
Cognitive and affective identification: Exploring
the links between different forms of social
identification and personality with work attitudes
and behavior

MICHAEL D. JOHNSON1*, FREDERICK P. MORGESON2 AND DAVID R. HEKMAN3

1Department of Management and Organization, University of Washington, Seattle, Washington, U.S.A.
2Department of Management, Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michigan, U.S.A.
3Organizations & Strategic Management, University of Wisconsin–Milwaukee, Milwaukee, Wisconsin, U.S.A.

Summary Individuals often identify with groups in order to either reduce perceived uncertainty or to feel better about
who they are as individuals. This suggests that cognitive and affective identification are two distinctive forms
of social identification in organizational settings. Because neurotic individuals are highly motivated to reduce
perceived uncertainty, they will tend to identify cognitively with groups. Extraverted individuals, on the other
hand, are highly motivated to enhance how they feel about themselves and thus identify affectively with
groups. Across three studies, we develop measures of cognitive and affective identification and then show that
neuroticism is positively related to cognitive identification, whereas extraversion is positively related to affec-
tive identification. We also find that affective identification provides incremental predictive validity over and
above cognitive identification in the prediction of organizational commitment, organizational involvement,
and organizational citizenship behaviors. Copyright © 2012 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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Social identification is the sense of oneness that group members feel with certain groups and the degree to which
they define themselves as members of those groups (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). When employees identify with orga-
nizational groups (e.g., workgroup, team, or organization), they are less likely to leave (Ashforth & Saks, 1996; van
Knippenberg & van Schie, 2000), perform more organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB) (Bartel, 2001; Bergami
& Bagozzi, 2000), are more involved on the job (van Knippenberg & van Schie, 2000), are more satisfied with their
jobs (Ashforth & Saks, 1996; Lee, 1971; Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Mael & Tetrick, 1992), and report working harder
(Ashforth & Saks, 1996).
From its initial conceptualization, social identification was thought to include both cognitive and affective dimen-

sions. Tajfel (1972) defined social identity as involving an individual’s knowledge of group membership and the
emotional significance the individual attaches to that membership. Groups provide a way for individuals to place
themselves and others in society such that individuals cognitively define themselves as organization members
(Albert et al., 1998). Groups also provide a sense of pride in the group and belongingness and reflect the emotional
value of that group to the group member (Albert et al., 1998). The theoretical underpinnings of social identification
are based on a hybrid of two streams of research: self-categorization theory (largely the basis of the cognitive aspect
of identification) and social identity theory (largely the basis of the emotional aspect of identification).
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Drawing on these rich theoretical streams, we suggest that there are two main reasons why people identify with
groups: (i) to feel better about themselves (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and (ii) to reduce social uncertainty (Hogg, 2000;
Reid & Hogg, 2005). We propose that self-esteem is associated primarily with affective identification, as it relates to
how one feels about oneself and the group. In contrast, uncertainty reduction is associated with cognitive identifica-
tion, as it relates to how one thinks about oneself and defines one’s place in the social environment.
Moreover, we draw on personality theory (Costa & McCrae, 1992) to hypothesize that two traits are associated

with these different motives for identifying with social groups. Social identification researchers have tended to focus
solely on the situational determinants of identification and have neglected potential dispositional antecedents (see
Riketta [2005] for a review). This lack of attention to individual differences in the prediction of identification is
unfortunate because people may differ in their “propensity to identify” (Albert et al., 1998, p. 238). We outline
how extraversion and neuroticism are two personality traits that are likely to relate to the two motives for identifying
with social groups.
In this paper, we identify the dimensions of identification and empirically test their antecedents and outcomes. We

focus specifically on identification in organizational settings, because it is in this literature where social identifica-
tion has taken a predominantly cognitive focus (in contrast to the social psychology literature, which has retained a
somewhat affective focus in its examination of socio-demographic identities). Throughout the paper, our use of the
term “social identity” is, then, strictly intended to refer to identification in organizations. We develop a rigorous two-
factor measure of identification that distinguishes affective identification from cognitive identification, examines the
dispositional sources of these two forms of identification, and tests the incremental validity of affective over cogni-
tive identification.

Two Dimensions of Social Identification

In an attempt to distinguish identification from commitment, organizational researchers may have focused too heavily
on the cognitive aspect of social identification. The primary difference between identification and commitment, how-
ever, is not a cognitive versus affective one. Instead, it is that identification reflects the sense of oneness with a group,
whereas commitment reflects the relationship strength between separate psychological entities (Ashforth and Mael,
1989; Meyer & Allen, 1991; Pratt, 1998; van Knippenberg & Sleebos, 2006).1 A similarity between the two con-
structs is that there is consensus that both identification and commitment have cognitive and affective components
(Cheney, 1983; Edwards & Peccei, 2007; Harris & Cameron, 2005; Meyer & Allen, 1991; van Dick et al, 2004).
Although the affective component of commitment has been extensively examined, the affective component of iden-
tification has been the subject of very little empirical research.
Ashforth and Mael (1989, p. 21) acknowledged that their concept of organizational identification deviated from

existing social identification research because it excluded the “affective and evaluative” dimension of identification.
Organizational researchers have suggested that research should re-examine the unmeasured affective dimension
(Albert et al., 1998). The lack of attention to the affective dimension of social identification may be responsible
for the surprising lack of support for one of the main reasons why people are thought to identify with groups—to
make themselves feel better. Indeed, this “self-esteem hypothesis” is a core tenet of social identity theory (Reid &

1As Pratt (1998: 178) put it: “Organizational commitment is often associated with, ‘How happy or satisfied am I with my organization?’
. . .Organizational identification, by contrast, is concerned with the question, ‘How do I perceive myself in relation to my organization?’” The sat-
isfaction one has with their organization may be influenced by a multitude of factors, such as ongoing rewards the organization provides their
workers, and there is no real “commitment theory” to shape and structure our understanding of the antecedents and consequences of commitment
(other than more general attitude theory; Solinger, Van Olffen, and Roe, 2008). Identification, in contrast, is rooted in a rich and strong conceptual
tradition that allows an integrative treatment of its relationship with antecedents and outcomes (Ashforth and Mael, 1989; Hogg and Terry, 2000;
Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, and Wetherell, 1987; Riketta, 2005; Pratt, 1998; van Dick et al., 2004).
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Hogg, 2005; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). However, this hypothesis has received only mixed support (Crocker & Luhtanen,
1990; Long & Spears, 1998; Rubin & Hewstone, 1998).
We suggest that this may be because the most common measures of social identification do not capture how

people feel about their group memberships, making the link between self-esteem and social identification difficult
to detect. Existing identification measures still focus almost exclusively on the cognitive aspect of the construct
(Harris & Cameron, 2005; Cheney, 1983)—individuals’ self-perceptions that they are one with a group (Dutton,
Dukerich & Harquail, 1994; Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Certainly, the first and most basic dimension of identification
is cognitively categorizing oneself as a group member (Ashmore Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004). This is
generally recognized as the heart of social identification (Deaux, 1996). Self-categorization, or what we call cognitive
identification, may be the precondition for someone to feel any type of emotions related to their identification.
What we label affective identification is how people feel about themselves in relation to a particular social group

(Ashmore Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004). We suggest that affective identification reflects individuals’ feelings
of oneness with the group. Feeling oneness with the group is distinct from perceiving oneness with the group and
should involve positive feelings about one’s membership, including pride and happiness (Albert et al., 1998).
Whetten (in Albert, 1998, p. 11) likened identities to onions where, as one peels back the layers, one eventually
elicits “tears” (strong emotions), signifying the vital core of identity that is the basis for identification. In short, as
Harquail argued (in Albert et al., 1998, p. 225), “identification engages more than our cognitive self-categorization
and our brains, it engages our hearts.” Accordingly, we define affective identification as an individual’s positive
feelings about being one with a group.
We suggest that the affective dimension of identification that is actually experienced is generally positive (e.g.,

pride, excitement, joy, love) because individuals who can say “I am ‘A’ and it’s important to me” wish to feel
positively about their membership and often find sources of pride in even the most stigmatized of groups (Ashforth,
Harrison, & Corley, 2008; Cameron, 2004). Further, individuals who generally feel positively about the group are
more likely to conclude, “I am ‘A’ and it’s important to me.” Thus, cognition and affect reciprocally reinforce iden-
tification (e.g., Kessler & Hollbach, 2005). Indeed, Pratt and Ashforth (1993, p. 313) suggested that “work, over
time, tends to implicate one’s sense of self such that behavior, cognition, and affect converge over time.”

Two Motives for Social Identification

Although much existing research on social identification has examined its situational antecedents, the degree to
which individuals identify with their organizations and other work-based groups may be affected by dispositional
differences, such as individuals’ innate need for identification (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004). We suggest that two per-
sonality factors are particularly likely to affect levels of identification: extraversion and neuroticism. These factors
may make an individual more likely to identify with social groups in general, regardless of the dynamics surround-
ing any particular social group. The reasons they lead to identification differ, however, and thus lead differentially to
cognitive and affective identification.
Social identity and self-categorization theories suggest that people identify with groups for two main reasons—to

feel better about themselves (the “self-esteem hypothesis”; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and to reduce painful social
uncertainty (the “uncertainty-reduction hypothesis”; Hogg, 2000; Reid & Hogg, 2005). We suggest that these
motives cause different aspects of individual’s identities to become salient (Ashforth & Johnson, 2001); specifically,
we argue that the dispositional traits of extraversion and neuroticism are associated with the self-esteem motive and
uncertainty-reduction motive, respectively, and in turn are associated with the two dimensions of identification.
Extraversion leads to a desire for self-enhancement (Matthews, Zeidner, & Roberts 2004), which reflects a moti-

vation to emotionally connect with one’s social environment. Extraversion has been shown to be related to various
group process variables, such as cohesion, communication, flexibility, and conflict (Barrick et al., 1998; Barry &
Stewart, 1997). Extraverted people enjoy working in groups and like to be in the presence of other people (Costa
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& McCrae, 1992). This enjoyment appears to make extraversion a likely candidate for predicting affective identifi-
cation; extraverted people should, in general, have stronger feelings of oneness with the groups of which they are
members because of their preference to be in group situations.
Moreover, extraversion is the personality trait most consistently associated with positive affect (Larsen & Ketelaar,

1991). Indeed, Costa and McCrae (1980) concluded that extraversion “predisposes individuals to positive affect”
(p. 673). Affective identification is thought to be associated with positive feelings about one’s membership in a social
group (Albert et al., 1998), and by extension, extraverted individuals with their typically higher levels of positive
affect are more likely to experience positive emotions about their social groups.

