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CHAPTER 14

RECRUITMENT STRATEGY

MARC ORLITZKY

14.1. INTRODUCTION
Several developments have had a profound impact on organization’s recruiting activitie
First, many firms such as Lockheed, collaborating with competitors, hamd fonovative
ways in staffing practices to adjust to peaks and troughs in labor demand (Cappellilh999)
addition to these instances of co-opetition (Brandenburger and Nalebuff 1996), tempsagenc
(e.g., Manpower) and outplacement firms (e.g., Drake Beam Morrin) have fomaied)ist
alliances useful for recruiting. At the same time, the Internet has readetment both more
efficient and effective. On the one hand, the Internet has helped to cut down recnstsg
and times dramatically, but on the other it has also made applicant pools virtualitedli
(Cappelli 2001). Not only does the Web allow companies to attract passive jolssbakér
also helps them to contact them more quickly and start negotiations sooner. Thus,lmew We
based recruitment may be a double-edged sword as it may also facilitateawpturnover of
a firm’s most talented employees. In 2001, 90% of large U.S. companies used thé¢ dsterne
recruitment tool (Cappelli 2001). Today this percentage is likely to be 100%. Unfehlinat
scholarly research on the positasd negative influence and context of Web-based recruiting
has almost exclusively focused on the individual level of analysis (for revieths

literature, see, e.g., Anderson 2003; Viswesvaran 2003).
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These and other organizational, social, and technological trends are bound to increase
the importance of recruitment, as well as the implementation of innovativetmesntii
strategies. The “new deal at work” means that employers aresimglyarelying on the
market for processes that organizations had traditionally internalized ({Ca4pp8). With
this increasing externalization of human resource management (HRM), tuofidhrermost
valuable employees may become a considerable problem that requires novel solutions
(Cappelli 2000). Most importantly, organizations now face a strategic mandate coémpr
not optimize, their recruiting practices because, in today’s institutionabanvent of HRM,
recruitment might be the “most critical human resource function for orgamahtuccess
and survival” (Taylor and Collins 2000: 304).

This chapter provides an overview of the theoretical and empirical contributains t
have been made to the literature on recruitment strategy. Recruitment caly bsedefined
as “those practices and activities carried out by the organization withinferyppurpose of
identifying and attracting potential employees” (Barber 1998: 5). This defirkitghlights
the important difference between two HR functions that are typically seedigisible, or at
least difficult to distinguish, namely recruitment and selection. Wher&agiog is the HR
function that pares down the number of applicants, recruitment consists of those kfegpract
and processes that make this paring down possible—by building the pool of firm-specific
candidates from whom new employees will be selettad.the first stage in the strategic
HRM value chain, recruitment controls and limits the potential value of such “doamstre
HR processes as employee selection or training and development. When the &batter
planned human resource deployments and activities [is] intended to enable aratingyato
achieve its goals” (Wright and McMahan 1992: 298), HRM can be said to be strdvegie

specifically, for recruitment to become strategic, HR practitioneis find effective answers

! Of course, these conceptual boundaries betweenitent and selection become more fluid in practi
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to the following five questions (Breaugh 1992; Breaugh and Starke 2000): (1) Whom to
recruit? (2) Where to recruit? (3) What recruitment sources to use (e.g.ethe W
newspapers, job fairs, on campus, etc.)? (4) When to recruit? (5) What message to
communicate? For example, the size and quality of the initial applicant pool rmaycls

in determining the effectiveness of recruitment overall (Carlson, Conraartefyilecham
2002; Collins and Han 2004).

Surveying the organizational recruitment literature, this review builds onxaewids
previous reviews (such as Breaugh and Starke 2000; Rynes 1991; Rynes and Barber 1990;
Rynes and Cable 2003; Taylor and Collins 2000). At the same time, it highlights the
importance of contextual variables at tnganizational level of analysis. Because strategy is
primarily concerned with the causal relationships between organizatidrptacéces and
organizational performance peescriptive angle seems most suitable to coverage of the
recruitmentstrategy literature, as opposed to the descriptive approach taken by, for example,
Rynes and Barber (1990).

Mirroring the tension between general “best practice” approaches amageoiay
approaches (cf. also Boxall and Purcell 2003), the chapter has a dual focus: (1) ttbw, or
does recruitment affect organizational performance? (2) Under what conditiavisati
context) does recruitment matter? First, it reviews current knowledgeespect to the
main effectf recruitment on organization-level outcomes. Then, it discusses organization-
level contingenciesn recruitment. In both sections, | critically appraise the state of
knowledge about recruitment strategy. Adopting Rynes’ (1991) practice, | pregent ke
findings chronologically in two summary tables for a quick overview. | concludesview
with some important trajectories for theoretical development, future chseard

management practice and summarize the conclusions of the literature revie
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In taking a strategic perspective on recruitment, | assume that HRafawegulations
function as sectoral, regional, or national “table stakes” (Boxall and Purcell 2003: 82, 81-
Hamel and Prahalad 1994), which entire industry sectors might have in common. Thus,
“table stakes” might present strategic implications for levels of aisafygher than the
individual organization, but do not, and cannot, serve as organization-level differgntiatin
factors. Because adherence to laws regulating the recruitmenofuet., Affirmative
Action) cannot strategically differentiate effective from inefifex employers, in my view a
legal focus would be misplaced theoretically. In addition, focus on HR rules and @wailati
would be impractical as they often represent nationally or regionallyfispgegselines for
organizational activities. Of course, the lack of discussion of cultural difiesenc
regulating recruitment does not imply at all that employment rules anctiegsl| are
unimportant (far from it!), but only that they are unlikely to create a compettivantage
for individual firms. One could in fact conclude that abiding by legal and ethical rules, which
are often culturally specific, is the price of admission that a firm will bayay in order to
identify, pursue, and attract talented individuals who are able and willing tobcetto its
bottom line.

Another important assumption is about the level of analysis to which this review
applies. Anything in the empirical recruitment literature that is ejglianalyzing
recruitment inputs, processes, and outcomes from an individual-level perspelttbge wi
omitted from this review. Sometimes, this scope delimitation has resultedardiision of
seminal studies in the recruitment literature. For example, Boudreau ansl (R9B686)
presented a landmark contribution in their development of recruitment utility. They
prescriptively modeled the extent to which recruitment might make positiveciala
contributions to a firm’s performance. Utility models represent a matieihatjuite

complex application of decision theory to assess the economic impact of recrattnaties
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and practices on organizations (Boudreau 1991). Recruitment utility models may give
organizations greater understanding of why a particular recruitmenicpray havéirm-
specific net benefits rather than net costs. Because of this utilitarian calculusptittise, for
example, that all organizations should all the time attract applicants witaralitsy
credentials or maximize applicant pool size (Breaugh 1992: 12-13).

