aspinwall (2009), the provisions of childcare batseWere perceived as more important by
women than by men

Similarly, Martins, Eddleston, and Veiga (2002)Kked into the relationship between
age and organisational attractiveness. They fohatlytoung people are more aware of their
abilities and capacity, and that they are open rmonde attracted to organisations that will
support their growth needs. Also they found thatnger people are more likely to be
attracted to foreign firms or organisations in fgrecountries. This they explained is because
working for international firms may increase relvea likelihood, which, in turn, could
increase work-family conflict, which negatively agds to career satisfaction for older
individuals. In terms of education, students withhhcognitive ability and all types of high
achievement place greater importance on interesasimdy challenging work and will be
attracted to organisations that offer such oppdras(Trank, Rynes and Bre2002). Thus,
more-educated applicants may prefer working foreifpr-headquartered and more
international firms, which may present more chalag and interesting work opportunities
than domestic firms. Similarly, Lievens et al. (2D@bserved national organizations as less
likely to attract open, creative, and independanlividuals because these individuals find
multinational organizations more attractive. Ashi@geducated people tend to possess these
traits, they may be more comfortable interactinthvioreign nationals than people with less

education.
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24  Organizational Attractiveness and Organizational Char acteristics

There are three sets of organizational attributew/loich basis prospective applicants
develop beliefs about an organization. These ireclathployer information characteristics
(e.g. size and geographical dispersion of the dzgéion, concern for the environment); job
information characteristics (e.g. pay levels, opputies for advancement); and, people
information characteristics (e.g. attributes ofgmial co-workers and supervisors) (Simola,
2011). Newburry, Gardberg & Belkin (2006) investegh how factors like gender, race, age
and educational level interact with foreignnesspiedicting organizational attractiveness.
Foreignness refers to whether the organizationftyiesgn headquarters as well as to their
degree of internationalization. The results indidathat having foreign headquarters relates
negatively to organizational attractiveness, whiternationalization is positively correlated.
Results concerning age indicate that older empkoyatie more the opportunities offered by
foreign firms than young people do. Education lesedtrongly related to attraction to foreign
and international firms. This makes sense congidethe fact that high achievers are
attracted to challenging jobs. Moreover, internagiofirms are able to offer a larger variety
of job and career opportunities.

Li and Roloff (2007) found out in their study thatospective applicants are least
attracted to organizations that have seniority-hasempensation systems (salary and
benefits) relative to those using a mixed systerora entirely based on merit. In addition,
their results indicated that psychological contfobrganizations using merit-based systems
were usually perceived as relational as and less#ctional than those using seniority-based
compensation systems. Huang, Huang and Chiu (204%® examined the influence of
specific development programme information on oiziional attractiveness and job
application intentions. This was measured by usarg experimental design which

manipulated the amount of specific professionalettlgument programme information in a
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recruiting message. The result showed that spdcifidormation about development
programmes is positively correlated with job apgtiion intentions/job pursuit intentions.
Objectives:

1. Identify the demographic characteristics ofytbaths

2. Assess the pattern and status of organizataitrakctiveness of the youths

3. Estimate the organizational job attractivenadgx of the youths

4. Examine the variations in the organizationabativeness status of the youths

3. Materialsand M ethods

The study was conducted in a public university tedan Uyo in the Niger Delta region of
Nigeria. The target population of the study comguisll the final year undergraduates of
Accounting Department of the university becausthefproximity to the researchers. This set
of students was chosen because they were expettanbdiced desirable career. The scale to
measure organizational attractiveness was adapted & questionnaire earlier used by
(Terjesen,, Vinicombe & Freeman, 2007). The reseas: adapted questionnaire was
subjected to face and content validity. The insgnta were trial-tested through pilot study
using ten undergraduate students. The pilot stugpel in fine-tuning the items in the
guestionnaire and enhanced the validation procassmbach Alpha reliability statistics was
adopted to test the reliability of the instrumenthwten (10) items having a reliability
coefficient of 0.62. The validated questionnaireswen used in collecting data from the
respondents. The instruments were administeredreim@ved the same day. Descriptive
statistics (simple percentages and frequencieg)posite index analysis, independent T-test
and ANOVA were used to analyse the data. The coigoglex approach had index range
that lied within 0.00 and 1.00. As the respondestsmated index of overall response tended
towards 1.00, it implied that their extent of respe was extremely high and vice versa as it

tended towards 0.00. However, for ease of analybis,index of each respondent was



242  distributed along a categorized level of contribntbased on common intervals, such that
243  0.00 — 0.399 indicated low or poor level of attheatess, 0.4 — 0.699 indicated average

244  attractiveness level while 0.7 — 1.00 indicatechhagfractiveness level.