Hypothesis 1: Extraversion is positively related to affective identification in organizations.

Uncertainty reduction is the other main pathway to identification, and we argue that this is associated primarily
with cognitive identification, as the desire for less uncertainty reflects an epistemic motivation to understand one’s
social environment. Neuroticism leads to a desire for certainty (Hirsh & Inzlicht, 2008), and to the extent that indi-
viduals are highly neurotic, they will perceive their lives as having more uncertainty and be motivated to reduce this
uncertainty with clearer social self-definitions. As a result, neurotic individuals will tend to take the uncertainty-
reducing path to identification and have higher levels of cognitive identification with groups.
Neuroticism is associated with an individual’s tendency to experience anxiety and insecurity (Eysenck, 1983).

People with high levels of neuroticism feel unsure of themselves and often worry about their behavior in social situa-
tions. Social identification provides a sense of security for these people, as they may perceive that there is “safety in
groups.” Additionally, identification with a social group may be one way for people high in neuroticism to reduce
the uncertainty of social situations, because the group prescribes the appropriate behavior.

Hypothesis 2: Neuroticism is positively related to cognitive identification in organizations.

Outcomes of Cognitive and Affective Identification

A variety of attitudes and behaviors can be expected to arise out of organizational identification. First, as noted
above, organizational commitment is a related but distinct construct from organizational identification. Mael and
Tetrick (1992) lent empirical support for this distinction, showing that although identification was positively related
to job satisfaction, organizational satisfaction, and job involvement, it had significantly less overlap with these con-
structs than organizational commitment. Nevertheless, we expect that both identification dimensions are uniquely
associated with organizational commitment.
Second, satisfaction with the organization and job satisfaction have been shown to significantly correlate with

organizational identification in various settings (Ashforth & Saks, 1996; Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Mael & Tetrick,
1992; van Knippenberg & van Schie, 2000). We expect not only to replicate these findings but also to find that both
identification dimensions are uniquely associated with satisfaction.
Third, Dutton and Dukerich (1991, p. 550) theorized that the members’ perceptions of the organization’s identity

and image (the members’ perceptions of what people outside the organization think of it) “suggest a very personal
connection between organizational action and individual motivation.” They proposed that members who “have a
stake in directing organizational action” will act in ways that are consistent with what they believe to be the essence
of the organization and act in ways that support the organization.
Several empirical studies have supported this proposition. Bergami and Bagozzi (2000) found that identification

significantly predicted OCB. Similarly, Bartel (2001) found a relationship between organizational identification and
cooperation, helping behaviors, work effort, and advocacy participation. Finally, Dukerich, Golden, and Shortell
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(2002) showed that doctors’ identification with their healthcare system was positively related to cooperative beha-
viors in relation to that system.

Hypothesis 3: Cognitive and affective identification are uniquely associated with (a) organizational commitment,
(b) satisfaction, (c) OCB, and (d) organizational involvement behaviors.

We also raise the issue of whether a measure that includes both the cognitive and affective dimensions of identi-
fication predicts as well as the most commonly used identification measure in the organizational literature (Riketta,
2005). Mael’s measure (1989) has been used in numerous studies and has been shown to be a valid predictor of
organizational commitment (Ashforth & Saks, 1996; Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000), job satisfaction (Ashforth & Saks,
1996; Mael & Tetrick, 1992; van Knippenberg & van Schie, 2000), OCB (Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000), and organi-
zational involvement (Bhattacharya, Rao, & Glynn, 1995; Mael & Ashforth, 1992; van Knippenberg & van Schie,
2000). We suggest that this scale taps primarily into the cognitive dimension of identification (we discuss the details
of existing measures in the succeeding discussions). Thus, this study provides a direct test of the incremental validity
of a measure that also includes affective identification over and above the Mael measure.

Hypothesis 4: Affective identification will explain unique variance in (a) organizational commitment, (b)
satisfaction, (c) OCB, and (d) organizational involvement behaviors, over and above the variance explained by
the Mael scale.

One final issue related to the two identification dimensions is their temporal sequence. Is cognitive identification
a necessary precondition for affective identification? In other words, must one think of oneself as identifying with
the social group before one can feel oneness with the group? Some research points in this direction. For example,
Carmeli, Gilat, and Weisberg (2006) suggested that cognitive identification preceded affective commitment in
external organizational audiences (customers, suppliers, competitors).2

In contrast, research on motivated cognition may suggest that the causal pathway runs in the opposite direction.
The concept of motivated cognition is that affective states and expectations impact how people seek out and pro-
cess information (Chen, Shechter, & Chaiken, 1996). Similarly, the affect-as-information model (Clore, Gasper, &
Garvin, 2001) suggests that people use emotions as embodied information that they use in their thinking about
people, objects, situations, and groups. Together, these theories might suggest that affective identification is a
necessary precondition for cognitive identification. Because theory does not point in a definitive causal direction
between the two dimensions, we investigate their reciprocal relationships in an exploratory manner.

Research question: Does one of the identification dimensions precede the other?

Study 1

With the two-dimensional conceptualization of identification in mind, we attempted to identify all current existing
organization-based measures of identification to better understand the degree to which other researchers have mea-
sured affective and cognitive identification in organizations. We conducted an extensive literature review by
searching for the term “identification” in ISI web of science, PsycInfo, and ProQuest and included all measures
in organizational journals where the authors explicitly labeled the scale as “identification.” To be consistent with
the dominant measure of identification in organizational settings (i.e., Mael, 1989), we included measures of iden-
tification with all types of groups (e.g., business unit, work group, team, or organization). We ultimately identified

2Building on Bergami and Bagozzi’s (2000) conceptualization, these authors viewed identification as being purely cognitive, reflecting early
thought on the construct.
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40 unique published measures of identification with organization-based groups and attempted to identify whether
they were tapping into cognitive or affective identification (see Appendix).
The vast majority of the identification items and measures tapped only into the cognitive dimension of identifica-

tion. For example, Bergami and Bagozzi’s (2000) graphical measure captures the degree to which one perceives an
overlap between one’s personal identity and the organizational identity. Mael’s (1989) measure has items such as “I
am very interested in what others think about my organization” and “This organization’s successes are my
successes.”
A minority of the measures of identification may have tapped into both affective and cognitive dimensions

of identification. For example, Harris and Cameron (2005) have an item that may capture affective identification
(e.g., “In general, I am glad to be a member of this organization”). Van Dick et al. (2004) also may have an item
capturing affective organizational identification (e.g., “I like to work for this organization”). However, in each case,
these scales combine the affective and cognitive dimensions of organizational identification into a unidimensional
measure.
A further limitation of existing identification measures is that some are target specific. That is, they were designed

with a specific organizational level in mind and are not easily adapted to social referents that are larger or smaller in
size. For example, Mael’s (1989) measure includes the item, “If a story in the media criticized the organization, I
would feel embarrassed.” Clearly, it would be difficult to apply this item to a smaller target such as a workgroup.
Although these measures work well in assessing identification with the targets for which they were written, social
identity theory holds that individuals identify with multiple targets (e.g., workgroup, organization, profession;
Tajfel, 1981; Turner, 1982), and empirical research has begun to examine this notion (Johnson, Morgeson, Ilgen,
Meyer, & Lloyd, 2006). In order to empirically examine identification with multiple targets, it is necessary to use
measures that can be easily adapted to both large and small social referents. Thus, we developed measures specifi-
cally designed to measure both the cognitive and affective dimensions of identification, without limiting the measure
to a specific target.

Method

Measure development
We developed our measure by following established development and validation procedures (Haladyna, 1999;
Hinkin, 1998). On the basis of our definitions of the dimensions outlined earlier, we independently wrote or revised
items for each dimension. We undertook several steps in this initial item writing and revision stage. First, we
reviewed existing items from published identification measures. These items were either (i) categorized as either
being primarily cognitive or affective in nature or (ii) rewritten to more clearly reflect cognitive or affective identi-
fication. Second, we wrote new items to measure aspects of identification that we felt were not adequately captured
in existing measures. Throughout the item writing and revising process, we strove for distinctiveness between the
two dimensions by focusing on the thinking and feeling aspects of cognitive and affective identification, respec-
tively. Third, as much as possible, we sought to create or revise items so they were not target specific. This resulted
in an initial pool of 35 cognitive and affective identification items.
We then held a consensus discussion to pick the items that best reflected cognitive and affective identification. We

eliminated items if they were judged to be unnecessarily complex or if they did not clearly reflect the underlying
dimension of identification. Through this discussion, the original item set was reduced to 22 items (11 items per
dimension). In this study, we used the university as the target of identification.

Participants and procedure
One hundred twelve undergraduates enrolled in an upper-level Management course at a large Midwestern university
participated in exchange for course credit; 51.8 per cent were men and 86.6 per cent were Caucasian, and the average
age was 20.75 (SD= 0.91).
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Results and Discussion of Study 1

We conducted an exploratory principal factor analysis to identify emergent factor solutions and determine if the data
supported alternative factor solutions. We used oblique rotation, which allows the factors to correlate, because the
theory underpinning our model anticipates that the factors may be correlated. We used three criteria to determine
which items to retain. First, we looked for factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 (the Kaiser–Guttman criterion).
Often, however, this criterion overestimates the number of factors to retain (Floyd & Widaman, 1995). Therefore,
for our second criterion, we made a plot of the eigenvalues in descending order to identify the scree or the point
at which the slope of decreasing eigenvalues approaches zero. This indicates the point at which eliminating addi-
tional factors would not eliminate significant variance. Third, we retained only factors with two or more items load-
ing at significant levels; we attributed an item to a given factor if the factor loading equaled or exceeded 0.40 (Floyd
& Widaman, 1995).
The Kaiser–Guttman criterion initially indicated a four-component solution with eigenvalues greater than 1, but

examination of the scree plot supported a two-component solution. Therefore, we specified a two-factor solution
and, through an iterative process, removed items that had either low loadings on their primary component or high
cross-loadings on the other component. This process resulted in a clean two-component solution with four items
each representing the two dimensions; we show the retained items in Table 1. Coefficient alpha for the component
that we labeled cognitive identification was .81, and was .84 for the component that we labeled affective identifica-
tion. The components were moderately correlated (r= .40, p< .01), suggesting that although related, they were
tapping into separate dimensions.