However, utility analysis also has a number of drawbacks. First, utilityass are
typically afflicted with notoriously large confidence intervals. The uwagaty generated by
these large confidence intervals implies that even small changes irpassisncan make a
big difference in utility estimation (Brian E. Becker and Gerhart 1996). Sed¢mnthdreasing
computational and measurement complexities of these models (see, e.g., CaillspD0)
require more systematic recruitment evaluations, which will add to the costswtment
activities and probably make the most accurate utility models useful only forate
valuable jobs. Third, because the predictors of utility tend to be at the individual level of
analysis and, thus, insufficiently systemic, they will always failgature certain information,
despite their complexity (Boudreau 1991). A more comprehensive and appropriatdi@va
of recruitment strategy would examine how its organization-alidmment with other HR
practices might generate superior outcomes at the organizationaBgasel [E. Becker,
Huselid and Ulrich 20013. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, there is empirical evidence
indicating that practitioners are incredulous toward utility estimatdabdhaand Whyte
1994). Because of all these problems with utility analysis, it hardly comesuagrese that
the recruitment utility model proposed by Boudreau and Rynes (1985) has gentlated li
empirical follow-up research (Barber 1998). Prior research on the predittoes
recruitment utility model has primarily generated mixed results, whiah tiheir

generalizability (Rynes 1991; Rynes and Cable 2003).

2 Interestingly, recruitment strategy is hardly mi@med in Becker et al.’s (2001) strong advocacguath HR
system alignments.
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Although utility analysis remains one path toward the systematic, eadlyyprecise
evaluation of the general pay-offs from different recruitment steegegnd practices, a more
systemic answer to the questionadfy andunder what conditions recruitment and
recruitment strategy can enhance organizational success has beetedtteyrthe resource-

based view of the firm (RBV).

14.2. KEY INSIGHTS FROM LANDMARK STUDIES

14.2.1. Why and How Does Recruitment Matter? The Resource-Based View of thienfr
In the 1990s, RBV, as a mathematically less complex framework, has suppldiyed ut
analysis in the evaluation of possible organization-level benefits of reentitriiaylor and
Collins (2000: 317-321) argue how recruitment satisfies Barney & Wright's (19@8RBV
criteria, which might offer a competitive advantage. First, recruitment radgial ue by
enhancing labor cost efficiencies and/or spilling over to customer percegptithesfirm’s
products or services. Second, recruitment strategy might identify and taghatastare in
the labor market. Third, an organization’s set of recruitment practices mighthe
complex bundle of tactics that it is virtuallymitable. Fourth, recruitment may benan-
substitutable organizational practice to the extent that the recruitment strategy is fiveova
and idiosyncratic to one organization. Fifth, for maximum leverage, recntitmest be
aligned with other HR practices, so that recruitment can support and enhance the benefits of
the other HR functions, such as compensation, selection, or performance appraisal. When
these five conditions are met, recruitment would be expected to make a cairibiai
firm’s financial performance.

Albeit small in number, there are a few studies that examined recruittribat a
organizational level of analysis and suggested ways in which recruitment ffegiht a

organizational effectiveness. Some details about these studies are lisabteid a1 and
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discussed in the following section. In general, these studies point to the stiratagitance

of several recruitment-related practices.

TABLE 14.1 ABOUT HERE.

Two studies found that the extent to which firms analyze and evaluate rexuitm
practices may be associated with higher organizational performance dKddcGrath
1996; Terpstra and Rozell 1993). Koch and McGrath (1996) combined an item about the
formal evaluation of recruitment and selection practices with an item aboutadRimy. Of
the three HR indexes they examined (see Table 14.1), this first measurd sheaegest
association with labor productivitp € .27). Similarly, Terpstra and Rozell (1993) found that
firms that analyze recruiting sources for their effectiveness in garghagh-performance
applicants had greater annual profitability in the manufacturing and valt@lesail
industries, greater overall performance in service and wholesalahfidtetries, and greater
sales growth in service industries. They also combined the item measuringnrectuit
evaluation with four other items measuring the use of (1) selection validatiorssi{jie
structured interviews, (3) intelligence tests, and (4) biographical infanmialanks as
selection devices. Overall analyses showed that an index comprised of thesadioes
was related to profitability, profit growth, and overall financial performance.

A set of studies by Huselid and his colleagues showed relationships between
recruitment intensity and a few indicators of organizational performanaguifReent
intensity is defined as the number of applicants per position and may also be called the
“selection ratio.” Huselid (1995) found that when recruitment intensity was oechlrith
other items measuring “employee motivation,” it was related to productieggrithm of

sales per employee) and one measure of financial performance (Tgbios not to another
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financial performance measure (gross rate of return on capital) or exagloypover. The
regression coefficients with the former two effectiveness measuresstedistically
significant, ato = .15 (standard error = .04) abd& .23 6.e. = .09). Huselid also established
that recruitment strategy interacted with other HR practices in anatliieconsistent “high-
performance work system,” with these indirect, internal-fit effectsggabove and beyond
the direct main effect(= .19,s.e. = .14). Delaney and Huselid (1996) examined the effects
of number of applicants per position (staffing selectivity) separatelyshowed that, while it
was not associated with perceived organizational performance, it was icngerceived
market performance, with unstandardized regression coefficiehtsuiging from .13 to .15.
Though not reported in the article, Delaney and Huselid mentioned the general robustness of
their results, showing no differences between for-profit and nonprofit organzatWhen
Becker and Huselid (1998) added 2 recruitment-related items (HR planning anidrselec
ratio) to 22 other items that might constitute “high-performance work systdrag found
similarly positive associations across two broad industry sectors (manufgand
nonmanufacturing).

Investigating the impact of organizational characterigticsecruitment effectiveness,
two other organization-level studies had a slightly different focus than thestdntioned
so far. One other organization-level study focused on compensation policy as topoédic
recruiting effectiveness (Williams and Dreher 1992). Because pecumiugements may be
considered one of the three basic applicant attraction strategies (Ryrgarla@d1990), it is
pertinent to this review. As shown in Table 14.1, a number of observations were consistent
with Williams and Dreher’s hypotheses, while others were unexpected. Thestudled
evidence that pay level was positively associated with measures of (ptexnacruitment
effectiveness, but also suggested that the observed commercial banks miglsenhve

compensation in a reactive fashion. In other words, organizations may adjust pagdevels
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response to prior difficulties with recruitment, which would explain the studyfsising
fifth finding listed in Table 14.1.

Another study (Turban and Greening 1996) showed that high pay or benefits levels
may not be the only variables increasing an organization’s ability totaapplicants.
Rather, corporate social performance, the extent to which a firm’s paioiegrograms
exhibit a social and environmental concern with a variety of stakeholder issyesninaace
corporate reputation, which in turn will attract more employees. Product quality a
employee relations have been identified as the two elements of social perderm
particularly pertinent to recruitment at the organizational level of asglysrban and
Greening 1996). In addition, an individual-level study elaborated on those organization-leve
outcomes in that more reputable organizations attracted not only more applicantg but al
greater quality of applicants (Turban and Cable 2003). While several individuldtdesdes
found evidence supportive of brand-equity in attracting applicants (e.g., Collins ardsSte
2002; Gatewood, Gowan and Lautenschlager 1993), there has been no researchtbiessing
strategic importance of applicants’ perceptions of “employer of choicat fanization-level
outcomes. In fact, some of these individual-level studies (e.g., Turban and Cable 2003)
questioned the generalizability and practical applicability of a lot of prevesesrch on
organizational reputation, employee branding, and applicant attraction. Howeyeamnenal,
the findings of this research stream, in combination with the findings by Trank asagtedk
(2002), suggest that pay may not be the only leverage that organizations can usetimgattr
high-quality applicants.