245 4. Result and Analysis
246
247  Table 1: Distribution of Respondents based on Demogr aphic Char acteristics
Item |Demographic characteristics Frequency (n=62) Per cent
a. Sex
Male 34 54.8
Female 28 45.2
b. Age
21-25 39 62.¢
26 — 30 17 27.4
31-35 6 9.7
C. Employment Status
Yes 7 11.3
No 55 88.7
d. Perceived Reward Structure
Highly secured lowly paid 22 35.5
Highly secured highly paid 31 50.0
Less secured highly paid 9 14.5
e job sectorial interest
Public 22 35.5
Private 40 64.5
f. Per ceived employing sector
civil service 35 56.5
oil industry 4 6.5
Telecommunication industry 2] 33.9
Banking industr 2 3.2
0. Job sector seeking preference
civil service 22 35.5
oil industry 31 50.0
Telecommunication industry 4 6.5
Banking industr 5 8.1

248  Source: field survey 2013
249

250 4.1 Demogr aphic Char acteristics of the Youths

10



251

252

253

254

255

256

257

258

259

260

261

262
263

264
265
266

Information generated by the survey revealed thah had dominance over the women
during the exercise. The male category represé&ite’¥o while the remaining 45.2% were of
the female category. Those between the ages @b2dbnstituted 62.9% of the population,
27% were between 26-30 years while 9.7% were tlobs&l-35years bracket. A total of
88.7% were not employed, while 11.3% were curreoitlthe working class category. In paid
job preference, the private sector caught the fasfcyespondents with higher percentage
points of 64.5% with the oil sector topping thd.liBhe perceived employing sectors of the
economy were the civil service 35%, telecommunicegtisector 21%, the oil industry 4%
and the banking sector 2%. The perceived emplogejors were those the respondents
believed were recruiting personnel at the time. foftiseeking preference indicated sectoral

employment interest of the respondents given arl@img economy situation

4.2 Pattern of Organizational Attractivenessamong Y ouths

Table 2: Distribution of Respondents based on Components of Organizational
Attractiveness

SD = Strong Disagr eement, D = Disagreement, A = Agreement SA = Strong Agreement
[tem SD D A SA

1 Such organization must invest heavily in the 0.0 0.0 | 17.7 | 823
training and development of their employees

2 Must have clear opportunities for long term care| 6.5 0.0 | 17.7 | 75.8
progression

3 Must have variety in daily work 11.3 | 48 | 30.6 | 53.2
4 Must have opportunity in the early yearstomovg 6.5 | 21.0 | 40.3 | 32.3
around the organization and work in different arg¢
5 Rewards and promotions based on performancg 0.0 6.5 9.7 83.9
6 Must be a small organization 339 | 516 | 9.7 4.8
7 Must require you to work standard working hour{ 4.8 1.6 | 27.4 | 66.1
8 Must have relative stre-free working hout 4.8 3.2 22.€ | 69.4
9 Must provide opportunity to work and live abroa¢ 32.3 | 16.1 | 27.4 | 24.2

10 |Must employ people with whom you feel you wil|l 25.8 | 35.5 | 21.0 | 17.7
have things in common

11 |Really care about employees as individ 4.8 0.C 9.7 85.t
12 |Widely regarded as a highly prestigious employ¢ 9.7 6.5 | 35,5 | 484
13 |Must have a very high starting salary 29.0 | 17.7 | 194 | 339

11
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14 |Must have flexible work hours 0.0 4.8 48.4 | 46.8

15 |Must use your degree sk 4.8 0.C 22.€ | 72.¢

Sour ce: field survey 2013
4.3  Pattern and Status of Organizational Attractivenessamong Y ouths
i) Pattern of Organizational Attractivenessamong Y ouths