Study 2

The purpose of Study 2 was to confirm the dimensionality of the new measure and establish its construct and pre-
dictive validity. To do this, we administered the measure to a new sample and conducted confirmatory factor anal-
yses, and we examined the relationships of the new identification measure with personality, organizational prestige,
commitment, satisfaction, OCB, and two involvement behaviors. This allowed us to place cognitive and affective
identification within a nomological network of related constructs. Additionally, we compared the predictive validity
of the new measure with that of the most commonly used identification measure in the literature (Mael, 1989).

Table 1. Study 1 component loadings of the items.

Item
Affective

identification
Cognitive

identification

I feel happy to be a student in the university. .91 .40
I am proud to be a student in the university. .88 .36
It feels good to be a student in the university. .84 .44
If I were forced to leave the university, I would be very disappointed. .77 .20
My self-identity is based in part on my membership in the university. .41 .86
My membership in the university is very important to my sense of who I am. .29 .85
My sense of self overlaps with the identity of the university. .39 .82
If the university were criticized, it would influence how I thought about
myself.

.23 .70

Eigenvalue 3.97 1.58
% of variance 49.64 19.77

Note: The bold values indicate which factor on which the items load most strongly.
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Method

Participants and procedure
Seven hundred forty-nine upper-level undergraduates enrolled in the College of Business at a large Midwestern
university participated voluntarily. The sample was 57 per cent men and 84 per cent Caucasian. Whereas the iden-
tification target in Study 1 was the university as a whole, in this study, we asked the participants to consider their
identification with the College of Business. We gathered the individual difference measures at different times over
the previous two years and we matched these with the survey data.

Measures
We measured the two identification dimensions with the two 4-item measures developed in Study 1. Coefficient
alphas were .83 and .87, respectively. We also measured identification by using a previously validated 6-item mea-
sure (Mael, 1989) to establish convergent validity of the new measures. Coefficient alpha for this scale was .85 in
our sample.
We measured extraversion and neuroticism by using the Revised NEO Personality Inventory (Costa & McCrae,

1992). Each measure contained 12 statements, and participants responded using a 5-point scale. Coefficient alpha in
our sample were .77 for extraversion and .80 for neuroticism. We measured these at different times from the rest of
the variables. Specifically, 351 of the participants also participated in additional unrelated studies that measured
personality in the two years prior to this study. On average, we collected the personality measures one year prior
to the rest of the variables in this study.
We measured organizational commitment with eight items adapted from Mowday, Steers, and Porter (1979). A

sample item is, “I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected in order to help the
College of Business be successful.” Coefficient alpha in our sample was .90. We measured organizational satisfac-
tion with seven items adapted from Hackman and Oldham (1980). A sample item is, “Generally speaking, I am very
satisfied with the College of Business.” Coefficient alpha in our sample was .84. We measured OCB with the inter-
personal helping and loyal boosterism scales from Moorman and Blakely (1995). Sample items are, “Go out of your
way to help other students with school-related problems” and “Encourage friends and family to attend the College of
Business,” respectively. Factor analysis indicated that these subscales were unidimensional in our sample, with an
alpha of .95.
We assessed organizational involvement by asking participants to indicate the degree to which they had been

involved in nine activities: organizations within the business school, student organization executive boards, and
student organization committees, career advising/direction, workshops/seminars offered by the business school,
mock interviewing, a job placement system, assistance from the career center staff, and the career center overall.
Factor analysis indicated two factors; the first three items, which all dealt with student organizations, loaded on
one factor; and the other six, which all dealt with professional development activities, loaded on the second factor.
We called the first factor organizational involvement, and the second factor professional development, and they each
had internal consistency reliabilities of .79.
We also included several control variables, including gender and tenure in the business school, because both have

been significantly associated with identification in various studies. We also included a measure of perceived organi-
zational prestige, as this has also been shown to be a significant predictor of identification in previous research. We
measured organizational prestige with five items adapted from Mael and Ashforth (1992). A sample item is, “People
in the university think highly of the College of Business.” Coefficient alpha in our sample was .74.

Results

We first ran a confirmatory factor analysis on the identification items to examine whether the dimensions showed dis-
criminant validity in this sample. The hypothesized two-factor solution showed excellent fit (w219 = 43.51,NNFI= 0.99,

COGNITIVE AND AFFECTIVE IDENTIFICATION 1149

Copyright © 2012 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. J. Organiz. Behav. 33, 1142–1167 (2012)
DOI: 10.1002/job



CFI= 0.99, RMSEA= 0.03). This fit much better than a one-factor solution (w220 = 888.15, NNFI= 0.58, CFI= 0.70,
RMSEA= 0.24), suggesting that the measures were again tapping into different dimensions of identification. Table 2
shows the means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations of all of the variables in the study. The identification
dimensions showed a similar relationship (r = .43, p< .01) as found in Study 1. Cognitive identification correlated
.61 (p< .01) and affective identification correlated .50 (p< .01) with the Mael identification measure.
Hypotheses 1 and 2 predicted that extraversion is positively related to affective identification and neuroticism is

positively related to cognitive identification. We tested these hypotheses by first examining the zero-order correla-
tions and then through multiple hierarchical regression. In the regression equations, we entered the control variables
in the first step and the personality variables in the second step. The results of these equations can be found in
Table 3. Extraversion was significantly correlated with affective identification (r = .21, p< .01), but not with cogni-
tive identification (r= .08, ns). In the regression equation with affective identification as the dependent variable,
extraversion was still a significant predictor (b= .16, p< .01). Thus, Hypothesis 1 was supported. Neuroticism
was significantly correlated with cognitive identification (r = .15, p< .01), but not with affective identification
(r=�.05, p< .01). In the regression equation with cognitive identification as the dependent variable, neuroticism
was still a significant predictor (b= .20, p< .01). Thus, Hypothesis 2 was supported.

Table 2. Study 2 means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations.

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Cognitive ID 3.20 0.85 (.83)
2. Affective ID 4.28 0.61 .43** (.87)
3. Male ID scale 3.42 0.73 .61** .50** (.85)
4. Neuroticism 2.47 0.58 .15** �.05 .07 (.80)
5. Extraversion 3.71 0.52 .08 .21** .20** �.19** (.77)
6. Prestige 4.02 0.62 .15** .41** .21** �.15** .17** (.74)
7. Commitment 3.78 0.64 .47** .70** .63** �.02 .20** .44** (.90)
8. Satisfaction 3.83 0.62 .25** .54** .36** �.16** .20** .52** .66** (.84)
9. OCB 3.60 0.84 .28** .36** .39** .00 .18** .37** .51** .46** (.95)
10. Org involvement 0.98 1.06 .17** .18** .20** .04 .16** .11** .21** .16** .23** (.79)
11. Prof development 1.27 0.86 .16** .15** .21** .05 .16** .09* .22** .19** .21** .51** (.79)

N= 749 for all correlations except those involving variables 4 and 5, where N = 351. Coefficient alpha is on the diagonal.
*p< .05;
**p< .01.

Table 3. Study 2 regression of the identification dimensions on extraversion and neuroticism.

Cognitive identification Affective identification

Gender �.01 �.02
Tenure �.08 �.09
Prestige .12* .39**
Extraversion .10 .16**
Neuroticism .19** .05
F 3.82** 14.80**
R2 .05 .18

N= 351.
*p< .05;
**p< .01.
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Hypothesis 3 predicted that the two identification dimensions would contribute uniquely to (a) commitment,
(b) satisfaction, (c) OCB, and (d) organizational involvement.We tested this withmultivariate regression (Table 4), with
the control variables in the first step and the two identification dimensions in the second step. Because regression
controls for each of the other independent variables in the model, the beta weights reflect the independent prediction
of each independent variable. Additionally, because the measures showed a moderate intercorrelation, this provides a
relatively stringent test of the hypotheses. Supporting Hypothesis 3(a), both cognitive (b= .23, p< .01) and affective
identification (b= .57, p< .01) were significant, accounting for 44.5 per cent of the variance in organizational
commitment over and above the controls. Supporting Hypothesis 3(b), both cognitive (b= .07, p< .05) and affective
identification were significant (b= .41, p< .01), accounting for 17.6 per cent of the variance in satisfaction beyond
the controls. Supporting Hypothesis 4(c), both cognitive (b= .18, p< .01) and affective identification (b= .22,
p< .01) were significant, accounting for 10.4 per cent of the variance in OCB beyond the controls. For organizational
involvement activities, only affective identification (b= .15, p< .01) was significant, accounting for 3.1 per cent of the
variance. For professional development activities, both cognitive (b= .13, p< .01) and affective identification (b= .09,
p< .05) were significant, accounting for 3.2 per cent of the variance. Together, these results provide partial support for
Hypothesis 3(d).
Hypothesis 4 predicted that affective identification would account for incremental validity in attitudes and beha-

viors over and above the most commonly used measure of organizational identification. We tested this by running
the same regressions as those used for Hypothesis 3, but with the Mael identification measure as one of the control
variables. In three of four cases, affective identification accounted for incremental variance. For commitment, both
cognitive (b= .07, p< .05) and affective identification (b= .47, p< .01) were significant, accounting for an addi-
tional 15.4 per cent of the variance. For satisfaction, affective identification was significant (b= .36, p< .01),
accounting for an additional 8.6 per cent of the variance. For OCB, affective identification was significant
(b= .12, p< .01), accounting for 1.0 per cent additional variance. Similarly, affective identification was significant
for organizational involvement (b= .10, p< .01). Neither dimension was significant for professional development
behaviors. These results provide partial support for Hypothesis 4. Moreover, they suggest that the Mael scale is more
cognitive than affective in nature, which is consistent with the bivariate relationships.
Finally, we examined our research question related to the dynamic nature of identification—whether one dimen-

sion is a necessary precondition for the other. To examine this question, we collected additional data from 152 of
the Study 2 participants one year after they had completed the initial survey. We asked them to complete the iden-
tification measures again. Coefficient alpha for the two dimensions was .84 for cognitive and .90 for affective. A
comparison of those who completed the survey both years with those who only completed the survey the first year
revealed no significant differences in gender, perceptions of prestige, or either identification dimension in year 1. As

Table 4. Study 2 regression of outcomes on identification.