The most recent study of recruitment effectiveness, by Collins and Han (2004),
regressed applicant pool quantity and quality on various recruitment praciqesate
advertising, and firm reputation. Of the aforementioned independent variablesptine aim

corporate advertising, as measured by the firm’s selling, generaldanuistrative costs, had
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the greatest and most consistent statistical effect on the prehire ositcbapplicant pool
guantity and quality. While both corporate advertising and firm reputation watedr¢o the
number the applicants and perceived applicant quality, only advertising wasstis@ted

with positions filled, applicants’ work experience, and applicants’ grade poirage/€GPA).
Early recruitment strategies, whether low-involvement practicesgeperal recruitment ads,
sponsorship) or high-involvement practices (i.e., detailed recruitment adsyemplo
endorsements), showed variable main effects on prehire outcomes. Intereglsigigly
involvement generally did not have greater impact than low-involvement recntiitme
practices. In fact, one of the largest effefts (28) between recruitment practices and

prehire outcomes was between sponsorship and interview ratio, which is the number of
applicants divided by number of interviews a company conducted. Only employee
endorsements had a greater association with one other prehire outcome, applEght

.29). However, these recruitment practices were also shown to interactivwettisang and
reputation in several interesting ways, as discussed later, in the section ngesaiés. It

may be fair to conclude that, based on the aforementioned studies and some individual-level
research (e.g., Allen, Van Scotter and Otondo 2004; Collins and Stevens 2002), the positive
effects of recruitment seem to be primarily cognitive or social-psycivallogither than

economic in nature.

In summary, to some extent the few studies that investigated recruitmedationre
organizational effectiveness are reassuring because they point to a nf@ipditential general
benefits of recruitment and predictors of recruitment effectiveness. Reentiintensity
may enhance labor productivity and several different financial performarmmmes. In
turn, organizations can attract more applicants (and, thus, increase rearuitergsity) by

highlighting their reputation for social responsibility or benefits levetbeir recruitment
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practices. At the same time, the studies also showed considerable vasaigdjgstive of a
range of contingencies, which will be explored in the next section.

Yet, there are also several theoretical and methodological problems witegbarch
stream. One problem concerns the theoretical framework. Most of the afdmredrstudies
either explicitly (e.g., Brian E. Becker and Huselid 1998; Koch and McGrath 1996) or
implicitly adopted the RBV as the main causal explanation of the postulatedngheps.

Such a perspective ignores the major theoretical problems inherent in this economic
perspective. One criticism is the charge that the RBV does not capture thexapmpl

inherent in HR systems and, therefore, must be developed further (Colbert 2004). More
importantly, various statements in the RBV can be shown to be true by definition
(tautological) and, thus, cannot be disconfirmed empirically (Powell 2001; Priemuéled B
2001). In other words, the RBV seems to fall short with respect to core critdneooy t
evaluation (cf. also Sutton and Staw 1995; Weick 1989). Hence, scholars in HRM should not
uncritically adopt any theoretical framework whose validity has fundaithebh&en

guestioned by the field that generated it.

Additional methodological problems with organization-level research of the kind
reviewed above include the lack of attention to path models that specify both proxndate
distal dependent variables that might capture the effectiveness of givaitrmeat practices
more fully. Most recruitment research has omitted any detailed descriptisush direct
and indirect path effects. The only exception is Huselid (1995), who tested hisatinpect
that turnover and productivity—as more proximate endogenous variables—would ntegliate t
impact of recruitment practices (and other “high-performance work peat}ion financial
performance. However, as shown in Figure 14.1, the HR variable that included rectuitm
intensity was not related to one mediator and one dependent variable, so the onipmediat

effect found was through productivity (as mediator) to Tolgnthe ratio of a firm’s market
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value to the replacement cost of its assets. Of course, one way to circumverthlas of

the causal uncertainty inherent in the links of recruitment to distal orgamabtiutcomes is

a greater focus on proximate prehire outcomes. More specifically, analyaxigate
recruitment prehire outcomes in an organization-level study, Collins and Han (2004¢dlid he

this important prescription by Rynes (1991) for more meaningful recruitmezaroes

FIGURE 14.1 ABOUT HERE.

In addition to the empirical underspecification of mediating variables between
recruitment and relatively distal organizational outcomes, other methackdlpgoblems
concern the measurement of recruitment-related variables. Often,mesrinas combined
with other variables to form a latent construct, when in fact the factotwsteugas quite
ambiguous with respect to the recruitment item (see Table 1 in Huselid 1995: 646). This
makes it difficult to discern the postulated separate effect of recruitimeatidition, the
meaning of the recruitment items can often be questioned (cf. Rynes and Cable 2003: 57)
because they may, in fact, be confounded in that they reflect other unmeasuredasfluenc

(such as company reputation or visibility).

14.2.2. Organizational Contingencies of Recruitment Strategies

Based on various theoretical and practical perspectives, it would be unréaléstpect
particular recruitment strategies to be superior to all others, regaadlesntextual
influences. Even the most ardent proponents of “best practice” models in striRdgi
acknowledge the importance of a variety of contingency factors (e.g.,Pf@€é@: 56, 99-
128). Although there are no studies investigating the effect of the fit betweenmectt and

context on organizational effectiveness (Rynes and Cable 2003), we can, to aadagdmitt
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limited extent, use descriptive research on organizational context and rentugmspeculate
about the possibly strategic imperative of such context-aligned recrujpmaetices’

As mentioned before, the studies reviewed in the previous section point to the
existence of several contextual and contingency factors affecting both ¢hiegeand
effectiveness of recruitment. The lack of large, generalizable, difects of recruitment
practices suggests that the effectiveness of recruiting and recrusgttragagies typically
depends on a number of other contextual variables. From an instrumental perspective, some
of these contingencies have already been highlighted above, first and forenuorat,s&ac
industry, moderators. The following section expands on this review and adds a few other
studies that have a descriptive (i.e., noninstrumental) focus, examining how theshctic
recruitment may be influenced by several contextual variables. Althoughcotitext
variables (such as institutional norms) might be important (Rynes and Cable 2003}y broa
organizational attributes and strategies tend to be the variables that havevbsggated the

most, as shown in Table 14.2.

TABLE 14.2 ABOUT HERE.

The most clearly articulated description of the impact of organizational camtext
recruitment strategy is in Windolf's (1986) seminal article. Windolf proposeddistinct
recruitment strategies, which can be placed in a parsimonious two-by-twg ofat
contingency variables, as depicted in Figure 14.2. The two variables, class#idteasigh
or low, are the firm’s labor market power and a firm’s organizational igégle, which was

defined as the “capacity of the firm to use professional knowledge, to collect angisproce

® The approach covered in section 14.2.2 assuragsithbe effective, company processes and stegmust
be aligned with a number of contingency factorbug, although the contingency approach may nokpkcély
prescriptive, it implicitly is most certainly s&senerally, neoclassical economics, contingencyrthemd neo-
institutional theory highlight the effectivenessas§anizational adaptation to organizational cotstex
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information, and to work out complex labour market strategies” (Windolf 1986: 239). (a) The
innovative recruitment strategy is concerned with attracting a heterogenemysaf creative
applicants, drawing on a wide range of recruitment sources. To reducegosiiis

prescreening and screening techniques are applied. It is used by firms tHaghdabor

market power (e.g., multinational corporations) and high organizational inteiggh) A

second recruitment strategy occupying the same high-high quadranaigdi@mous

strategy, which starts with a precise definition of the ideal candidate is térskills, age, or

sex. Therefore, autonomous firms, isolated from labor market fluctuations, tered to us
narrow and specific recruitment channels (either the Job Centre or profgsionals and
newspapers). As innovative and autonomous firms do not differ with respect to labor market
power and organizational intelligence, Windolf invokes a third variable, the tethnica
complexity of the product and the production process, to differentiate these twamentui
strategies. According to Windolf, innovative recruitment strategiesiare appropriate for
organizations scoring high in technical complexity, while autonomous strategigth fit

relatively low levels of technical complexity.