Training and development of employees as an orgtaimal characteristic was very
important to the respondents as all were in agreen82.3% were in strong agreement.
Almost 76% of respondents supported the featuré tte organization must have clear
opportunities for long term career progression gairest the less than 7% level of those in
strong disagreement. Over 80% would accept vairetglaily job description; about 27%
were against moving people around different depamtsn of the organization. 93.6% of
respondents would prefer reward system based dorpemce and only 14.5% preferred
working for large organizations. Standard and fdiworking hours were generally
acceptable at varying levels by most respondenttewhganisations with overseas working
opportunities attractted 51.6 % of respondents.2%5.of respondents would prefer
organizations acknowledging university degree skilhd about 54% of respondents broadly
anchored on high starting salary.

Table 3: Distribution of Respondents acr oss the status of or ganizational attractiveness

JAl ranges | JAI rangeinterpretation |Frequency| Percent
0.0 —0.399 Low 0 0.0
0.4 -0.699 Average 4 6.5
0.7-1.0 High 58 93.5
Total 62 1000

Sour ce: computed based on field survey data (2013)

ii) Status of Organizational AttractivenessIndex (JAI)
Attractiveness extent among individuals denotederdi® dimensions of magnitude and

direction. In an attempt to further understand stegus of organizational attractiveness, we
mapped the magnitude of the behaviour towards quéati career types. The level was
estimated using composite index analysis. Table hBws the index categories, its
interpretation and distribution of respondent perfances on organisational attractiveness
across the various status of attractiveness. Thdtreevealed that 31.0% of the respondents

fell into the poor level of organisational attraetess, 36.0% fell into average level of

12
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organisational attractiveness while 33.0% fell ihigh level of organisational attractiveness.
This shows that majority (93.5%) of the respondduaid high level of attractiveness to their
idealistic organisations.

Table4: ANOVA Resultsin respect of Organizational Attractiveness Status of the
Youths

Item [Variables N |Mean f-value |Sig p-value |[Remark

1 |Age 0.113 | 0.893 | 0.05 | Nsign
21-25 39 | 0.749¢
26 - 30 17 | 0.740%8
31-35 6 | 0.7519

2 |Reward Structure 0.559 | 0.575 | 0.05 Nsign
Highly secured lowly paid | 22 | 0.7374
Secured highly pa 31| 0.757C
Less secured highly paid 9 | 0.7395

Sour ce: computed based on field survey data (2013)

4.4  Variationsin the Organizational Attractiveness Status of the Youths

i) Variations in Mean Organizational Attractiveness Status by Age and Reward
Structure.

Respondents were attracted to diverse job oppdiesniAs shown in Table 4, Item 1, those
within 31-35 years old exhibited more attractioaugh with no clear pattern across the three
age grades. The significant value revealed thaketias no statistical significance as sig-
value (0.893) was greater than p-value (0.05).He perceived reward structure, there
variations across its categories showed no reguatiern. Statistically, those highly secured
but lowly paid and less-secured with high pay catieg showed differences in their mean

index. Despite the variations in the mean indeg, slg-value (0.575) was greater than p-

value (0.05), thus not statistically significant.

13
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Table5: T-Test Resultsin Respect of the Or ganizational Attractiveness Status acr 0ss
the Youths

Item |Variables N Mean t-value |df |Sig p-value |Remark
1 |[Sex 1.283 60 0.205 0.05 Nsign
Male 34 7578
Female 28 .7349
2 |Job sectoral -.837 60 4064 Nsign
interest
Public 22 7374
Private 40 .7531

Sour ce: computed based on field survey data (2013)

ii) Variationsin Mean Organizational Attractiveness Status of the Y ouths by Sex and
Job Sectoral Interest.

The variation in mean organizational attractivenegsgender and job sectoral interest
showed a pattern similar to Table 4. As shown T&hléem 1, the t-test value was 1.283
while sig-value (0.205) was greater than the p-&du05); statistically not significant. This
means that variation in organizational attractiesngtatus due to sex was virtually the same.
With regards to job sectoral interest, as showtabie 5, item 2, the t-test value was 0.84
with the sig-value (0.406), meaning that there m@agob sectoral interest variations between

public and private organizational attractiveness.