Commitment Satisfaction OCB
Organizational
involvement

Professional development
activities

Gender �.02 .04 .10** .12** .08*
Tenure �.01 �.02 .02 .19** .17**
Prestige .12** .28** .14** .02 .02
Cognitive identification .23** .07* .18** .07 .13**
Affective identification .57** .41** .22** .15** .09*
F 181.85** 86.27** 30.86** 14.12** 10.80**
R2 .56 .38 .18 .09 .07

N= 724.
*p< .05;
**p< .01.
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expected, however, there was a significant difference in tenure (p< .01), such that the students who participated
only in year 1 had slightly higher tenure in the school (3.38 years, SD= 0.54) than those who participated in both
years (3.00 years, SD= 0.28). This was because the students who participated in year 1 included students who
graduated after year 1 and thus could not participate in year 2.
In order to determine a causal direction between the dimensions, we would need to satisfy three conditions:

(i) show covariance between the dimensions, (ii) establish temporal precedence of one dimension before the other,
and (iii) remove alternative explanations for the results (Cook & Campbell, 1979). To test whether people develop
first one kind of identification and then the other, we first examined the bivariate correlations across years and then
ran polynomial regressions for the year 2 dimensions on both of the year 1 dimensions (i.e., year 2 affective identi-
fication was regressed on year 1 cognitive and affective identification, their interaction term, and the squared terms,
as was year 2 cognitive identification). We then plotted the results by using response surface methodology (Edwards
& Parry, 1993).
The bivariate correlations for this subsample indicated that the strongest correlation was cognitive identification

across years (r= .52, p< .01), followed by affective identification across years (r = .26, p< .01). The correlation
of the cognitive dimensions across years was significantly higher than the correlation of affective identification
across years (z = 2.68, p< .01). This indicates that in our data, cognitive identification was more stable over time
than affective identification.
In the polynomial regression analyses, neither dimension in year 1 added incremental variance to the other dimen-

sion in year 2 (while controlling for year 1 values of the other dimension). The interaction term, however, was
significant in predicting year 2 affective identification, and the squared term for year 1 affective identification was
significant in both equations. We present graphically the surface plots in Figures 1 and 2. The cognitive identifica-
tion surface indicates that the highest levels of year 2 cognitive identification were predicted by high levels of year 1
cognitive identification and low levels of year 1 affective identification (the top right corner of the plot), whereas the
lowest levels were predicted by low levels of year 1 cognitive identification and moderately high levels of affective
identification (near the bottom left corner of the plot). The significant squared term for year 1 affective identification
is evident in the U curve from left to right, especially at high levels of year 1 cognitive identification.
We also tested the slopes and curvature along the Y=X line (from the front corner to the back corner of the plot)

and the Y=�X line (from the left corner to the right corner of the plot) by using the LMATRIX function of SPSS.
This function creates linear combinations of coefficients representing both the slope and the curve of these lines and

Figure 1. Surface plot of year 2 cognitive identification.
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are tested in terms of whether they differ significantly from 0. For the Y=X line, the slope was not significant
(b=�.93, SE = .62, ns) but the curve was (b= .18, SE = .09, p< .05), indicating a significant U shape from front
to back. For the Y=�X line, the slope was significant (b = 3.24, SE= 1.19, p< .01) but the curve was not
(b= .62, SE= .34, ns), indicating a positive linear slope from left to right.
Similarly, the affective identification surface shows the highest levels of affective identification at high levels of

year 1 cognitive identification and low levels of affective identification, and the lowest levels at low levels of year 1
cognitive identification and moderate levels of year 1 affective identification. The U curve associated with year 1
affective identification is not as steep as in the cognitive surface, but it is clear, especially at high levels of cognitive
identification. Tests of the Y=X line indicated that neither the slope (b =�.99, SE= .55, ns) nor the curve (b = .15,
SE= .08, ns) was significant, reflecting a flat line from front to back in the surface. Tests of the Y=�X line, however,
were significant for slope (b = 2.50, SE = 1.05, p< .05), but not for the curve (b= .54, SE= .30, ns), indicating a
positive linear slope.
Together, these surfaces point to a critical role for year 1 cognitive identification in facilitating identification for

both dimensions in year 2. High levels of year 1 affective identification were not necessary for bringing about high
levels of either identification dimension in year 2; indeed, the highest levels of year 2 identification was when low
levels of year 1 affective identification were coupled with high levels of year 1 cognitive identification. Thus, it
appears that in our data, cognitive identification may be a precondition for developing high levels of affective iden-
tification, but not vice versa.

Study 2 Discussion

The purpose of Study 2 was to validate the new measures of cognitive and affective identification in a different sam-
ple through examining their relationships with personality antecedents, related attitudes, and outcomes. Cognitive
identification was predicted by neuroticism, and affective identification was predicted by extraversion, even when
controlling for organizational prestige and the other individual variables. Notably, although it was a control variable,
prestige showed a much stronger relationship with affective identification than with cognitive identification.
The two identification dimensions showed independent predictive validity of every proposed related attitude and

outcome, except for organizational involvement (which was predicted by affective identification alone). In fact, sup-
plementary hierarchical regressions revealed that the dimensions accounted for roughly equal amounts of variance in

Figure 2. Surface plot of year 2 affective identification.
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the attitudes and behaviors we examined. This should sound as a caution to identity researchers who examine iden-
tification solely as a cognitive construct, because the emotional significance that people attach to their identities has
at least as much predictive value as the cognitive dimension alone. Additionally, affective identification accounted
for incremental variance over and above the most commonly used existing identification measure in predicting job
attitudes and behaviors.
Although an alternative explanation for the findings in this study may appear to be common method variance

because the measures were all self-reports, we suggest that two characteristics of the data argue against this. First,
as can be seen in Table 2, many of the correlations between the variables are near zero, suggesting that common
method variance was not necessarily a problem. Second, common method variance could not account for the fact
that the identification measures provided independent predictive validity of most of the outcomes. By definition,
variance that is shared by the predictors in simultaneous regression becomes attributed to neither one (Cohen &
Cohen, 1983). We also followed several steps suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003) to remove concerns about com-
mon method bias. Specifically, we ran partial correlations controlling for the smallest observed correlation as a
proxy for common method variance and still found our effects. Additionally, Harman’s single factor test revealed
that there was more than one factor that fit the data. Therefore, the observed relationships are more likely due to true
covariation between the constructs rather than to common method bias.
We also examined the development of identification over time to determine whether one dimension was a necessary

precondition for the other. Surface modeling indicated that it is likely that cognitive identification served as a precondi-
tion for developing high levels of affective identification. One explanation for this result is that when people clearly
define themselves as members of a group (i.e., high cognitive identification), but do not feel good about that group
membership (i.e., low affective identification), they enter a state of identity disequilibrium. Such a state is unpleasant
for individuals and will motivate them to increase their affective identification. Theymay do that by seeking out positive
aspects of their group that make them feel proud, happy, and generally good about their group membership.
However, sometimes individuals cannot find aspects of a group membership that make them feel good. These

individuals strongly define themselves as group members, but do not feel good about their membership in that
group. In other words, such individuals are stuck in a group they do not like very much. The way to resolve this
imbalance is by somewhat paradoxically strengthening their cognitive identification with the group even more.
Strengthening one’s cognitive identification and self-categorization with a group is pleasurable because it has the
effect of demarcating the group boundary more clearly, which gives the group an exclusive feel, if only in one’s
own mind. This may explain why individuals with strong cognitive identification and weak affective identification
tended to have the highest level of cognitive identification in the subsequent period.

Study 3

We conducted Studies 1 and 2 on relatively homogeneous samples of undergraduate students. Thus, questions arise
regarding the external validity of our findings and specifically whether they will generalize to employees in work
settings. Therefore, in Study 3, we examined the new identification measures in a field sample of full-time workers
by investigating the relationship between cognitive and affective identification and a reduced set of antecedents and
outcomes.

Method

Participants and procedure
One hundred fifty-six employees of a large Midwestern university participated in the study. We recruited them
through an e-mail request sent to a randomly selected group of members of two university unions, and we
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compensated them $10 each for their participation. The participants held jobs in administrative or secretarial work
(37 per cent), research activities (17 per cent), information technology (15 per cent), curriculum and development
(11 per cent), communications and coordination (10 per cent), accounting (4 per cent), and other types of work (6
per cent); 73.1 per cent were women, 70.3 per cent were married, the mean age was 43.5 years (SD= 9.9), and their
mean tenure at their current job was 9.8 years (SD = 8.9). Because tenure has been shown to be a valid predictor of
identification in previous research, we entered it as a control variable in the multivariate regression analyses. Parti-
cipants completed the personality survey first and then two weeks later completed the other measures.

Measures
We assessed cognitive and affective identification by using the measures developed in Study 1. In this study, we
asked the participants to consider both their membership in their department and with the university as a whole.
Thus, they completed each measure twice: once with the department as the target of identification and once with
the university as a target. Coefficient alphas for cognitive identification were both .88 for the department as a target
and for the university as a target; alphas for affective identification were .90 for the department as a target and .84 for
the university as a target.
As in Study 2, we measured extraversion and neuroticism by using the 12-item scales of the NEO-PI-R. Coefficient

alphas in this sample were .77 for extraversion and .85 for neuroticism. We measured job satisfaction with a 5-item
measure from Brayfield and Rothe (1951). Coefficient alpha in our sample was .89.

Results and Discussion of Study 3

Table 5 displays the means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations of the study variables. Interestingly, the
correlation between the two identification dimensions varied depending upon the target. With the department as
the target of identification, the dimensions correlated at only .24 (p< .01), but with the university as the target, they
correlated at .44 (p< .01). This may suggest that as the referent becomes more proximal, cognitive and affective
identification become more distinct from each other. Although not hypothesized, this appears to be consistent with
construal level theory (Liberman, Trope, & Stephan, 2007), which proposes that as the psychological distance
between an individual and an object increases, the individual’s perceptions of that object become more abstract
and global. In the case of identification with close (department) and distant (university) targets, this would suggest
that individuals distinguish less between cognitive and affective identification at higher levels.

Table 5. Study 3 means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations.