FIGURE 14.2 ABOUT HERE.

The three remaining recruitment strategies occupy the other threemjsatpaThe
status-quo strategy is focused on attracting a homogeneous set of applicants, Bspsdal
as demographics and socio-economic status are concerned, and, thus, delibaeestely rel
social networks and referrals. In status-quo firms, even changes in techoiojolyy
requirements will not change recruitment practices. Status-quo firmeaeeterized by low
organizational intelligence and high labor market power and have a traditional, or

conservative, strategic stance rather than an innovative one or one defineshbfycsci
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management (which is characteristiaafonomous recruitment). (d)-lexible recruitment
strategies are adopted by firms with weak market positions, thus beingd foraéapt to
changing environmental conditions. Strategic control is typically wellght out and
centralized in those firms with low market power (e.g., because of low wages casamtle
working conditions), but high organizational intelligence. Megldling-through recruiters,
located in the low-low quadrant, draw on less strategic thinking or professiongisxgsan
flexible employers. Their recruitment and selection techniques are oftephisticated.
Thereforemuddling-through firms generally have higher turnover than firms located in the
other quadrants.

Empirically, Windolf (1986) examined the differential use of recruitment charioel
firms located in the four quadrants of his typology. For unskilled workers, statusiggo fi
clearly relied most on social networks to attract new employees (53%gasgher white-
collar workers, innovative/autonomous firms and status-quo firms equallg oglisocial
networks (45% and 44%, respectively). This finding, inconsistent with the typokgpec
explained by the fact that autonomous firms are typically very large and erdbeddest
personnel networks, which in turn may be used to reinforce a sense of community.

Windolf (1986) also investigated how company location (Great Britain versus West
Germany) and size may influence recruitment practices with regpewskilled or manual
labor. He found that approximately twice as many firms in Germany ke WK used
newspaper ads as recruitment channels for unskilled workers. Instead, Ukvérenfar
more likely to rely on Job Centres and their internal labor markets fortraentiof unskilled
workers. UK firms faced a far greater (regulatory or collectivgdiamg) restriction on
external job postings for manual workers than German firms. Similarly, Gemmes were

less likely to observe seniority rights for internal promotion of manual warkarerall,
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Windolf's study shows that the reliance on internal labor markets for riegristtypically a
function of increasing organizational size and geographic location.

Another European study (Schwan and Soeters 1994) confirmed the impact of
(Mintzbergian) organization type on internal versus external recruitstretiégies.

Integrating the theoretical perspectives of Mintzberg (1979), DoeringelPi@re (1971), and
Williamson (1975), Schwan and Soeters conceptualized organizational boundarygaasssin
vacancy-filling and connected it to overarching organizational stratagie configurations.
The four cases they investigated were generally consistent with the aakpastation that

in machine bureaucracies, internal recruitment would be more frequent thanlexterna
recruitment. In the studied production plant, a private-sector machine bureaucraof, 78%
positions were filled internally. Similarly, in the social security offeg@ublic-sector
machine bureaucracy, 66% of all positions were filled through internal recntitrime
contrast, the two types of professional bureaucracies, an accounting firm anda,lresipd
more on external recruitment (external recruitment was used as vadhngy¥fethod for

76% and 64% of open positions, respectively). So, to some extent, this empirical analysis
showed (internal versus external) recruitment to be dependent on configurgpesabt
organization. However, Schwan and Soeters also provided cross-type genanalinaghat
new positions tended to be filled through external recruitment channels (exdept in t
hospital). Similarly, when labor turnover was high, external recruitment waetiezally
preferred method in the three-year study period.

Unsurprisingly, Schwan and Soeters’ (1994) study confirms previous findings from
econometric studies, which had highlighted the interdependence between labor market
conditions and recruitment strategies. For example, Hanssens and Levien ([D988) that
in times of tight labor supply, organizations are forced to use more expensive angentens

recruitment methods. Earlier studies also demonstrated that tight labor sugiplyause
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organizations to cast a wider geographic net in recruitment (Malm 1955) or |lowagr hi
standards (Thurow 1975). Hence, the research reviewed so far clearly suggests t
recruitment strategy is influenced by broader strategic and environrentaigencies.

Less theoretically grounded, but statistically more sophisticatednashighlighted
the importance of considering other contextual factors. Rynes, Orlitzky, atel(B997)
showed that greater focus on the recruitment of experienced emplogeandividuals with
2 or more years of postcollege work experience) was associated vatargreganizational
growth, short-term focus in staffing strategies, older current emgdowad less dynamic
environments. Unlike Rynes al. (1997), who did not find statistically significant
associations for firm size, Barber and her colleagues showed how firaifeizeed a range of
recruitment practices, including number of recruitment sources, planning, ang aswell
as recruiter training (Barber, Wesson, Roberson and Taylor 1999). One of the most
interesting of their findings was that smaller firms were slightbyarikely to use internal
recruitment sources (employee referrals and networking), with a starethrdgression
coefficient of -.12 for employer size. Conversely, larger firms werdiledg to use external
agencies and advertising in their recruitment (employerisizé -.16 and -.36, respectively).
Instead, large firms were far more likely to rely on campus recruiting thal &rms @3 =
AT7).

It is important to note that thexistence of these contextual influences does not allow
us to draw any conclusions about #ffectiveness of considering a variety of organizational
contingencies in recruitment practice. In fact, there is a dearth ofcleseaestigating the
effectiveness of fit between recruitment strategies and featuties efivironment. The little,
inconclusive evidence we do have is generally based on survey respondents’ perceptions of
recruitment success. For example, Rynes and her colleagues (1997) fourmiwery f

organizational factors related to the success of experienced recruiting-hemniyet of
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effective sourcés(where effectiveness of source use was defined by one respondent within
each firm), median employee age, and relatively high salary offers. toad&arber and

her colleagues (1999) found evidence that organizational size affecteddi@imsgions of
recruitment success. Compared to small firms, relatively large fiens mvore likely to use
goal attainmentfy( = .28) and less likely to use new hire performafice {.24) or retention (-
.30) as metrics that define recruitment effectiveness. Thus, any futurg tfi¢loe context
dependence of recruitment strategy must not only pay tribute to the widg wériet
contingency factors, but also to the fact that different organizations mas deéruitment
success differently, which invariably adds theoretical complexity.