5. Discussion and Conclusion

This study contributes to the literature in a numdfeways. It confirms the robustness of the
ASA model of (Schneider 1987) in reinforcing thedarstanding that organization attraction
is beyond the traditional job description approd8ioadly speaking, the study agrees with
earlier studies including (Reynes, 1991; TurbameBiband Hendrickson, 1998; Konrad, et al,
2000). Contextually, the entrepreneurial attribubéghe respondents could be assumed in
their risk propensity to high paid but less-secysadate sector jobs. Also, interest in small
size organizations respondents suggested detesbui@aucracy and tall structures; an
assurance of availability and readability of tasetd work in SMEs that occupy more than
90% of the enterprise space in Nigeria.

Responses from perceived reward structure and gatiois seeking preference

segments of the questionnaire are in agreementeldjgercentage points were given the well

14
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developed sectors of the economy in terms of lomgewnd engagement. The oil sector for an
example is the main stay of the national economiewthe Civil Service is as old as formal
employment in Nigeria. This commonality indicatesmiliarity, hence the attraction.
Organizational attributes and applicants’ impresgiborganization are key attraction factors
which job interviews should include and rank theilastes according to importance to each
applicant. Understanding this reality will enableative, balanced and flexible recruitment
process that will result in the person-organizatiin model for better output and
performance. Remarkably, an insight to an applg&amnpression of organization is

suggested before recruitment.

6. Limitation

The study utilized a small convenient sample of orstitution and there was no regional
comparison. Notwithstanding the above, the resalinot be invalidated and there is a

provision of a base for further examination.

7. References

Barber, A.E. (1998). Recruiting employees: Individual and organizational perspectives.
Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Rynes, S. (1991). Recruitment, job choice, and post-hire consequences: A call for new
research directions. In M. Dunnette & L. Houghs (Eds), Handbook of Industrial &
Organizational Psychology (pp 399 — 444). A Pal Atto, CA: Consulting Psychologists
Press.

Konrad, AM, Ritchierd E. Jr, Lieb, P. and Corrigall, E. (2000). Sex differences and similarities
in job attribute preferences: a meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin. Vol. 126, 593 —
641.

Verquer, M.L., Beehr, T.A. & Wagner, S.H. (2003). A meta-analysis of relations between
person-organization fit and work attitudes. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 63, 473-
489.

Wanus, J. P.; Poland, T. D., Premmack, S. L., Davis K. S. (1992). The effects of met on
newcomer attitudes and behaviours: A review of meta-analysis.
Psycnet.apa.org/journals/apl/77/3/288. pdf.retrieved on % February, 2015.

Glebbeek, A. and Bax, E.( 2004) Is high employeradwver rally harmful ? : An empirical
Test using company recorédsademic Management Journal, 47, 2, 277-286

15



383
384
385
386
387
388
389
390
391
392
393
394
395
396
397
398
399
400
401
402
403
404
405
406
407
408
409
410
411
412
413
414
415
416
417
418
419
420
421
422
423
424
425
426
427

Conolly, T. & Vines, C.V. (1977). Some instrumentality-valence models of undergraduate
college choice. Decision Sciences, 8, 311-317.

Greenhaus, J.H., Sugalski, T. & Crispin, G. (1978). Relationships between perceptions of
organizational size and the organizational choice process. Journal of Vocational
Behavior, 13, 113-125.

Kristof, A.L. (1996). Person-organization fit: An integrative review of its conceptualizations,
measurement, and implications. Personnel Psychology, 49, 1-49.

Hill, R.E. (1974). An empirical comparison of two models for predicting preferences for
standard employment offers. Decision Sciences, 5, 243-254.

Bretz, R.D., Ash, R.A. &Dreher, G.F. (1989). Do people make the place? An examination of
the attraction-selection-attrition hypothesis. Personnel Psychology, 42, 561-581.

Cable, D.M. & Turban (2003). The value of organizational reputation in the recruitment
context: A brand-equity perspective. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 33, 2244-
2266.