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Cognitive ID (department) 2.84 0.99 (.88)
2. Affective ID (department) 3.87 0.82 .24** (.90)
3. Cognitive ID (university) 2.62 0.94 .58** .18* (.88)
4. Affective ID (university) 4.02 0.64 .18* .42** .44** (.84)
5. Neuroticism 2.49 0.65 .21** �.22** .17* �.09 (.84)
6. Extraversion 3.50 0.53 .05 .19* .11 .22** �.30** (.79)
7. Job satisfaction 3.86 0.85 .13 .65** .06 .34** �.31** .26** (.89)
8. Gender1 1.27 0.45 .01 .01 .00 �.17* �.01 �.04 .00
9. Tenure 9.75 8.90 .11 �.02 .08 .06 �.14 �.09 .01 �.01

N= 156. Coefficient alpha is on the diagonal.
1Gender was coded as 1 = female, 2 =male.
*p< .05;
**p< .01.
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The bivariate correlations of the identification measures with the personality factors were largely similar to those
found in Study 2. Extraversion was positively correlated with affective identification with both the department
(r= .19, p< .05) and the university (r= .22, p< .01), but was not significantly correlated with cognitive identification
with either target, lending additional support for Hypothesis 1. With the department as the target of identification,
neuroticism showed a significant positive correlation with cognitive identification (r= .21, p< .01). Interestingly,
neuroticism also showed a significant negative correlation with affective identification (r =�.22, p< .01). With
the university as the target of identification, neuroticism was positively related to cognitive identification (r= .17,
p< .05) but unrelated to affective identification (r =�.09, ns). This lends additional support for Hypothesis 2.
Regressing the identification measures on the personality factors also replicated Study 2. Controlling for gender,

tenure, and extraversion, neuroticism significantly predicted cognitive identification with the department (b= .28,
p< .01) and the university (b= .26, p< .01). Although not hypothesized, extraversion also predicted cognitive
identification with the university (b= .21, p< .05), but not with the department. Extraversion significantly predicted
affective identification with the university beyond the controls and neuroticism (b= .23, p< .01), but did not signif-
icantly predict affective identification with the department (b= .13, ns). Thus, Hypotheses 1 and 2 were largely
supported. We then regressed job satisfaction on the identification measures at both levels (department and univer-
sity), and only affective identification with the department was a significant predictor (b= .62, p< .05). This was
similar to Study 2, where affective identification accounted for most of the variance in satisfaction. Thus, Hypothesis
3(b) was partially supported in this study.

General Discussion

The purpose of this series of studies was to examine two dimensions of social identification—cognitive and
affective—and highlight their relationships with personality antecedents and attitudinal and behavioral outcomes.
Because no measures that expressly measured these dimensions existed, we developed new 4-item measures that
were shown to be reliable, empirically distinct, and possess both construct and predictive validity.
This research makes several contributions to social identification research. First, we have outlined two motives for

social identification that are associated with the two dimensions of identification. Consistent with past theorizing, we
describe why people identify with social groups (self-enhancement and uncertainty reduction; Hogg, 2000; Reid &
Hogg, 2005; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and how these cause people to identify either cognitively or affectively with
social groups. Key to this conceptualization is the affective dimension of identification. Although from its inception,
social identity theory identified affect as being a primary component of identification, organizational researchers
tended to downplay this dimension while emphasizing the cognitive dimension. This may at least partially explain
why a significant number of studies failed to support the self-enhancement motive of social identification (Rubin &
Hewstone, 1998). By including this neglected affective dimension of social identification, we reconcile original con-
ceptualizations of social identities with current ones, resulting in a more complete understanding of the construct.
This research is the first to explicitly measure cognitive and affective forms of identification. Empirically, we

showed that this was a meaningful distinction and that individuals could reliability differentiate between these
different forms of identification. In fact, although related, there is considerable independence between cognitive
and affective identification (i.e., they only share about 16 per cent of variance in common). If existing measures
are primarily cognitive, they may be under-predicting attitudes and behaviors. Indeed, we found that our measures
of cognitive and affective identification provided incremental prediction of work attitudes and behaviors over the
most commonly used measure of identification. This suggests that the use of a more differentiated conception of
identification may not only enable the creation of more sophisticated theoretical models but can also yield stronger
empirical prediction.
Nearly all research on organizational identification assumes that identification motivates individuals to exert

themselves on the job (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Yet, this relationship is not always significant (Michel & Jehn,
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2003), and when it is, the relationship has been found to be relatively weak (Riketta, 2005). The weak association
between identification and employee performance has exposed organizational identification to criticism for being a
construct that is theoretically interesting, yet inconsequential within organizations (Riketta, 2005). Our results
suggest that rather than being weak, the relationship has been left unobserved because until now identification
measures have excluded the affective aspect of identification.
Our results also help place cognitive and affective identification into a broader nomological network of constructs.

Although a number of constructs we investigated have been investigated before (e.g., satisfaction, citizenship
behaviors), some have not been studied before (e.g., personality). The significant relationship between identification
and personality suggests that identification research might profit from a movement into new directions. In particular,
the association of extraversion with affective identification via the self-enhancement motive and neuroticism with
cognitive identification via the uncertainty-reduction motive was replicated across two samples.
Two of the studies examined the relationships of the identification dimensions with satisfaction. Both of these

studies found that when various forms of satisfaction (organizational and job) were regressed on both dimensions,
affective identification was the strongest predictor. Thus, it appears that the cognitive sense of social identification
is not closely related to one’s sense of satisfaction, but the emotional significance one attaches to one’s social
identity is. The identification dimensions were also significantly related to commitment, OCB, and organizational
involvement.

Limitations

Clearly, one concern in this series of studies could be common method variance. Our purpose in these studies,
however, was to examine the value of conceptualizing identification as separate dimensions. Thus, our interest
was more on establishing the construct validity of the new measure than on providing strict tests of the relationship
of identification with other constructs. Additionally, as Podsakoff et al. (2003, p. 887) pointed out, it is not always
possible to separate sources and methods in psychological research. In particular, they note, “researchers examining
the relationships between two or more employee job attitudes cannot obtain measures of these constructs from
separate sources.” Therefore, where possible, we separated the measurement of predictor and criterion variables
in time. Notably, as pointed out in the discussion of Study 2, the near-zero correlations between some of the
variables, and the fact that the identification measures provided independent predictive validity of many of the
outcomes, argue against common method variance as an alternative explanation.
A second limitation of this series of studies is that all three samples were drawn from people in university

communities. The concern of the homogeneity of the samples is alleviated somewhat by the fact that the sample
in Study 3 was full-time university employees and not students. It may be, however, that the external validity of
the findings may be limited if people in university communities are somehow different in their identification and thus
are not fully representative of the wider population of organizational members.

Directions for Future Research

Conceptually, social identities are not merely cognitive constructions. People also attach varying levels of emotional
significance to their social identities. Yet, most research on social identification—particularly in organizational
settings—has ignored the affective dimension of social identification. We hope that our research, and in particular
our development of reliable and valid measures of cognitive and affective identification, will spur further research
that examines both dimensions of social identification. We offer five suggestions for future research.
First, social identity and self-categorization theories assert that social identities are enacted on the basis of situa-

tional cues. We suggest that an interesting avenue of research would be to examine the unique effects of these sit-
uational cues on the two dimensions. Some cues may cause both dimensions to become salient (Ashforth & Johnson,
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2001), whereas others may stimulate only one of the dimensions. For example, a threat against a social group from
an outgroup may stimulate both dimensions, but an ingroup conflict may stimulate only one.
Second, the theories assert that people hold multiple social identities. For example, an individual may enact one

social identity when at work, but another when out to lunch with friends. It would be interesting to examine whether
different social identities held by the same person vary in their levels of cognitive and affective identification. One
social identity may be very cognitively self-defining, but hold little emotional significance for the individual.
Third, the multiple identities that people hold vary in terms of psychological distance and are often nested

within each other (Ashforth & Johnson, 2001). In Study 3, we found that the correlation between the two dimen-
sions was lower with the department as the target of identification than it was with the organization as the target.
Consistent with construal level theory (Liberman, Trope, & Stephan, 2007), this may suggest that when the targets
of identification are psychologically closer, the identification dimensions become more distinct from each other.
We encourage future research that would investigate how the dimensions relate to each other at varying levels
of psychological distance in other ways that construal levels are conceptualized. This could include targets of
identification that vary in temporal construal (present vs. future or past targets) and physical distance (co-located
vs. dispersed targets).
Fourth, very little social identity research has examined the effects of social identities on non-attitudinal

outcomes. It may be that one of the dimensions has a stronger relationship with these sorts of outcomes than the
other. Although we examined two types of behaviors in this study (OCB and involvement), other behaviors that
are critical to organizational functioning may also be affected by the two dimensions. In particular, it would be
interesting to see research that outlines the effect of the identification dimensions on performance, absenteeism,
and turnover.
Finally, research on social identity threat has found that external threats to an ingroup can cause members to

actually increase their identification with the threatened group. This appears to be the case even if the ingroup is
of low status or carries a social stigma (Derks, van Laar, & Ellemers, 2009). To date, no research has examined
whether threats have differential effects on cognitive and affective identification. It could be that a threat may cause
members to cognitively define themselves more strongly as group members while simultaneously feeling less pride
in their threatened group membership. Social identity threats may also interact with personality in predicting
changes in identification. Members high in neuroticism may enhance their cognitive identification more under iden-
tity threat than those low in neuroticism, and extraverted members may decrease their affective identification more
than introverted members.

Author biographies

Michael D. Johnson is an assistant professor of management and organization in the Foster School of Business,
University of Washington. He received his Ph.D. in organizational behavior and human resource management from
Michigan State University. His research focuses primarily on groups and teams, identity, and affect.
Frederick P. Morgeson (PhD, Purdue University) is a professor of management and Valade Research Scholar at the
Eli Broad College of Business at Michigan State University. His current research interests include the role of
leadership in self-managing teams and the nature of the relationship between leaders and followers. He is also inter-
ested in exploring fundamental questions about the nature of work, including how work is structured and how people
perceive their work.
David R. Hekman is an assistant professor of management at the Lubar School of Business, University of Wisconsin-
Milwaukee. He earned his Ph.D. in management from the University of Washington. He is interested in improving
organizational health by minimizing organizational problems such as weak employee attachment, contagious harmful
behaviors, and persistent workplace inequality.