Focusing on the organization-level consequences of recruitment activitiesytivas s
(which have already been reviewed in section 14.2.1) examined the impact of indostxt ¢
from a slightly different contingency perspective. First, Terpstra azélR(1993) showed
that, in manufacturing firms, the systematic evaluation of recruiting s®was related to
annual profitability § = .23), but not to other organizational performance measures. In
service firms, organizations’ systematic evaluation of recruitmestassociated with sales
growth @ = .53) and overall performance £ .35), whereas in wholesale/retail firms they
were shown to have a large impact on profitability and overall performprceé’@ and .73,
respectively). In financial companies, no statistically significaecefvas found for any of
the four observed organizational performance criteria. In sum, Terpstra antfozelthat
the systematic evaluation of organizational recruiting practices mawattgr across the
board, but is most likely moderated by several industry contingencies.

Second, Koch and McGrath (1996) showed how the capital intensity of a firm

(logarithm of assets per employee) might positively interact withirkgRuging recruitment)

* Respondents were asked questions about nindtreeni sources (listed in decreasing order of peece
effectiveness): informal referrals, newspaper pdsate search firms, formal referrals from other
companies/business units, direct applicationsegell(alumni) placement services, professional &ssmas,
temp agencies, and on-line recruitment. Todag, Ittt source perceived to be least effectiveemtid-1990s
would presumably be seen as much more useful hithapid spread of the Internet.
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planning to bring about greater labor productivfiyo{ interaction effect = .29). That is,
recruitment planning and assessment were more important in capitalveteasistries,
possibly because any labor effect may be leveraged by costly capitsl @sswhich Koch
and McGrath derived an economic proof in the appendix of their article). Unfoffunate
Koch and McGrath (1996) did not focus on recruitmantse nor investigate more fine-
grained industry interactions.

Another study shows that industry effects are not the only contextual fademtsnaf
recruitment. Analyzing the recruitment of top managers, Williamson and C4lQ18)(drew
on social contagion and institutional theory to demonstrate that firms’ networlées, t
number of other firms hiring from the source firm, and the organizational sihes® other
firms affected top-management hiring patterns. In general, the stggg<is that,
descriptively, institutional determinants often accompany rational inflgenirerecruitment
as much as in other areas of HRM (see, e.g., Gooderham, Nordhaug and Ringdal 1999).
Specifically, firms were more likely to recruit top managers from dihas with which they
shared network ties. Mimetic isomorphism shaped recruitment activitiésprenwious hiring
and other firms’ size being more important predictors of top managementingctioén
other firms’ financial performance, that is, outcome imitation. Unfortunatelyause the
authors only reported unstandardized regression coefficients, the magnitudditiétbat
effect sizes found cannot be compared directly. Also, future research will havedtgate
whether these institutional influences are also prescriptively mdah(titat is, have an
impact on either recruitment or organizational effectiveness of top marsagesther

employee groups) and morally defensible.

® The existence of these environmental-institutiéaetors does not imply researchers or managersisa this
evidence to justify hiring patterns that reduce ke diversity and may even constitptéma facie evidence
of discrimination against network outsiders. Tisathie moral implications of Williamson and Cablg603)
findings must be scrutinized.
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Sometimes, the lack of generalizability of direct effects presents atusnioe the
search for moderator, contingency, or interaction effects. In an interstiohg Collins and
Han (2004), which has already been discussed above, found strong support for the hypothesis
that low-involvement recruitment practices (i.e., general recruitmeragratisompany
sponsorships of scholarships, etc.) only mattered when applicants were not aware of fi
image, that is, when companies had not previously invested in advertising or ogputati
enhancement. Conversely, there was also strong evidence that high-involventergsprac
(i.e., detailed recruitment ads and employee endorsements) only matteredoshgraay
had already established awareness of itself through company advertisipgtatioa. In
combination, these two findings indicate that company advertising and repuégtieaant
contingency factors in the organizational context shaping recruitmenggsate

Other interesting research connects recruitment to competitivegstrd@ao and
Drazin (2002) found that young and poorly connected investment fund firms may use
recruitment from competitors as a strategic response to their lack of pragloxation. To
some extent, this response in hiring new talent makes strategic sense bztansd
recruitment of talent generally was shown to be associated with investmentigadsr
product innovation. Furthermore, three of four recruit characteristics (rivakimeesfunds’
performance, size, and age) enhanced product innovation over and above recruitment.
Whereas organizational age did not interact with recruit characterestiesnal linkages were
found to be important situational contingencies. That is, when firms were palyicular
isolated, the effects of recruitment on product innovation were more pronounced. All in all
this study shows that recruitment can be used as a strategic responsecmeverc
organizational resource constraints.

In a related vein, Gardner’s (2005) study showed that poaching of talent by

competitors may often set in motion retaliatory-defensive strateggnuigs. Results showed
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that recruitment by competitors outside the target firm’s local labdtahas well as the
value and transferability of human capital, exacerbated retaliatory-defetsions.

Contrary to predictions, however, overlapping product markets were not assodiated w
retaliatory-defensive recruiting actions at a statisticallgiant probability level.

Probably the most interesting finding was the interaction between the valuarssfdrability
of human capital. When both are high, the likelihood of defensive retaliation (e.gatoeyal
recruitment of employees from previous poacher) increased dramaticallyjae ©Othér hand,
when human capital is nontransferable, its value did not make a difference in defensive
retaliation (compared to no response). This study suggests that recruitmesiresent, in a
broad repertoire of organizational actions, an activity that is used to defenstaga
retaliate for, talent raiding—in particular when other companies’ poachingzes/bighly
transferable and valuable employee skills.

In summary, the previous review of the literature on recruitment strategydtbat
there is little consensus on the meaning of the term. Definitions and contextiimeat
strategy varied widely, so that not a lot of knowledge has been accumulated—uhespite
commendable attempts to heed Rynes and Barber’s (1990) call for elevatingtiod lev
analysis from the individual to the organization. Although the direct effects oftreenti
practices were either nongeneralizable, modest in size, or uncertaimsnafecausal
attribution (Rynes 1991; Rynes and Cable 2003), research has made major advances in
identifying organization-level contingencies of recruitment. However, as lothg@esis no
generally accepted typology or taxonomy of recruitment strategisgifticult to determine

the theoretical importance of these empirically verified contingencies.

14.3. IMPLICATIONS OF THE RECRUITMENT STRATEGY LITERATURE
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The lack of theoretical integration points to needed trajectories for futurey tthevelopment,
research, and management policy. Future research could ameliorate the laick of sol
knowledge, which is due to three root causes: insufficient theoretical developitient, li
organization-level prescriptive research, and the academic-practitignéegaalso Taylor

and Collins 2000).