Finnegan, D. (2010). Rethinking retention: In good times and bad: Breakthrough ideas for
keeping your best workers. Boston: Davies-Black.

Turban, D.B. & Keon, T.L. (1993). Organizational attractiveness: An interactionist
perspective. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 184-193.

Judge, T.A. & Cable, D.M. (1997). Applicant personality, organizational culture, and
organizational attraction. Personnel Psychology, 50, 359-394.

Schneider, B. (1987). The people make the place. Personnel Psychology, 40, 437-453.
Lievens, F., Decaester, C., Coetsier, P. &Geirnaert, J. (2001). Organisational attractiveness for
prospective applicants: A person-organisation fit perspective. Applied Psychology: An

international review, 50 (1), 30-51.

Schein, V.E. & Diamante, T. (1988). Organizational attraction and the person environment
fit. Psychological Reports, 62, 167-173.

Catanzaro, D., Moore, H. & Marshall, T.R. (2010). The impact of organizational culture on
attraction of applicants. Journal of Business and Psychology, 25(4), 649-662.

Kausel, E. E. & Slaughter, J. E. (2011). Narrow personality traits and organizational

attraction: Evidence for the complementary hypothesis. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 114, 3-14,

16



428  Turban, D.B. & Greening, D.W. (1996). Corporate social performance and organizational

429 attractiveness to prospective employees. Academy of Management Journal, 40, 658-
430 672.

431

432  Gberevbie, E.D (2010) Organizational retention strategies and employee performance of
433 Zenith Bank in Nigeria, African Journal of Economics and Management Studies.Vol 1(1)
434 pp 61-74

435

436  Carless, S. and Imber, A. (2011), “Job and organizational characteristics. A construct
437 evaluation of applicant perceptions”, Educational and Psychological Measurement,
438 Vol. 67, pp. 328-341.

439

440  Peteraf, M.A. and Barney, J.B. (2003). Unraveling the resource-based tangle. Managerial
441 and Decision Economics 24(4): 309- 323.

442  Avery, D.R., Hernandez, M. &Hebl, M.R. (2004). Who'’s watching the race? Racial salience in
443 recruitment advertising. Journal of Applied Psychology, 34(1), 146-161.

444

445 Thompson, L. F. &Aspinwall, K.R. (2009). The recruitment value of work/life benefits.
446 Personnel Review, 38(2), 195-210.

447

448  Martins, L.L., Eddleston, K.A. and Veiga, J.F. (2002). Moderators of the relationship between
449 work-family conflict and career satisfaction. Academy of Management Journal 45(2):
450 399-400.

451  Trank, C.Q., Rynes, S.L. and Bretz Jr, R.D. (2002). Attracting applicants in the war for talent:
452 differences in work preferences among high achievers. Journal of Business and
453 Psychology 16(3): 331-345.

454  Simola, S. (2011). Relationship between occupational commitment and ascribed importance
455 of organisational characteristics. Education & Training, 53(1), 67-81.

456

457  Newburry, W., Gardberg, N.A. & Belkin, L.Y. (2006). Organizational Attractiveness is in the
458 eye of the beholder: The interaction of demographic characteristics. Journal of
459 International Business Studies, 37(5), 666-686.

460

461 Li, L. &Roloff, M.E. (2007). Organizational culture and compensation systems: An
462 examination of job applicants’ attraction to organizations. International Journal of
463 Organizational Analysis, 15(3), 210-230.

464

465 Huang, W.H.D., Huang, W.Y. & Chiu, C.C. (2011). The impact of specified professional
466 development programme information as a marketing tool for effective recruitment.
467 Human Resource Development International, 14(1), 57-73.

468

469 Terjesen S., Vinnicombe S., & Freeman C. (2007)rafting Generation of graduates:
470 Organizational attributes likelihood to apply armd slifferences. Retrieved on February
471 4, 2015 fromwww.emeraldinsight.com/1362-0436.htm

472

17



473  Turban, D. B., Forest, M. L. & Hendrickson, C. 11908). Applicant attraction to firms.

474 Influences of organization reputation, job and aigational attributes, and recruiter
475 behavioursJournal of Applied Psychology, 78, 184 — 193.
476

18