1158 M. D. JOHNSON ET AL.

Copyright © 2012 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. J. Organiz. Behav. 33, 1142–1167 (2012)
DOI: 10.1002/job



References
*Abrams, D., Ando, K., & Hinkle, S. (1998). Psychological attachment to the group: Cross-cultural differences in organizational
identification and subjective norms as predictors of workers’ turnover intentions. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
24, 1027–1039.

Albert, S. (1998). The definition and metadefinition of identity. In D. A. Whetten, & P. C. Godfrey (Eds.), Identity in organiza-
tions: Building theory through conversations (pp. 1–14). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Albert, S., Ashforth, B. E., Barker, J. R., Dukerich, J. M., Elsbach, K. D., Glynn, M. A., . . .Parks, J. M. (1998). Identification
with organizations. In D. A. Whetten, & P. C. Godfrey (Eds.), Identity in organizations: Building theory through conversations
(pp. 209–272). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Ashforth, B. E., & Johnson, S. A. (2001). Which hat to wear? The relative salience of multiple identities in organizational
contexts. In M. A. Hogg, & D. J. Terry (Eds.), Social identity processes in organizational contexts (pp. 31–48). Philadelphia,
PA: Psychology Press.

Ashforth, B. E., & Mael, F. A. (1989). Social identity theory and the organization. Academy of Management Review, 14, 20–39.
Ashforth, B. E., & Saks, A. M. (1996). Socialization tactics: Longitudinal effects on newcomer adjustment. Academy of Manage-
ment Journal, 39, 149–178.

Ashforth, B. E., Harrison, S. H., & Corley, K. G. (2008). Identification in organizations: An examination of four fundamental
questions. Journal of Management, 34, 325–374.

Ashmore, R. D., Deaux, K., & McLaughlin-Volpe, T. (2004). An organizing framework for collective identity: Articulation and
significance of multidimensionality. Psychological Bulletin, 130, 80–114.

Barrick, M. R., Stewart, G. L., Neubert, M. J., & Mount, M. K. (1998). Relating member ability and personality to work-team
processes and team effectiveness. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 377–391.

Barry, B., & Stewart, G. (1997). Composition, process, and performance in self-managed groups: The role of personality. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 82, 62–78.

*Bartel, C. A. (2001). Social comparisons in boundary-spanning work: Effects of community outreach on members’ organiza-
tional identity and identification. Administrative Science Quarterly, 46, 379–413.

*Bergami, M., & Bagozzi, R. P. (2000). Self-categorization, affective commitment and group self-esteem as distinct aspects of
social identity in the organization. British Journal of Social Psychology, 39, 555–577.

*Bhattacharya, C. B., & Elsbach, K. D. (2002). Us versus them: The roles of organizational identification and disidentification in
social marketing initiatives. Journal of Public Policy and Marketing, 21, 26–37.

Bhattacharya, C. B., Rao, H., & Glynn, M. A. (1995). Understanding the bond of identification: An investigation of its correlates
among art museum members. Journal of Marketing, 59, 46–57.

*Boen, F., Vanbeselaere, N., & Cool, M. (2006). Group status as a determinant of organizational identification after a takeover: A
social identity perspective. Group Processes and Intergroup Relations, 9, 547–560.

Brayfield, A. H., & Rothe, H. F. (1951). An index of job satisfaction. Journal of Applied Psychology, 35, 307–311.
*Brown, R., Condor, S., Mathews, A., Wade, G., & Williams, J. (1986). Explaining intergroup differentiation in an industrial
organization. Journal of Occupational Psychology, 59, 273–286.

Cameron, J. E. (2004). A three-factor model of social identity. Self and Identity, 3, 239–262.
Carmeli, A., Gilat, G., & Weisberg, J. (2006). Perceived external prestige, organizational identification and affective commit-
ment: A stakeholder approach. Corporate Reputation Review, 9, 92–104.

Chen, S., Shechter, D., & Chaiken, S. (1996). Getting at the truth or getting along: Accuracy- versus impression-motivated
heuristic and systematic processing. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71, 262–275.

*Cheney, G. (1983). On the various and changing meanings of organizational membership: A field study of organizational
identification. Communication Monographs, 50, 342–362.

*Christensen, P. N., Rothgerber, H., Wood, W., & Matz, D. C. (2004). Social norms and identity relevance: A motivational
approach to normative behavior. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 30, 1295–1309.

Clore, G. L., Gasper, K., & Garvin, E. (2001). Affect as information. In J. P. Forgas (Ed.), Handbook of affect and social
cognition (pp. 121–144). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers.

Cohen, J., & Cohen, P. (1983). Applied multiple regression/correlation analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). Mahwah,
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Cook, T. D., & Campbell, D. T. (1979). Quasi-experimentation: Design and analysis for field settings. Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin.
Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1980). Influence of extraversion and neuroticism on subjective well-being: Happy and unhappy
people. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 38, 668–678.

Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). Revised NEO personality inventory. Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources.
Crocker, J., & Luhtanen, R. (1990). Collective self-esteem and ingroup bias. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58, 60–67.
Deaux, K. (1996). Social identification. In E. T. Higgins, & A. W. Kruglanski (Eds.), Social psychology: Handbook of basic
principles (pp. 777–798). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

COGNITIVE AND AFFECTIVE IDENTIFICATION 1159

Copyright © 2012 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. J. Organiz. Behav. 33, 1142–1167 (2012)
DOI: 10.1002/job



Derks, B., van Laar, C., & Ellemers, N. (2009). Working for the self or working for the group: How self- versus group affirmation
affects collective behavior in low-status groups. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96, 183–202.

Dukerich, J. M., Golden, B. R., & Shortell, S. M. (2002). Beauty is in the eye of the beholder: The impact of organizational iden-
tification identity and image on the cooperative behaviors of physicians. Administrative Science Quarterly, 47, 507–533.

Dutton, J. E., & Dukerich, J. M. (1991). Keeping an eye on the mirror: Image and identity in organizational adaptation. Academy
of Management Journal, 34, 517–554.

Dutton, J. E., Dukerich, J. M., & Harquail, C. V. (1994). Organizational images and member identification. Administrative
Science Quarterly, 39, 239–263.

Edwards, J. R., & Parry, M. E. (1993). On the use of polynomial regression equations as an alternative to difference scores in
organizational research. Academy of Management Journal, 36, 1577–1613.

*Edwards, M. R., & Peccei, R. (2007). Organizational identification: Development and testing of a conceptually grounded mea-
sure. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 16, 25–57.

Eysenck, M. W. (1983). Anxiety and individual differences. In G. R. J. Hockey (Ed.), Stress and fatigue in human performance
(pp. 273–298). New York, NY: Wiley.

Floyd, F. J., & Widaman, K. F. (1995). Factor analysis in the development and refinement of clinical assessment instruments.
Psychological Assessment, 7, 286–299.

*Foreman, P., & Whetten, D. (2002). Member’s identification with multiple-identity organizations. Organization Science, 13,
618–635.

*Gautam, T., Van Dick, R., & Wagner, U. (2004). Organizational identification and organizational commitment: Distinct aspects
of two related concepts. Asian Journal of Social Psychology, 7, 301–315.

*Gouldner, A. W. (1957). Cosmopolitans and locals: Toward an analysis of latent social roles, I. Administrative Science Quar-
terly, 2, 281–306.

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1980). Work redesign. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.
Haladyna, T. M. (1999). Developing and validating multiple-choice test items. Mahwah, NJ: Earlbaum.
*Hall, D. T., & Schneider, B. (1972). Correlates of organizational identification as a function of career pattern and organizational
type. Administrative Science Quarterly, 17, 340–350.

*Hall, D. T., Schneider, B., & Nygren, H. T. (1970). Personal factors in organizational identification. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 15, 176–190.

*Harris, G. E., & Cameron, J. E. (2005). Multiple dimensions of organizational identification and commitment as predictors of
turnover intentions and psychological well-being. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science, 37, 159–169.

Hinkin, T. R. (1998). A brief tutorial on the development of measures for use in survey questions. Organizational Research Meth-
ods, 1, 104–121.

Hirsh, J. B., & Inzlicht, M. (2008). The devil you know: Neuroticism predicts neural response to uncertainty. Psychological Sci-
ence, 19, 962–967.

Hogg, M. A. (2000). Social identity and social comparison. In J. Suls, L. Wheeler (Eds.), Handbook of social comparison: Theory
and research (pp. 401–421). New York, NY: Kluwer Academic/Plenum.

Hogg, M. A., & Terry, D. J. (2000). Social identity and self-categorization processes in organizational contexts. Academy of
Management Review, 25, 121–140.

*Hogg, M. A., Martin, R., Epitropaki, O., Mankad, A., Svensson, A., & Weeden, K. (2005). Effective leadership in salient
groups: Revisiting leader–member exchange theory from the perspective of the social identity theory of leadership. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 31, 991–1004.

*Huo, Y. J., Smith, H. J., Tyler, T. R., & Lind, E. A. (1996). Superordinate identification, subgroup identification, and justice
concerns: Is separatism the problem; is assimilation the answer? Psychological Science, 7, 40–45.

*Jetten, J., O’Brien, A., & Trindall, N. (2002). Changing identity: Predicting adjustment to organizational restructure as a func-
tion of subgroup and superordinate identification. The British Journal of Social Psychology, 41, 281–297.

*Jetten, J., Spears, R., &Manstead, A. S. R. (1996). Intergroup norms and intergroup discrimination: Distinctive self-categorization
and social identity effects. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71, 1222–1233.

Johnson, M. D., Morgeson, F. P., Ilgen, D. R., Meyer, C. J., & Lloyd, J. W. (2006). Multiple professional identities: Examining
differences in identification across work-related targets. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 498–506.

Kessler, T., & Hollbach, S. (2005). Group-based emotions as determinants of ingroup identification. Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 41, 677–685.

Kreiner, G., &Ashforth, B. (2004). An expandedmodel of organizational identification. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25, 1–27.
Larsen, R. J., & Ketelaar, T. (1991). Personality and susceptibility to positive and negative emotional states. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 61, 132–140.