14.3.1. Future Theory Development
More sophisticated theory development is required to clarify the dimensiorswfment
strategy. One obvious dimension is internal versus external recruitment (&reaathJudge
2003), which is supported by two seminal European, smstiidies of recruitment strategy
(Schwan and Soeters 1994; Windolf 1986). Barber’s (1998: 6-13) “dimensions of
recruitment” are not so much dimensions of recruitment strategy as thegaepa unifying
framework for categorizing both individual- and organization-level researatcamtment or
assessing the state of knowledge. Barber’s five different “dimensiocstexyories are
actors (applicants, organization, organizational agents, and outsiders), activitcomes,
context, and phases. As no study can focus on all five dimensions (not even a book-length
literature review), Barber (1998) used the last dimension, recruitment phasesjetafiled
overview of the recruitment literature. However, to advance recruitmeiatrcadarther,
recruitment scholars need to develop a comprehensive, theoretically coherent, sratl succ
model of recruitment strategies. Such a model could then be used to circumscebe mor
definitively our knowledge dfiow and, most importantlyyhy recruitment works or matters.
Whereas Barber’s (1998) framework may be too broad to be useful as defining the
dimensions of recruitment strategy, an earlier framework (namelys=ymd Barber 1990)
might need more detailed conceptual development. Rynes and Barber’'s model

conceptualized applicant attraction strategies broadly as comprigireg(ditment, (2)
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targeting different applicant pools (i.e., nontraditional applicants or lessigdaiplicants),
and (3) pecuniary and nonpecuniary inducements. Thus, in a way, this model anticipated
Boxall and Purcell’'s (2003: 141) concern that Windolf's (1986) typology omitted
inducements as a key dimension of recruitment strategy. Within the fiegetptr” Rynes

and Barber mention elements of recruitment (namely, organizational actoragesgss
sources, timing), but not really strategies that explicitly diffeadé@tbne firm from another
economically. Also, the distinction between “strategies” (1) and (2) may pgihiebm an
expositional perspective, but it is not entirely clear why HR directors woulthinétabout
recruitment strategy and applicant pools simultaneously. That is, changetypiddl)y

result in changes in (2), and (2) might in fact be conceptually subsumed under (1).

The recruitment literature so far has pursued middle-range theory (M&&8h and
foregone grand theorizing. However, when systems must be explained at both micro and
macro levels, theoretical linkages must be established on a granéefTscaker and Boyns
2001). Empirical research suggests that most effects of recruitmeng\stuetdikely to be
cognitive-psychological, so that meso-research bridges need to be built tot¢cbamaicro-
level processes with the macro-level proximate and distal outcomes ofmasru{cf. Klein
and Kozlowski 2000a; 2000b for a broader discussion of multilevel theorizing).

There is no dearth of approaches from which theoretical inspiration may enmetge, a
some approaches may be more fruitful avenues to pursue than others. Though currently one
of the most popular theories among HR scholars (Boxall and Purcell 2003), the resource-
based view of the firm (RBV) may have a number of theory-inherent flaws, assksc
before. In addition, because recruitment is the only HR function that is sithéted a
boundary between labor markets and organizations, a primarily internal theory of
organizational advantage and competitiveness, such as RBV, may not be as useful for

clarifying the theoretical mechanisms as theories that focus on thetfoagarization
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boundary. Kaufman’s (2004) proposition of transaction cost economics (Coase 1937; O.
Williamson 1975, 1985) promising theoretical traction might be particularly apdico the
HR function of recruitment. On the one hand, recruitment may be more important for
organizations with internal labor markets, that is, when the transaction cibsttestiof asset
specificity, uncertainty, and frequency are high, and performance is ditbcumleasure
(Boxall and Purcell 2003). On the other hand, the importance of recruitment stratgge m
more salient to line managers and HR managers when they must regularjyosignfsced-
term contracts with contingent labor attracted from the external lab&emaRelated
theoretical work was advanced by Lepak and Snell (1999), who integrated transasttion ¢
economics with the RBV and human capital theory (G. Becker 1964) to start building a
comprehensive typology of organizations’ HR configurations. Importarglyak and Snell’s
theoretical effort satisfies the aforementioned criterion of meso-tiheprzonnecting the
macro to the micro.

Economic theories may help us determine under what conditions internal recruitment
or external recruitment matter more. However, they may also leave autamip
considerations of cognitive-psychological processes, communication, and lamgsagial
systems (Boje, Oswick and Ford 2004; Luhmann 1995). Because an effective recruitment
strategy is supposed to create mental models of “employer of choice” vagn{see, e.qg.,
Allen et al. 2004), more focus on sociological-linguistic theories may be important in the
future to build the micro-macro theory bridges. Prescriptively, we must studlj feaitres
of recruitment communications have the greatest organizational impact. ssntieetime, we
must descriptively examine how line managers and HR professionals actakéydecisions
about the aforementioned five central questions related to recruitmentys{Edtegugh

1992; Breaugh and Starke 2000; Rynes and Cable 2003). Generally, better theory can help us
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think about the causal mechanisms between predictors and outcomes of recruiitegiestr

about which we presently do not know much (Barber 1998; Rynes and Cable 2003).

14.3.2. Future Empirical Research

Recruitment researchers must work toward greater accumulation of kiggwlen most cases
this will mean more empirical replications must be performed (Tsang aad K889), which
generally are not valued as much in academic circles as completelgseavah (Donaldson
1995). Unfortunately, the academic obsession with empirical and theoretical moaglty
stunt paradigm development (Pfeffer 1993). With more cumulative research, we could
examine empirically how much the findings vary across samples and studgssattd
whether such variability is due to sampling error, measurement error, andtg ehother
study artifacts rather than theoretically important contingencgri@¢Hunter and Schmidt
2004). Because of the lack of cumulative knowledge (Rynes 1991; Rynes and Cable 2003),
the only recruitment-related studies that integratively investigatedatoesli moderators, and
artifacts were four meta-analyses on realistic job previews (McEwbYascio 1985;

Phillips 1998; Premack and Wanous 1985; Reilly, Brown, Blood and Malatesta 1979).
Ultimately, similar meta-analyses will be required on other organizd¢ivel determinants
and outcomes of recruitment strategies, but they can only happen if empirical dapevsle
generated cumulatively. To facilitate this cumulative knowledge ¢yawbre programmatic
recruitment research will be necessary (see also Berger, Willetedaitch 2005)

Future empirical research must also address the dramatic changes inniEabogal
practice of recruitment (Rynes and Cable 2003; Taylor and Collins 2000). For exdmaple, t
Internet recruiting may present opportunit@esl threats for organizational recruitment
(Cappelli 2001). Although there have been some early, fairly sophisticated $tadigke

perspective of Web applicants (e.g., Dineen, Ash and Noe 2002), research on the use and
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usefulness from the organization’s perspective must be conducted with the same
methodological rigor as this individual-level research. Moreover, organizatrehresearch
on Internet recruitment must add a prescriptive angle to its so far morgtesaeasearch
guestions (e.g., Backhaus 2004). Future research must examine to what extent the@ennovati
recruitment practices mentioned in the Introduction are in fact relatedrtatirer
effectiveness and organizational effectiveness. Most importantly, althioeighis an
integrative organization-level model of broad applicant attraction steatéige., Rynes and
Barber 1990), its propositions have largely remained untested (Barber 1998;araylor
Collins 2000). Most importantly, Rynes and Cable (2003: 70-72) suggested many other
fruitful areas for future research, covering a wide variety of topiugimg from recruitment
sources to organizational characteristics to various recruitmenterplateesses. Many of
these proposed research questions will affect recruitment strategy.

Any empirical investigation of the contribution of recruitment to strateigté/1 and
overall organizational effectiveness requires simultaneous attention to tidimmensionality
of effectiveness (Boxall and Purcell 2003), organizational contingencies, and suc gene
workplace trends as the demise of internal labor markets (Cappelli 1999, 2000). Tteevalua
the effectiveness of recruitment, researchers will not only have tamxa@scost
effectiveness and economic effects on labor productivity. Rather, recruitikemther HR
functions, must also serve the purpose of greater organizational flexiBuikgall and Purcell
2003; Wright and Snell 1998). Finally, social legitimacy and corporate sociafparice
should not only be treated as antecedents of recruitment success, but should also be
investigated of one of several possible outcomes of recruitment (Orliizk§wanson in
press). In short, analyzing the impact of recruitment practices and istsatadgoroader (i.e.,
higher-level) organizational goal achievement requires attention tbréfeedoal domains of

labor productivity (i.e., cost effectiveness), organizational flexibility, amtalegitimacy, or
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employment citizenship (Boxall and Purcell 2003: 7-13). These different organalagioal

domains may exhibit several strategic tensions that recruitment gtragégghelp to resolve.

14.3.3. Implications for Management Practice
For practitioners, there is very little evidence about any generalizadsé-practice”
takeaway from the recruitment literature. Staffing professionals at laage companies
such as DuPont seem to have realized this a long time ago, though (see an HReexecut
expressing the sentiment that "there is no best way to recruit new engloyBeeaugh
1992: 39). Even positive effects of recruitment practices that logically shoulgheeas to
their alternatives, such as realistic job previews, have been found to be einsistent
across studies or only modest in magnitude. At the organizational level, everppossc
that are seemingly sensible across the board, such as maximizing ag@mantmay have to
be qualified because any apparent recruiting-practice benefits musidieed against its
costs. In turn, benefits and costs depend on a number of contextual influences, or
contingencies. Consequently, high recruitment intensity, for example, might betbee of
myths that should not be implemented uncritically by organizations (see Breaugh 1932: 12-
for other examples of such questionable assumptions). The only generalizableradvice i
which we can have fairly high confidence comes from individual-level resaasthe{/iewed
in this chapter): recruiters that possess greater interpersonal skillsemthwnay be an
important reason why applicants decide to accept job offers (Barber 1998; diagIGollins
2000).

Interestingly, organizations have in practice relied on some of the applitantian
strategies proposed by Rynes and Barber (1990), such as the recruitmenabéppécant
groups (e.g., unskilled workers at Tracor, a defense contractor) or generoug s@mises

for referrals (Taylor and Collins 2000). However, there is little eviderateattademic
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research has had a causal impact on organizations’ recruiting actigidsr(and Collins
2000: 315).

In fact, reviewers of the recruitment literature usually bemoan théht@ichcademic
research has had little relevance for recruiting practice (Breaugh atke 3000; Rynes
1991; Rynes and Cable 2003). Relevance may not only be enhanced by more attention to
prescriptive organization-level issues and processes (Rynes and Cable 20@3aiagy
Collins 2000), but also a cross-disciplinary widening of the research lens.ti®nacsi need
knowledge that is not narrowly defined by disciplinary boundaries. Thus, in my view,
particularly informative for practice would be studies by research tdatheely on cross-
disciplinary and practitioner-academic dialogues (see also Rynésn8aand Daft 2001).
This way, researchers could discern whether practitioners believe thatidrahanges in
labor markets and organizations over the last decade (Cappelli 1999) are here-amdtay
what important questions these changes may raise with respect to recramiche@truitment
strategy. As mentioned before, what is regarded as one of the most sophispipededies
to the evaluation of recruitment strategy by scholars, namely utilitysaadbtf. Barber 1998:
128), may be ignored or even rejected by practitioners (Latham and Whyte 1994iseTdfe
cross-disciplinary research teams most likely would highlight the needrsinpny and
simplicity counterbalancing the ever-increasing accuracy and conyptéxdcademic

frameworks .

14.4. CONCLUSION
This review has shown the context dependence and contingent nature of recruitoiestspra
The evidence from previous studies seems to suggest that whatever works for one
organization may not work for others in terms of recruitment strategy. The chmptture

reflected the tension between possible “best-practice” principlesofsdeti2.1) and
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contingency factors (section 14.2.2). As shown above, there is little evidence that¢here
recruitment practices that will always “work” or matter. Instead,esofrthe best recruitment
research has shown that the adoption of recruitment strategies may depend onghe hiri
practices of other firms, labor market conditions, and industry context, among athblesa
However, this conclusion about the existence of several contingency effest®\as
in Table 14.2) may have to be qualified by two caveats. First, study artifacisémpling
error) may mask generalizable effects. Second, the mere existerog@ingencies does not
prove the superiority of a contingency approach to recruitment. Only psychometa-
analysis can investigate the former caveat about study artifactsfututeameta-analysis in
recruitment requires a research program whose theoretical founddaesa gecemeal than
prior research in recruitment. The second caveat requires a more in-depitha¢ixanof the
causal mechanisms linking recruitment, its prehire outcomes, and posthire canssque
Broad strategic HR frameworks that have integrated a variety of théemesLepak and
Snell 1999; Wright and Snell 1998) may be valuable starting points for the development of
causally persuasive research programs in recruitment. The first step direction would be
the development of a parsimonious model of recruitment strategy whose efiessiveeria
are theoretically connected to these broader strategic HR framewoitteoutha
comprehensive yet parsimonious typology and theory of recruitment stratergytnnent
scholars and practitioners will not have any criteria by which to judge thé\edfeess of

such new activities as Internet recruiting or co-opetition in recruitnienegy.
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Table 14.1 Summary of Previous Research Investigating the Main Effects of Reitment on Organizational Effectiveness

Study Sample I ndependent Variables Dependent Variables (DV) Results
(V)
Williams & 352 U.S. banks Compensation policies Recruitmettoooes: 1. % of compensation allocated for benefits was peaifiassociated with
Dreher (1992) 1. Applicant pool size applicant pool size.
2. Acceptance rate 2. Pay level was positively associated with acceptaatss.
3. Length of position 3. Benefits level was negatively associated with dagsiired to fill a
vacancy position.
4. (Contrary to expectations) benefit flexibility wasgatively related to
applicant pool size.
5. (Contrary to expectations) pay level was positivadgociated with days
required to fill a position.
Terpstra & 201 U.S. Companies’ analysis of 1. Annual profitability 1. IV was not, or only to a minor extent, correlatedzero-order
Rozell (1993) companies with recruiting sources for 2. Profit growth correlations) with DVs 1-4 overall.
over 200 effectiveness in 3. Sales growth However, study also showed moderator effects:
employees (fora  generating high- 4. Overall performance 2. In manufacturing firms, IV and profitability werelated f§ = .23).
23% response rate) performance employees 3. Inservice industry firms, IV was associated wites growthf§ = .53
andr = .50) and overall performancg £ .35).
4. In wholesale/retail firms, IV was associated witbffiability (B = .79)
and overall performance§ € .73).
Huselid (1995) 968 publicly held Intensity of recruiting 1. Turnover 1. Factor Employee Motivation related to productivatyd Tobin’sg, but
firms from efforts (selection ratio) 2. Productivity not to turnover or return on capital.
Compact part of one of two factors 3. Tobin’sq (financial 2. Some evidence of horizontal/internal systems fihwither Factor of
Disclosure (28%  constituting High performance) Employee Skills & Org. Structures.
response rate) Performance Work 4. Gross rate of return on
Practices (Factor = capital
Employee Motivation)
Delaney & 727 U.S. Number of applicants 1. Perceived org. 1. Staffing selectivity generally not related to pévee org. performance,
Huselid (1996) organizations considered for each performance but to perceived market performance.
drawn from position (staffing 2. Perceived market 2. Generally robust results: no moderator effectsedéffitiating for-profit
National selectivity): 3 items for 3 performance and nonprofit organizations.