Lee, S. M. (1971). An empirical analysis of organizational identification. Academy of Management Journal, 14, 213–226.
Liberman, N., Trope, Y., & Stephan, E. (2007). Psychological distance. In A. W. Kruglanski, E. Higgins (Eds.), Social psychol-
ogy: Handbook of basic principles (2nd ed.) (pp. 353–381). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

1160 M. D. JOHNSON ET AL.

Copyright © 2012 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. J. Organiz. Behav. 33, 1142–1167 (2012)
DOI: 10.1002/job



Long, K. M., & Spears, R. (1998). Opposing effects of personal and collective self-esteem on interpersonal and intergroup
comparisons. European Journal of Social Psychology, 28, 913–930.

Mael, F. (1989). Organizational identification: Construct redefinition and a field application with organizational alumni. Disser-
tation Abstracts International, 49(11-B), 5050.

*Mael, F. A., & Ashforth, B. E. (1992). Alumni and their alma mater: A partial test of the reformulated model of organizational
identification. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 13, 103–123.

Mael, F. A., & Tetrick, L. E. (1992). Identifying organizational identification. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 52,
813–824.

*Martin, R., & Epitropaki, O. (2001). Role of organizational identification on implicit leadership theories (ILTs), transformational
leadership and work attitudes. Group Processes and Intergroup Relations, 4, 247–262.

Matthews, G., Zeidner, M., & Roberts, R. D. (2004). Emotional Intelligence: Science and Myth. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1991). A three-component conceptualization of organizational commitment. Human Resource
Management Review, 1, 61–98.

Michel, A. A., K. A. Jehn. (2003). The dark side of identification: Overcoming identification-induced performance impedi-
ments. In E. Mannix, J. Polzer, & M. Neale (Eds.), Research on managing groups and teams: Identity issues in groups
(Vol. 5, pp. 189–219). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

*Millward, L. J., & Brewerton, P. M. (1999). Contractors and their psychological contracts. British Journal of Management, 10,
253–274.

Moorman, R. H., & Blakely, G. L. (1995). Individualism/collectivism as an individual difference predictor of organizational
citizenship behavior. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 16, 127–142.

Mowday, R. T., Steers, R. M., & Porter, L. W. (1979). Measurement of organizational commitment. Journal of Vocational
Behavior, 14, 224–247.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method biases in behavioral research: A
critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 879–903.

*Polzer, J. T. (2004). How subgroup interests and reputations moderate the effect of organizational identification on cooperation.
Journal of Management, 30, 71–96.

Pratt, M. G. (1998). To be or not to be: Central questions in organizational identification. In D. A. Whetten, & P. C. Godfrey
(Eds.), Identity in organizations: Building theory through conversations (pp. 171–208). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publica-
tions, Inc.

Pratt, M. G., & Ashforth, B. E. (1993). Fostering meaningfulness in working and at work. In K. S. Cameron, J. E. Dutton, & R. E.
Quinn (Eds.), Positive organizational scholarship: Foundations of a new discipline (pp. 309–327). San Francisco, CA: Berret-
Koehler Publishers.

*Randel, A. E., & Jaussi, K. S. (2003). Functional background identity, diversity, and individual performance in cross-functional
teams. Academy of Management Journal, 46, 763–774.

*Reade, C. (2001). Antecedents of organizational identification in multinational corporations: Fostering psychological
attachment to the local subsidiary and the global organization. International Journal of Human Resource Management,
12, 1269–1291.

Reid, S. A., & Hogg, M. A. (2005). Uncertainty reduction, self-enhancement, and ingroup identification. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 31, 804–817.

Riketta, M. (2005). Organizational identification: A meta-analysis. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 66, 358–384.
*Riordan, C. M., & Weatherly, E. W. (1999). Defining and measuring employees’ identification with their work groups. Educa-
tional and Psychological Measurement, 59, 310–324.

*Roccas, S. (2003). Identification and status revisited: The moderating role of self-enhancement and self transcendence values.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29, 726–736.

*Rotondi, T. (1975). Organizational identification and group involvement. Academy of Management Journal, 18, 892–897.
Rubin, M., & Hewstone, M. (1998). Social identity theory’s self-esteem hypothesis: A review and some suggestions for clarifi-
cation. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 2, 40–62.

*Scott, C. R., & Timmerman, C. E. (1999). Communication technology use and multiple workplace identifications among
organizational teleworkers with varied degrees of virtuality. IEEE Transactions on Professional Communication, 42,
240–260.

*Smidts, A., Pruyn, A. T. H., & van Riel, C. B. M. (2001). The impact of employee communication and perceived external
prestige on organizational identification. Academy of Management Journal, 44, 1051–1062.

Solinger, O. N., van Olffen, W., & Roe, R. A. (2008). Beyond the three-component model of organizational commitment.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 70–83.

Tajfel, H. (1972). Social categorisation. English manuscript of ’La categorisation sociale. In S. Moscovici (Ed.), Introduction a la
Psychologie Sociale (Vol. 1, 272–302). Paris: Larousse.

Tajfel, H. (1981). Human groups and social categories. London: Cambridge University Press.

COGNITIVE AND AFFECTIVE IDENTIFICATION 1161

Copyright © 2012 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. J. Organiz. Behav. 33, 1142–1167 (2012)
DOI: 10.1002/job



Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In W. G. Austin, & S. Worchel (Eds.), The social
psychology of intergroup relations. Monterey, CA: Brooks-Cole.

Turner, J. C. (1982). Towards a cognitive redefinition of the social group. In H. Tajfel (Ed.), Social identity and group relations
(pp. 15–40). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Turner, J. C., Hogg, M. A., Oakes, P. J., Reicher, S. D. & Wetherell, M. S. (1987). Rediscovering the social group: A
self-categorization theory. Cambridge, MA, USA: Basil Blackwell.

*Tyler, T. R., & Blader, S. L. (2001). Identity and cooperative behaviors in groups. Group Processes and Intergroup Relations, 4,
207–226.

*Vandenberg, R. J., Self, R. M., & Seo, J. H. (1994). A critical examination of the internalization, identification, and compliance
commitment measures. Journal of Management, 20, 123–140.

*van Dick, R., & Wagner, U. (2002). Social identification among school teachers: Dimensions, foci, and correlates. European
Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 11, 129–149.

*van Dick, R., Wagner, U., Stellmacher, J., & Christ, O. (2004). The utility of a broader conceptualization of organizational
identification: Which aspects really matter? Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology and Aging, 77,
171–191.

van Knippenberg, D., & Sleebos, E. (2006). Organizational identification versus organizational commitment: Self-definition,
social exchange, and job attitudes. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27, 571–584.

van Knippenberg, D., & van Schie, E. C. M. (2000). Foci and correlates of organizational identification. Journal of Occupational
and Organizational Psychology, 73, 137–147.

*van Knippenberg, D., van Knippenberg, B., Monden, L., & deLima, F. (2002). Organizational identification after a merger: A
social identity perspective. The British Journal of Social Psychology, 41, 233–252.

*van Leeuwen, E., van Knippenberg, D., & Ellemers, N. (2003). Continuing and changing group identities: The effects of merg-
ing on social identification and ingroup bias. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29, 679–690.

Appendix 1: Comprehensive list of published organizational identificationmeasures3

1. Gouldner (1957)
Would you leave your college if you were offered a job at Harvard or Princeton (at a lower salary, same salary,
higher salary, wouldn’t leave)?
Although there are probably reasons for this, it really is bad that salary is so low. (strongly agree, strongly
disagree)
It is unfortunate, but true that there really are few people around here with whom one can share his professional
interests. (strongly agree, strongly disagree)
About how many faculty members do you feel you know well? (1–5, 5–10, 10 or more)

2. Hall et al. (1970)
This organization is a large family in which I feel a sense of belonging.
(COGNITIVE) I feel a strong sense of identification with this organization.
(AFFECTIVE) I feel pride in being part of this organization.
I feel that this organization is recognized as a leader in applying good principles.

3. Hall and Schneider (1972)
The company has a fine tradition of worthwhile accomplishment.
(AFFECTIVE) I feel a sense of pride in working for the company.
I feel the company is doing an important job in advancing technology.

4. Rotondi (1975)
(AFFECTIVE) I take pride in being a part of this organization.

5. Cheney (1983) OIQ
I would probably continue working for this organization even if I did not need the money.
In general, the people employed by this organization are working toward the same goals.

3There are many items that have been referred to as “identification” that we are unsure whether they tap identification or a related construct. We
did not label these as either “cognitive” or “affective.”
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(AFFECTIVE) I am proud to be an employee of this organization.
This organization’s image in the community represents me well.
(COGNITIVE) I often describe myself to others by saying “I work for this organization” or “I am from this
organization.”
(COGNITIVE) I try to make on-the-job decisions by considering the consequences of my actions for this
organization.
(COGNITIVE) We at this organization are different from others in our field.
I am glad I chose to work for this organization rather than another company.
I talk up this organization to my friends as a great company to work for.
(COGNITIVE) In general, I view this organization’s problems as my problems.
I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected to help this organization to be
successful.
I become irritated when I hear others outside this organization criticize the company.
I have warm feelings toward this organization as a place to work.
I would be willing to spend the rest of my career with this organization.
I feel that this organization cares about me.
The record of this organization is an example of what dedicated people can achieve.
I have a lot in common with others employed by this organization.
I find it difficult to agree with this organization’s policies on important matters relating to me (R).
(COGNITIVE) My association with this organization is only a small part of who I am (R).
I tell others about projects that this organization is working on.
I find that my values and the values of this organization are very similar.
I feel very little loyalty to this organization (R).
I would describe this organization as a large “family” in which most members feel a sense of belonging.
(COGNITIVE) I find it easy to identify myself with this organization.
I really care about the fate of this organization.

6. Brown et al. (1986)
(COGNITIVE) I am a person who considers the organization important.
(COGNITIVE) I am a person who identifies with the organization.
(COGNITIVE) I am a person who feels strong ties with the organization.
(AFFECTIVE) I am a person who is glad to belong to the organization.
(COGNITIVE) I am a person who sees myself as belonging to the organization.
(COGNITIVE) I am a person who makes excuses for belonging to the organization.
(COGNITIVE) I am a person who tries to hide belonging to the organization.
I am a person who feels held back by the organization.
(COGNITIVE) I am a person who is annoyed to say I’m a member of the organization.
(COGNITIVE) I am a person who criticizes the organization.