Organizations
Survey (51%
response rate)

different positionsd =
.66)
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Koch &
McGrath (1996)

Turban &
Greening (1996)

Becker &
Huselid (1998)

Collins & Han
(2004)

495 U.S. business
units (for a 7%
response rate)

189 U.S.
companies

691 U.S. firms

99 companies
recruiting on U.S.
campuses
(response rate of
43%)

Recruitment practices Labor productivity: Net sales
included in 2 of 3 HR per employee
indexes:
1. HR planning index:

Staffing plans and

evaluation of hiring

practices
2. Investments in hiring:

Recruitment intensity

and evaluation of

recruitment sources

Corporate social Employer attractiveness
performance (CSP)

Two items (selection ratiol. Market value (In)
and formal HR planning 2. Market value/book value
that considers recruitment (In)
and succession) combined3. Sales/employee (In)
with 22 other items 4. Gross rate of return
forming an HR system 5. Turnover
latent construct

1. Early recruitment Applicant pool quantity and
practices: High- vs.  quality

low-involvement

strategies

Corporate advertising

Firm reputation

wn

=

HR planning index positively associatgd<.36 and .27, respectively)
with productivity.

Hiring index positively associate@ € .10 and .07, respectively) with
productivity.

Both indexes interacted with capital intensity @ésetf interaction terms
were .29 and .04, respectively).

CSP—especially the dimessibemployee relation§ & .16) and product

quality (3 = .19)—positively predicted employer attractivenedsove and
beyond the effects of asset sipe=(.14) and profitability f = .19).

Generally—in both manufacturing and nonmanufactusectors—positively
related with first four DVs and negatively with haver (as expected).

Corporate advertising and firm reputation are pasi related to
number of applicants and perceived applicant gualit

Corporate advertising was directly related to oizmtion-level average
applicant GPA({ = .24) and applicants’ work experienge=.29).
Effects of high- and low-involvement recruitmentastgies variableé
ranging from -.09 to .29).

Interactions between advertising and recruitmeategies as well as
reputation and recruitment strategies.
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Table 14.2 Summary of Previous Research Investigating Contingency Effectsarf/Recruitment Practices and Strategy

Study Sample Contextual Variables | nvestigated I ndependent Variables Dependent Variables
Windolf (1986) Case studies of about 1. Labor market power (environment) 1. Labor market power Recruitment strategies:
75 UK firms, about 85 2. Organizational intelligence (internal resources) (environment) (a) innovative
(West) German firms 3. Nationality 2. Organizational intelligence (b) autonomous
4. Firm size (internal resources) (c) status-quo

Rynes & Boudreau 145 large organizations Industry

(1986)

that engage in campus
recruiting

Terpstra & Rozell 201 U.S. companies Industry

(1993)

with over 200
employees (for a 23%
response rate)

Schwan & Soeters 4 Dutch organizations Industry

(1994)

(962 vacancies) Organization type

Koch & McGrath 495 U.S. business units Industry

(1996)

(for a 7% response rate)Capital intensity

Rynes, Orlitzky, & 251 organizations from  Firm cheteristics

3. Technical complexity of (d) flexible
product and production (e) muddling through
process

Organizational characteristics, Recruiting practices
including perceived competitive Perceived recruiting
advantage, accuracy of effectiveness
communications, importance of

recruiter selection, information

recorded about colleges, extent

to which recruiter informed, etc.

Companies’ analysis of 1. Annual profit
recruiting sources for 2. Profit growth
effectiveness in generating high-3.  Sales growth
performance employees 4. Overall performance

Organization type (a la External versus internal
Mintzberg) recruitment strategy

Recruitment practices included Labor productivity: Net sales per
in 2 of 3 HR indexes: employees
1. HR planning index: Staffing
plans and evaluation of
hiring practices
2. Investments in hiring:
Recruitment intensity and
evaluation of recruitment
sources

1. Long-term staffing Hiring of experienced employees
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Bretz (1997)

Barber, Wesson,
Roberson, & Taylor
(1999)

Rao & Drazin
(2002)

Williamson & Cable
(2003)

population of National Industry

strategies (extent and success)

Association of Colleges 2. Median age of workforce
and Employers (for a 3. Environmental dynamism
21% response rate) 4. Use of effective recruitment
sources (as defined by
respondents)
5. Competitive offers
119 small Firm size (small firms= firms with less than 500 Firm size 1. Recruitment management:

organizations, 184 large employees; large firms firms with over 1,000
organizations (foran  employees)

overall response rate of

19%)

588 U.S. mutual fund 1. Organizational age 1.
families 2. Organization’s external linkages 2.
3.
4,
5.
505 firms from various 1. Board interlocks (network ties) 1.
Fortune data sets 2.  Number of others firms hiring from source firm
(frequency-based imitation) 2.
3. Size of other firms hiring (trait-based imitation)
4. Financial performance of others firms hiring
from source firm (outcome-based imitation) 3.
5. Industry
6. Organization size 4,
7. Source prestige
8. Source ROA
5.
6.

a. Dedicated HR staff
b. Recruiter training
2. Recruitment planning and
timing
3. Recruitment source use
4. Metrics of recruitment

effectiveness
Organizational age 1. Product innovation
Organization’s external 2. Recruitment of talent from
linkages rivals
Performance of rivals from 3. Industry tenure of new
which new hires have been recruits

recruited
Size of rival fund family
Age of rival fund family

Board interlocks (network  Sources of an employer’s top

ties) management team hires in 1990-
Number of others firms 1994 (organizational hiring
hiring from source firm patterns)

(frequency-based imitation)
Size of other firms hiring
(trait-based imitation)
Financial performance of
others firms hiring from
source firm (outcome-based
imitation)

Industry

Organization size
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Collins & Han
(2004)

Gardner (2005)

99 companies recruiting 1.
on U.S. campuses 2.

(response rate of 43%)

661 U.S. software firmsl.
(response rate of 73%) 2.
3.

4,

5

Corporate advertising
Firm reputation

Product-market overlap

Locality of labor market

Value of human capital

Transferability of targeted human capital
Interaction of value and human capital

Source prestige
Source ROA

Early recruitment practices: Applicant pool quantity and
High- vs. low-involvement  quality

strategies

Corporate advertising

Firm reputation

Degree of threat (poaching) Retaliatory-defensive

Locality of hiring firm recruitment activities (as part of
outside the target firm's a larger set of retaliatory-
local labor market defensive reactions to poaching)

Value of human capital
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Employee
turnover
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-
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: Tobin’sq
Recruitment (as part (corporate

of Employee financial
Motivation factor) performance)
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+ Productivity

v

Empirical evidence in Huselid (1995)

—————————————— > No empirical evidence in Huselid (1995)

Figure 14.1 Mediation Effects of Recruitment on Organizational Effectiveess
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Figure 14.2 Windolf's Typology of Recruitment Strategies

Source: Windolf (1986)
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