7. Mael and Ashforth (1992)
(COGNITIVE) When someone criticizes my organization, it feels like a personal insult.
(COGNITIVE) I am very interested in what others think about this organization.
(COGNITIVE) When I talk about this organization I usually say “we” rather than “they.”
(COGNITIVE) This organization’s successes are my successes.
(COGNITIVE) When someone praises this organization, it feels like a personal compliment.
(COGNITIVE) If a story in the media criticized this organization, I would feel embarrassed.

8. Vandenberg, Self, and Seo (1994)
I feel a sense of “ownership” for this organization rather than being just an employee.
I talk up the organization to my friends as a great organization to work for.
I am proud to tell others that I am a part of this organization.
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I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that expected in order to help this organization be successful.
I would accept almost any type of job assignment to keep working for this organization.
I find that my values and the values of this organization are similar.
This organization really inspires the very best in me in the way of job performance.
I am extremely glad that I chose this organization to work for over others I was considering at the time I joined.
I really care about the fate of this organization.
(COGNITIVE) For me this is the best of all possible organizations for which to work.

9. Jetten, Spears, and Manstead (1996)
(COGNITIVE) I feel strong ties to my organization.

10. Huo et al. (1996)
(AFFECTIVE) I am proud to think of myself as a member of the organization I work for.

11. Abrams, Ando and Hinkle (1998)
(COGNITIVE) I feel strong ties with this company.
This company is important to me.
(AFFECTIVE) I feel proud to be a member of my company.
(AFFECTIVE) I often regret that I belong to this company.
(AFFECTIVE) I feel a strong sense of belonging to this company.
(COGNITIVE) Belonging to this company is an important part of my self-image.
(AFFECTIVE) I am glad to be a member of this company.

12. Riordan and Weatherly (1999)
(COGNITIVE) It is important to me that others think highly of my organization.
(COGNITIVE) It is important to me that others do not criticize my organization.
It is important to me that my organization is successful.
(COGNITIVE) It is important to me that I am a member of my organization.
It is important to me that my organization is acknowledged for its success.
In my organization there is a lot of team spirit among the members.

13. Millward and Brewerton (1999)
Working for this organization is important to me.
My job is important to me.
I am willing to work extra hours without pay to finish the job.
(COGNITIVE) I feel that I belong in this organization.
I am satisfied with my job.

14. Scott and Timmerman (1999) Short form of OIQ
I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond what is normally expected to help my (work team/department,
employing organization, occupation, or personal interest) be successful.
I feel very little loyalty to my (target) (R).
I really care about the fate of my (target).
I try to make relevant decisions by considering the consequences of my actions to my (target).

15. Bergami and Bagozzi (2000)
(COGNITIVE) Please indicate the extent to what degree your self-image overlaps with this organization’s image.
(not at all/very much)
(COGNITIVE) Please describe your relationship with this organization by using the following diagrams. Imagine
that the circles at the left represent your own personal identity (what describes you as a unique individual), while
the circles at the right represent the identity of this organization. Which diagram best describes the level of overlap
between your own identity and this organization’s identity? (Far apart/complete overlap)

16. Martin and Epitropaki (2001)
(AFFECTIVE) I am quite proud to be able to tell people who it is I work for.
(COGNITIVE) I feel myself to be a part of the organization.
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17. Tyler and Blader (2001)
My work is important to the way I think of myself as a person.
(COGNITIVE) When someone praises the accomplishments of my work organization, it feels like a personal
compliment to me.
(COGNITIVE) When I talk about where I work I usually say “we” rather than “they.”
I feel a sense that I personally belong to where I work.
(COGNITIVE) I feel that the problems of my organization are my own personal problems.
(COGNITIVE) When someone from outside criticizes my organization, it feels like a personal insult.
I feel like a valued member of my work organization.
When something goes wrong in my work setting, I feel a personal responsibility to fix it.
The organization for which I work says a lot about who I am as a person.
I do not feel like an important part of my work setting (r).

18. Bartel (2001)
(COGNITIVE) To what extent does your own sense of who you are (i.e., your personal identity) overlap with
your sense of what the organization represents (i.e., the organization’s identity)? (not at all/to a great extent)

19. Reade (2001) Local organizational identification
This company has a reputation for providing excellent products.
This company stands out as a leader in the consumer products industry.

20. Reade (2001) Global organizational identification
This company’s products enjoy a good reputation worldwide.
This company is a worldwide leader in the manufacture of consumer products.

21. Smidts, Pruyn, and van Riel (2001)
(COGNITIVE) I have strong ties with this organization.
I experience a strong sense of belonging to this organization.
(AFFECTIVE) I feel proud to work for this organization.
I am sufficiently acknowledged in this organization.
(AFFECTIVE) I am glad to be a member of this organization.

22. Bhattacharya and Elsbach (2002) Short form of Mael and Ashforth
(COGNITIVE) My organization’s successes are my successes.
(COGNITIVE) When someone praises my organization, it feels like a personal compliment.
(COGNITIVE) When someone criticizes my organization, it feels like a personal insult.

23. Jetten, O’Brien, and Trindall (2002)
(COGNITIVE) I am pleased to work for this organization.

24. Foreman and Whetten (2002) Cognitive Identification
In general, I believe that this type of organization. . .
. . .is the lifeblood of the community.
. . .has outlived its usefulness.
. . .has forgotten how important their members are.
. . .is of little value to small customers.
. . .is struggling to find its niche.

25. Foreman and Whetten (2002) Pragmatic identification
Compared to similar businesses, this type of organization, in general. . .
. . .has staff and managers with superior professional skills.
. . .offer greater opportunity for customers and members to influence the way things are done.
. . .are more innovative in developing new products and services.
. . .better understand their customers’ needs and concerns.
. . .are more supportive when members and patrons have financial problems.
. . .are better managed and operated.
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. . .have a friendlier and more helpful atmosphere.
26. van Knippenberg et al (2002)

(COGNITIVE) I identify strongly with this organization.
(COGNITIVE) When someone criticizes this organization, it feels like a personal insult.
(COGNITIVE) I feel strong ties with this organization.

27. Van Dick and Wagner (2002)
In any case, I want to stay in the staff of the present school.
I do not like my organization very well.
I would rather be in another organization.

28. Roccas (2003)
(COGNITIVE) Being a part of this organization is an important part of my identity.
(COGNITIVE) When I talk about other members of this organization I usually say “we” rather than “they.”
(COGNITIVE) It is important to me that I am a member of this organization.

29. van Leeuwen, van Knippenberg and Ellemers (2003) Study 1
(COGNITIVE) I identify with my organization.
I see myself as a typical member of my organization.
(AFFECTIVE) I like being part of my organization.
I feel committed to my organization.

30. van Leeuwen, van Knippenberg, and Ellemers (2003) Study 2
(COGNITIVE) I feel strong ties with my organization.
I see myself as a typical member of my organization.
(AFFECTIVE) I like being part of my organization.

31. Randel and Jaussi (2003)
(COGNITIVE) When others from this organization are successful, I feel that all of us from this organization have
been successful.
(COGNITIVE) I share in the successes of others within this organization.
(COGNITIVE) When others within this organization are recognized for their accomplishments, I feel like I have
accomplished something too.

32. Christensen et al. (2004 ). On 9-point scales, the items assessed (a great deal/not at all)
How much do you agree with the attitudes and values of other organization members?
How important is personifying these values and attitudes to you?
How important is it for you to be similar to other organization members?

33. Gautam et al. (2004) Short form of the OIQ
I would probably continue working for [organization] even if I did not need the money.
(AFFECTIVE) I am proud to be an employee of [organization].
(COGNITIVE) I often describe myself to others by saying “I work for [organization]” or “I am from
[organization].”
(AFFECTIVE) I am glad I chose to work for [organization] rather than another Company.
I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected to help [organization] to be successful.
I have warm feelings toward [organization] as a place to work.
I have a lot in common with others employed by [organization].
I tell others about projects that [organization] is working on.

34. Van Dick, Wagner, Stellmacher, and Christ (2004)
(COGNITIVE) I identify myself as a member of this organization.
(COGNITIVE) Being a member of this organization reflects my personality well.
I like to work for this organization.
I think reluctantly about this organization.
(COGNITIVE) Sometimes I’d rather not say that I’m a member of this organization.
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My organization is positively judged by others.
I work for this organization above what is absolutely necessary.

35. Polzer (2004) Study 1
(COGNITIVE) I identify with this organization.

36. Polzer (2004) Study 2
(COGNITIVE) I identify with this organization.
(AFFECTIVE) I am glad to belong to this organization.
I feel held back by this organization.
I think this organization worked well together.
I see myself as an important part of this organization.
I do not fit in well with the other members of this organization.
I do not consider the organization to be important.
I feel uneasy with the members of this organization.
(COGNITIVE) I feel strong ties to this organization.

37. Hogg et al. (2005)
I feel that I am similar to other organization members.
I like other organization members.
I feel I fit well in this organization.
(COGNITIVE) Being a member of this group is important to me.
(COGNITIVE) I identify with this organization.
I feel a sense of belonging to this organization.
(COGNITIVE) I feel strong ties with this organization.
I feel committed to this organization.
I match very well to the distinctive features of this organization.

38. Harris and Cameron (2005)
(AFFECTIVE) In general, I am glad to be a member of this organization.
(AFFECTIVE) I often regret that I am a member of this organization.
(AFFECTIVE) I don’t feel good about being a member of this organization.
(AFFECTIVE) Generally, I feel good when I think about myself as a member of this organization.
I have a lot in common with other people in this organization.
I feel strong ties to other people in this organization.
I find it difficult to form a bond with other people in this organization.
I don’t feel a sense of being ‘connected’ with other people in this organization.
(COGNITIVE) I often think about the fact that I am a member of this organization.
(COGNITIVE) Overall, being a member of this organization has very little to do with how I feel about myself.
(COGNITIVE) In general, being a member of this organization is an important part of my self-image.
(COGNITIVE) The fact that I am a member of this organization rarely enters my mind.

39. Boen, Vanbeselaere, and Cool (2006)
I feel very connected to this organization.
(AFFECTIVE) I am proud that I can work for this organization.
This organization means a lot to me.

40. Edwards and Peccei (2007)
(COGNITIVE) My employment in the organization is a big part of who I am.
(COGNITIVE) I consider myself an organization person.
What the organization stands for is important to me.
I share the goals and values of the organization.
(COGNITIVE) My membership in the organization is important to me.
(COGNITIVE) I feel strong ties with the organization.
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